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4 Introduction 
The management of knowledge is important for organizational performance in public (Amayah 

2013; Jarvie and Stewart 2018) and private organizations (Aljuwaiber 2016; Cordery et al. 2015). 

The importance of knowledge have increased organizations’ focus on connecting employees in 

collaborative entities called Communities of Practice (CoP), because CoP facilitates knowledge 

sharing and knowledge development resulting in improvements to how the work is done 

(Aljuwaiber 2016; Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). This PhD project demonstrates how 

intentionally developed CoP leads to knowledge sharing and improvements to how the work is 

done. Furthermore, the PhD project provides a CoP development step-by-step guide that e.g. 

operations managers can apply to improve knowledge sharing to the benefit of the organization. 

For some organizations knowledge sharing determines the long-term organizational success: In 

regulated organizations knowledge sharing is a requirement because employees must perform the 

same daily task alike and as prescribed (i.e. standardized). The pharmaceutical industry, public tax 

administration and healthcare operations are all regulated organizations and share the need for 

standardization of tasks within operations. Employees in a pharmaceutical company must follow 

procedures to ensure that products are produced according to the correct “recipe” to perform as 

expected when used. The public tax administration must treat any citizen lawfully. In healthcare a 

certain procedure must be followed to avoid mistreating a patient. The implication for employees 

in all three types of organizations is that written guidelines (or procedures in other formats e.g. 

video) prescribe how a task must be done. Besides the requirement of standardization regulated 

organizations also face the requirement of continuous developing how the work is done. The 

development can be initiated based on e.g. experience from past operations mistakes, or initiated 

by changes in legislation or systems.  

The consequence of the two requirements standardization and continuous development is that 

knowledge in regulated operations has a complementary but contrasting duality: Using 

prescriptive written guidelines that are mandatory to follow enforces a rigid discipline as the work 

must be done according to the guidelines; thus knowledge is a truth that cannot be diverged from. 

Simultaneously the continuous need to develop how the work is done gives knowledge a character 

of flexibility; thus knowledge becomes the subject to continuous change. Consequently, 

employees are expected to act disciplined and do as the written guidelines prescribes but 

employees are also expected to consider a guideline as under continuous development and 

contribute to its development. To manage this duality organizations must apply approaches that 

support both standardization and continuous development. 

A typical approach for managing knowledge sharing in regulated operations and ensuring 

standardization is the development and dissemination of written guidelines. Employees are 

expected to read and follow the guidelines and translate the knowledge into actions. Using written 

guidelines is considered a codification strategy because knowledge is codified into e.g. documents 

or video, which implies that knowledge is objective and can be moved between different 
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situations without consideration to the context (Hansen, Nohria, and Thomas 1999; Donald Hislop 

2013). Adopting a codification strategy and developing written guidelines reduces complexity by 

structuring existing knowledge, so employees can identify and apply the knowledge when 

encountering known problems (Zack 2000).  

However, a codification strategy utilizing e.g. written guidelines offer little support to the rich 

conversations where employees share their experience, come to a mutual understanding, develop 

new knowledge, and improve how the works is done (Orr 1996; Schenkel and Teigland 2008; 

Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017; Brown and Duguid 1991). Written guidelines offers little support 

for organizations in overcoming knowledge related problems of equivocal character which 

requires a deeper understanding of problem and solution: Solving this type of problem is 

facilitated by employees interacting, exploring different perspectives and making shared sense 

(Zack 2000). I.e. a codification strategy may support standardization however, the support to 

continuous development is limited. The apparent shortcomings of a codification strategy are 

contrasted in a personalization strategy to managing knowledge. A personalization strategy 

engages the social system of the organization as knowledge is considered subjective, contextual 

and embedded in people and processes (Donald Hislop 2013; Hansen, Nohria, and Thomas 1999). 

From a personalization perspective knowledge is  shared through interactions with rich 

conversations where employees share their experience, come to a mutual understanding, develop 

new knowledge, and improve how the works is done (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; 

Donald Hislop 2013; Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017). A personalization strategy support resolving 

situations characterized by equivocality and ambiguity where neither problem nor solution is 

apparent (Zack 2000): A situation that could arise when experiencing an unknown quality defect or 

implementing new equipment or legislation.  

The two different strategies codification and personalization have different knowledge 

perspectives and solve different knowledge related problems; codification can reduce complexity 

through e.g. written guidelines and personalization support overcoming equivocal situations by 

e.g. developing a shared understanding of different observations (Zack 2000). The two strategies 

complement each other and a coherent knowledge strategy combines elements from both and 

support managing the duality of standardization and continuous development. Communities of 

Practice (CoP) is an element of a personalization strategy (Chu 2016; Donald Hislop 2013) that can 

be combined with a codification strategy (e.g. written guidelines) and bring benefit to an 

organization (Cordery et al. 2015). 

Communities of Practice is defined as a ‘Group of people who share a concern, a set of problems, 

or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by 

interacting on an on-going basis’ (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002, 4). The study of CoP 

ranges from the descriptive to the prescriptive: CoP was originally studied descriptively as an 

emergent phenomenon that came to life through self-organized activity (Lave and Wenger 1991). 

The descriptive perspective is also present in current CoP research in e.g. British healthcare 
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(Gabbay and le May 2004; Cornes et al. 2014), environmental impact assessment in Uganda 

(Cirella et al. 2018), and expats in China (Urzelai and Puig 2018). The prescriptive studies of 

intentional CoP development are numerous and from a variety of contexts: Oil refineries (Cordery 

et al. 2015), primary care (Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017), public sector (Kislov, Walshe, and 

Harvey 2012), natural resources management (Ison et al. 2014), car manufacturing (Wolf, Späth, 

and Haefliger 2011), healthcare (Ranmuthugala et al. 2011; Cornes et al. 2014), secondary school 

teachers (Chu 2016), and tourism (Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008).  

Research has identified a number of factors that are important for CoP development in 

organizations (Aljuwaiber, 2016): Voluntary participation is considered a critical factor for 

attracting participants that share an interest in a practice and in knowledge sharing which favours 

successful CoP development (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 

2017). Several other factors have been identified e.g.; CoP coordination, time to participate, an 

undisturbed space, Information and Communication Technology (ICT) and top management 

support and sponsorship (Bolisani and Scarso 2014; Borzillo 2009). 

However, despite the academic interest there is limited evidence for purposeful interventions 

leading to successful CoPs (Ison et al. 2014) and scholars call for case studies of CoP development 

and management in general business context to advance CoP theory (Aljuwaiber 2016; Bolisani 

and Scarso 2014). More specifically, there is a call for studies of the factors that influence CoP in 

organizations and how the organizational contextual influence CoP (Aljuwaiber 2016) and to 

propose frameworks that allow the study of CoP in organizations (Bolisani and Scarso 2014) . 

4.1 Research questions and study aim 

This PhD project aims at meeting the calls from scholars. The PhD project does so by proposing a 

framework for managing knowledge sharing in regulated operations, and studying how to 

intentionally develop CoP to improve knowledge sharing and practice improvement. The 

framework is proposed by identifying factors for CoP development, linking the factors in 

sequential steps and combining the steps into a framework, which can be applied by practitioners. 

One overall question and four research questions frame the PhD project: 

 

The overall question: How can operations managers in regulated organizations improve 

knowledge sharing and how the work is done through intentionally developed CoP? 

 

The answer to this overall question is informed by four research questions: 

 

Research question 1: Which initiatives, in the form of steps, are necessary to intentional 

develop a CoP? 

Research question 2: What are the contextual factors affecting intentional CoP 

development? 
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Research question 3: What is the impact of intentionally developed CoP on knowledge 

sharing and practice improvement? 

Research question 4: What initiatives support continuous intentional development of a CoP? 

The first academic contribution is an empirical tested framework with six sequential steps for 

intentional CoP development within operations. The second contribution is explanations about 

how CoP impacts knowledge sharing and practice improvements. The third contribution is how 

contextual factors shape CoP activity. The fourth contribution is explanations of continuous CoP 

development linking CoP development initiatives with maturity stages. 

The contribution to practitioners is a step-by-step framework that can be followed by managers to 

intentional develop CoP to improve knowledge sharing and practice improvement in regulated 

organizations. 

 

The PhD project deploys a case study research strategy and has an abductive approach given that: 

CoP theory and empirical insights informs the framework and the research questions, and because 

the framework is continuously developed through a combination of empirical tests and theoretical 

insights (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill 2009).  

In the course of eight studies in four organizations (See Figure 1) a framework is proposed and 

tested (Study 1-3) and then applied (Study 4-7). Lastly, the CoP initiatives of a case company is 

explored with the purpose of linking CoP development with maturity stages (Study 8). In total the 

PhD project comprise 9 phases initiating with identification of factors for CoP development (Phase 

1) and concluding with a contribution to research (Phase 9).  

 

 
 
 

Figure 1 - The overall research of the PhD project stretching from October 2015 to August 2019. 

 



13 

13 
 

The dissertation presents the PhD project accordingly: First a theory section positions the study 

and identifies the research gap that the results contribute to. This is followed by a presentation of 

the case companies including their case relevance. Then follows the method section presenting 

the timeline, research methodology, axiology, and data collection. After the method section 

follows the study outcome section that is structured accordingly:  

 Study 2: Framework test and validation (Section 9.1) 

 Study 1+3 (Journal paper – Published): Framework test and validation (Section 9.2) 

 Study 4-7 (Journal paper – in review): Framework application (Section 9.3) 

 Study 8 (Journal paper – Accepted for publication): CoP maturity (Section 9.4) 

 Conference and practitioner papers 

The study outcome is summarized in the results section presenting the answers to the research 

questions.  

The discussion is devoted to a critical discussion of the frameworks steps, identified contextual 

factors, method and generalizability of the results.  

Finally the conclusion summarizes the research gap, the research undertaken and the results. 

Furthermore, the implications for research and practitioners are presented, and finally the 

conclusion is closed with limitations and topics for future research. 

4.2 Closing remarks of section 

The following section 5 positions the PhD project theoretically by presenting theory on knowledge 

management and CoP in preparation for the presentation of case companies in section 6 from 

page 33 and methodology section 7 from page 44.  
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5 Background and theory 
This section presents relevant theory and research of two research fields: Knowledge 

management (KM) and CoP. The section covering KM literature gives a concise overview of 

different perspectives and approaches to KM with the purpose of positioning CoP and to position 

the PhD project in the broad field of KM. Then follows a section on CoP where first the background 

literature on CoP is presented chronologically followed by a section on CoP development. The 

latter is the scientific field where this study makes its main contribution. The section is concluded 

with recapping the research gap. 

5.1 Knowledge management 

From a knowledge-based perspective on organizations knowledge management (KM) is important 

because; ‘the services rendered by tangible resources depend on how they are combined and 

applied, which is in turn a function of the firm's know-how (i.e., knowledge)’ (Alavi and Leidner 

2001, 108). Because the knowledge that resides within an organization and its social system is 

difficult to copy the management of knowledge can provide a long-term competitive advantage 

(Hislop, 2013). Indeed, the capability to continuously explore new knowledge and exploit the 

current knowledge is important for organizational effectiveness and efficiency (Crossan, Lane, and 

White 1999). Consequently, the specific knowledge holds less value in terms of providing a 

competitive advantage, than the organizational capability to continuously create and apply 

knowledge does (Alavi and Leidner 2001). A broad definition of knowledge management comes 

from Dalkir (2005) that defines it as ‘the deliberate and systematic coordination of an 

organization’s people, technology, processes, and organizational structure in order to add value 

through reuse and innovation. This coordination is achieved through creating, sharing, and 

applying knowledge as well as through feeding the valuable lessons learned and best practices into 

corporate memory in order to foster continued organizational learning’ (Dalkir 2005, 4:3). Dalkir’s 

definition gives insight to the numerous initiatives that organisations must develop to have a 

coherent KM approach. Another knowledge management definition reflects two different 

perspectives on knowledge management; the objectivist and practice perspective. Hislop (2013) 

defines knowledge management as: ‘an umbrella term which refers to any deliberate efforts to 

manage the knowledge of an organization’s workforce, which can be achieved via a wide range of 

methods including directly, through the use of particular types of ICT, or more indirectly through 

the management of social processes, the structuring of organizations in particular ways or via the 

use of particular culture and people management practices’ (Donald Hislop 2013, 56).  

5.1.1  Two knowledge management perspectives 

A general distinction can be made regarding the approach to the management of knowledge: One 

approach is ‘technology centered’ that suggest knowledge management to comprise ‘the 

implementation and use of particular types of information and communication technologies’ 

(Donald Hislop 2013, 49). The second approach is ‘people centered’ that equates knowledge 

management with ‘managing the people who utilize and possess knowledge’ 
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The difference in how knowledge management is approached is a reflection of two epistemic 

perspective; the objectivist knowledge perspective and the practice knowledge perspective 

(Donald Hislop 2013). The objectivist perspective is closely related to an understanding of 

knowledge and knowledge management approach that favours explicit knowledge. The practice 

perspective is closely related to an understanding of knowledge and knowledge management 

approaches that favours tacit knowledge (Donald Hislop 2013).  

The objectivist perspective: The objectivist perspective is based on a positivistic philosophy where 

knowledge is regarded as objective 'facts'. Also, general laws can be formulated meaning that the 

social world can be studied scientifically and objective knowledge about these laws can be 

formulated. From an objectivist perspective knowledge has an objective character and it can be 

separated from people via codification (i.e. made explicit). Explicit knowledge is privileged over 

tacit knowledge as tacit knowledge is viewed as less relevant and highly personal, indeed tacit and 

explicit knowledge are considered separable. Knowledge is derived from an intellectual process 

and learning something new can happen through a cognitive process trough e.g. reading. 

Consequently from an objectivist perspective knowledge sharing can be understood as a simple 

conduit model where a sender can make knowledge explicit and receiver can generate the same 

meaning as the sender by e.g. reading the a written guideline. Collaboration and context has little 

importance in objectivist sharing knowledge.  

The practice perspective: From a practice perspective knowledge is embedded and inseparable 

from work activities, practices and social systems. There are several features of the practice 

perspective: The first feature is that knowledge is embedded in practice and all knowledge activity 

whether using, sharing, developing, or creating involve an element of collaboration or interaction 

between people. A second feature is that tacit and explicit knowledge is inseparable and the 

distinction between tacit-explicit is irrelevant as knowledge is inseparable from practice and 

mutually constituted from explicit and tacit. A third feature is that knowledge is personal and 

embodied consequently knowledge cannot be codified and made meaningful independently of 

people. A fourth feature is that knowledge is socially constructed and culturally embedded. The 

third and fourth feature must be dealt with simultaneously in contrast to the objectivist 

perspective where "knowledge is truth". Because knowledge is constructed by people and 

somewhat open for interpretation knowledge is never totally neutral or unbiased, but knowledge 

is not completely personal; the socially negotiated nature of language places a boundary about the 

individual interpretation and modification of language. A fifth feature is that if knowledge is 

subjective, socially constructed and culturally embedded then the definition of what constitutes 

knowledge is open to debate. This makes 'legitimate' knowledge a theme if incompatible 

knowledge (e.g. opposing knowledge claims) comes to exist. Therefore issues of power, politics 

and conflict become relevant with a practice perspective. 

Zack (2000) propose two different perspectives on knowledge in organizations; knowledge and 

information perspective (Zack 2000), which are similar to the practice and objectivist perspective 
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proposed by Hislop (2013). According to information perspective organizations must organize to 

exchange and clearly transmit information between employees of an organization. The 

information perspective places less emphasis on inter-organizational contextual factors: 

Background, educational level, and kind of work. From the information perspective an 

organization must organize to reduce complexity in order to provide employees instruction on 

how to do something. Whereas knowledge from the knowledge perspective is context specific and 

is developed in the context by the users, but the development process can involve employees not 

working in the specific context. 

The practice perspective has several consequences for organizational knowledge management. If 

knowledge is embedded in people then a central depository isn't relevant instead organizations 

can be conceptualized as a 'community-of-communities'. A knowledge base will therefore be 

fragmented because knowledge will be embedded and contextual. The degree of fragmentation or 

specialization might be related to the culture of the organization, and how the organization 

balances between supporting autonomous or standardized work practices. 

5.1.2 Knowledge management strategy 

The knowledge management definition proposed by Dalkir (2005) includes a section that states 

KM can be achieved through ‘the deliberate and systematic coordination of an organization’s 

people, technology, processes, and organizational structure’. With this section Dalkir proposes 

that there are different approaches that an organization can adopt to manage knowledge, and two 

categories of knowledge management strategies are proposed: A codification strategy or a 

personalization strategy (Hansen, Nohria, and Thomas 1999). 

The codification strategy considers that the competitive advantage comes from reusing 

knowledge. The strategy emphasizes explicit knowledge over tacit knowledge and an important 

knowledge process is externalization where knowledge is transferred from people to a document 

e.g. written guideline. The role of management is to facilitate the process of knowledge 

codification, storage, retrieval, presentation, sharing and updating, and employees are encouraged 

to codify their knowledge (Donald Hislop 2013; Hansen, Nohria, and Thomas 1999).  

A personalization strategy considers that the competitive advantage comes from creating new 

knowledge. A key knowledge process is the social process where interactions and conversations 

facilitate tacit knowledge sharing between the participants. The role of management is to 

motivate employees to share their knowledge with other employees and to promote the 

development of interpersonal skills, as these are facilitators of the personalization strategy 

(Donald Hislop 2013; Hansen, Nohria, and Thomas 1999). 

5.1.3 The problems that managing organizational knowledge attend to 

KM in organizations is labelled “organizational knowledge management” to stress that KM 

investments must be evaluated on the organizational benefit they bring (Zack 2000). The 

knowledge processing capabilities bring benefit to the organization, and they are defined by four 
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knowledge problems that organizations must have the capability to solve: ambiguity, equivocality, 

uncertainty, and complexity (Zack 2000) (See Figure 2). The four problem solving capabilities do not 

exist in isolation of one another - they provide a coherent picture of managing organizational 

knowledge. 

 
Figure 2 – The four knowledge problems and their definition. Adopted from Zack (2000). 

 

Ambiguity defines situations that are neither clear nor understandable, and it is difficult to 

formulate questions that could help resolve or make the situation recognizable. Organizations 

must organize to have the capability that facilitates rich, face-to-face conversations between 

employees that are familiar with the context however diverse in their skills, expertise and 

knowledge. 

Equivocality refers to a situation where the same thing is interpreted in a multiple of ways, and 

each interpretation is individually unambiguous (and possible incorrect) but the collective of 

interpretations differ and maybe in conflict. Equivocality can arise between individuals that each 

has a unique, tacitly known set of experiences, values, and knowledge that form the 

interpretation. Consequently, if several persons are to perform the same work task in the same 

way, simply relaying information in a guideline is insufficient: Because this does not help the 

employees to articulate tacit knowledge and collectively interpret their individual interpretation 

and mutually adjust to arrive at a shared understanding. Organizations must therefore organize to 

develop the capability that allows for shared interpretation (Zack 2000). However, equivocality 

requires cycles of interpretation and negotiation, and the application of written guidelines may 

result in a misrepresentation of the opposing or diverse views. For organizations to manage 

equivocality they must organize to develop the capability that supports employees having cycles of 

face-to-face meetings where interpretation and negotiation facilitates a shared understanding and 

mutual adjustment. 

Uncertain situations are where there is not enough information, or factual “knowledge about” 

current and future state to formulate one set of actions for a given situation. Instead hypotheses 

are proposed, funded, and acted upon and as more knowledge is obtained the possible number of 

Ambiguity	
• No	defini on	

Equivocality	
• Mul ple	
possible	
defini ons	

Uncertainty	
• One	defini on	
with	some	
confidence	or	
predictability	

Complexity	
• One	
defini on,	
with	certainty	
but	with	
many	
elements	
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actions can be reduced and the certainty increased. Uncertainty can be reduced by acquiring more 

information or knowledge and by improving the ability to predict, infer, and estimate. 

Organizations can handle uncertainty by estimating or assuming missing information based on the 

existing situational knowledge, or by developing the ability to quickly respond to unanticipated 

situations (Zack 2000). 

Complexity is ‘a large number of parts that interact in a non-simple way’ (Simon 1969, 195). The 

decomposition of work activity into smaller simpler parts is a means for reducing complexity. The 

organizational capability necessary to manage complexity involves locating, developing and 

bringing the relevant knowledge, skill and expertise to either resolve the situation or to 

decompose the situation into smaller recognizable parts. This either reduces or eliminates the 

complexity. Another related organizational capability is the storage of knowledge in guidelines 

which use is prompted by employees that encounter a situation they can relate to the guideline 

(Zack 2000). 

In conclusion each of the four problems can be overcome by different organizational capabilities, 

which in turn provide opportunities for the organization to improve (See Table 1).  

Table 1 – the four knowledge problems and their related requirement. 

Knowledge-
problem 

Description Requirement 

Complexity Too many situational element and relationships to coordinate or 
consider simultaneously. 

Simplify 

Uncertainty Insufficient factual information about the goal, situation or task, 
and some lack of confidence in the consequent inferences, 
estimates or predictions required. 

Certify 

Equivocality Multiple interpretations of a goal, situation or task. Unify 

Ambiguity Inadequate knowledge (patterns/concepts) about, no explanation 
for, or understanding of a goal, situation or task. 

Clarify 

5.2 Communities of Practice 

The term ‘Communities of Practice’ was coined by Lave & Wenger (1991) in their study of how 

newcomers and experienced employees interacted, learned and developed their practice. Lave & 

Wenger place focus on the process of learning together and consider knowledge to be inseparable 

from the doing. Simultaneously Orr (1996)1 described how Xerox repairmen use their tacit 

knowledge about customers and equipment in collective knowledge sharing with other repairmen 

to solve problems during breaks. Brown and Duguid (1991) connected Communities of Practice 

(CoP) with Orr’s account and proposed that organizations embrace CoP as an approach to 

managing tacit knowledge and support explicit knowledge sharing. Today CoP are studied from 

both a descriptive and prescriptive perspective, and CoP are often studied in relation with 

                                                      

1
 Orr’s dissertation was circulated in Xerox from 1990 but it was not published before 1996 
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organizational knowledge management as a means for facilitating knowledge sharing (Aljuwaiber 

2016).  

The definition of CoP has evolved over time (Li et al. 2009a). Lave and Wenger (1991) proposed 

that CoP always have existed everywhere and in every aspect of human life. Lave and Wenger 

offer no clear definition instead CoP is explained as people who come together because they share 

an interest and through the interactions in the work setting less experienced people improve their 

individual skills by working alongside people with more experience. The process of going from 

newcomer to experienced is described as ‘legitimate peripheral participation’ where interactions 

result in the development of norms, knowledge, individual identity and relationships. The focus of 

Lave and Wenger is on describing how individuals develop through a social process. 

Even though Orr (1996) does not mention CoP in his ethnography of Xerox technicians his work 

requires attention because it ‘puts the flesh of everyday life on Lave and Wenger’s idea of a 

community of practice’ (Orr 1996). Orr describes a group of technicians as a community that rely 

on the tacit knowledge about customers and the specific Xerox product, and through 

conversations during breaks share knowledge and solve problems: ‘The technicians have also 

developed some modifications to improve performance of known problem parts; this knowledge 

is shared through the community in the same way as new diagnostic knowledge, through war 

stories’ (Orr, 1996). Orr propose that the technicians be viewed as an occupations community ref, 

that exist not for the benefit of the organization but because of the individual technician’s 

motivation for being considered a competent technician: ‘They are focused on the work, not the 

organization, and the only valued status is that of full member of the community, that is, being 

considered a competent technician. In pursuit of this goal, they share information, assist in each 

other’s diagnoses, and compete in terms of their relative expertise’ (Orr 1996, 76). The value that 

the technician community brings to the organizations is described as unrecognized by 

management, as the management prioritize the use of decisions trees to solve problems. 

Also in 1991 Brown and Duguid (1991) brought CoP into the context of organizations, and propose 

that organizations consist of many CoP where employees meet informally to share knowledge and 

develop the practice. CoP are considered particular important for getting jobs done, innovation 

and learning. Brown & Duguid propose that management might overlook the value CoP brings as 

emphasis is placed on canonical knowledge e.g. explicit knowledge in written guidelines. They 

conclude that organizations rely on explicit knowledge e.g. written manuals to understand and 

improve work practices but this often masks how people really work and also the innovation and 

learning generated through informal communities-of-practice (Brown and Duguid 1991). To 

support CoP the organizational architecture must be designed to link CoP in the organization while 

reserving and enhancing the necessary autonomy of communities, as it is particular important for 

CoP performance to freely disseminate stories and experiences. Consequently, a certain degree of 

autonomy and independence from the dominant views of the organizations is important for the 

CoP and a prerequisite for realizing their benefits. 
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In 1998 Wenger (1998) brings CoP into the organizational context and describe CoP as ‘the social 

fabric of the learning of organizations’ (Wenger, 1998, p. 253), while maintaining a focus on the 

social processes involved in individual learning and identity development. The CoP concept is 

expanded and Wenger describe three defining dimensions: Mutual engagement (what is the CoP 

about), Joint enterprise (how does the CoP function) and shared repertoire (what capability has 

the CoP produced). Mutual engagement is the interaction between individuals that leads to the 

creation of shared meaning by the development of relationship and norms, which ultimately binds 

people together in a social entity. Joint enterprise is the process in which people work together 

towards a common goal and share an engagement. The Shared repertoire is the common 

resources and jargons e.g. stories, procedures, forms, techniques etc. that negotiate meaning and 

facilitate learning. The practice is central to the CoP because ‘any community of practice produces 

abstractions, tools, symbols, stories, terms, and concepts that reify something of that practice in a 

congealed form’ (Wenger, 1998, p. 59). In addition to defining the three CoP domains Wenger 

(1998) proposes 14 characteristics that can be used to identify a CoP (See Table 2). 

Table 2 – the 14 CoP indicators that can be used to identify a Cop (Wenger 1998, 125) 

Indicator CoP domains 

1. Sustained mutual relationship – Harmonious or conflictual Mutual engagement 

2. Shared ways of engaging in doings things together Mutual engagement 
Joint enterprise 

3. The rapid flow of information and propagation of innovation Mutual engagement 

4. Absence of introductory preambles, as if conversations and interactions 
were merely the continuation of an ongoing process 

Mutual engagement 
Shared repertoire 

5. Very quick setup of a problem to be discussed Mutual engagement 
Share repertoire 

6. Substantial overlap in participants’ descriptions of who belongs Mutual engagement 

7. Knowing what others know, what they can do, and how they can contribute 
to an enterprise 

Mutual engagement 
Joint enterprise 

8. Mutually defining identities Mutual engagement 

9. The ability the assess the appropriateness of actions and products Shared repertoire 

10. Specific tools, representations, and other artefacts Shared repertoire 

11. Local lore, shared stories, inside jokes, knowing laughter Shared repertoire 

12. Jargon and short cuts to communication as well as the ease of producing 
new ones 

Shared repertoire 
Mutual engagement 

13. Certain style recognized as displaying membership Mutual engagement 

14. A shard discourse reflecting a certain perspective on the world Mutual engagement 

 

In 2002 Wenger et al. (2002) proposed Communities of practice (CoP) be defined as ‘groups of 

people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their 

knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing basis’ (Wenger, Snyder, and 

McDermott 2002, 4). Furthermore, a CoP is a combination of three elements domain, community 

and practice which are an elongation of the CoP domains in defined in 1998 (See Table 2). The 

domain is the common focus of the participants and the community topic. It defines the minimum 
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competence and area of interest that is required to participate. The community is the relationship 

between participants that is shaped by interactions where ideas, problems or solutions relating to 

the domain are shared and discussed. Learning and development of practice happens as a function 

of the interactions. The practice is the domain specific knowledge that the COP develops, shares, 

maintains and documents.  The practice is what the community activity focuses on developing and 

sharing with others to the benefit of the domain. Examples could be work routines, software, tools 

etc.  The 2002 publication has been noted as a decisive shift away from focus on the social 

processes involved in individual learning and identity building to a focus on managerial perspective 

on CoP and how they might bring value to an organization (Cox 2005). Indeed, in a discussion of 

how the CoP definitions of Etienne Wenger has evolved Li et al. (2009a) propose that a shift has 

occurred from Individual development to organizational goals. Li et al. argues that in the 1991 

publication (Lave and Wenger 1991) individual development is the focal point of CoP, whereas in 

the publication from 2002 (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002) a shift has occurred so 

organizational strategy realization is the focal point of CoP. To distinguish between CoP and other 

organizational structures Wenger et al. defines how CoP differentiates from other organizational 

structures (See Table 3). 

Table 3 – Overview of how CoP compare with other organizational structures. (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 
2002, 42) 

 What’s the 
purpose 

Who belongs? How clear are 
the boundaries? 

What holds 
them together? 

How long to 
they last? 

Communities of 
Practice 

To create, 
expand, and 
exchange 
knowledge, and 
to develop 
individual 
capabilities 

Self-selection 
based on 
expertise or 
passion for a 
topic 

Fuzzy Passion, 
commitment and 
identification 
with the group 
and its expertise 

Evolve and end 
organically (last 
as long as there 
is relevance to 
the topic and 
value and 
interest in 
learning 
together) 

Formal 
departments 

To deliver a 
product or 
service 

Everyone who 
reports to the 
group’s manager 

Clear Job 
requirements 
and common 
goals 

Intended to be 
permanent (but 
last until the 
next 
reorganization) 

Operational 
teams 

To take care of 
an ongoing 
operation or 
process 

Membership 
assigned by 
management 

Clear Shared 
responsibility for 
the operation 

Intended to be 
ongoing (but last 
as long as the 
operation is 
needed) 

Project teams To accomplish a 
specified task 

People who have 
a direct role in 
accomplishing 
the task 

Clear The project’s 
goals and 
milestones 

Predetermined 
ending (when 
the project has 
been completed) 

Community of 
Interest 

To be informed Whoever is 
interested 

Fuzzy Access to 
information and 
sense of like-
mindedness 

Evolve and end 
organically 
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Informal 
networks 

To receive and 
pass on 
information, to 
know who is who 

Friends, business 
acquaintances, 
friends of friends 

Undefined Mutual need and 
relationships 

Never really start 
or end (exist as 
long as people 
keep in touch or 
remember each 
other) 

The work by McDermott and Archibald (McDermott and Archibald 2010) marks the proliferation of 

CoP into the everyday practice of organizations and the management literature. McDermott and 

Archibald propose CoP as informal employee networks that offer an efficient and inexpensive 

approach to facilitate expert knowledge sharing and idea exchange. The paper proposes four 

principles for the design and integration of effective CoP: 

1) Focus on issues that are important to the organization 

2) Establish community goals and deliverables 

3) Provide real governance  

4) Set high management expectations 

CoP are proposed to share characteristics of teams but with decisive differences: CoP are 

responsible for the long-term knowledge development, they rely on peer collaboration and 

collective responsibility, CoP intentionally expand their network to attract experts and CoP 

steward knowledge development towards unresolved problems. 

5.2.1 CoP characteristics 

A CoP can take on different forms and Agrifoglio (2015) have proposed four categories of forms  

(See Table 4).  In the ‘demographic category’ there are three form-characteristics: Young/old, 

small/big and short-lived/long-lived.  

The young/old form concerns the period of time the CoP has existed where young is proposed to 

signify less than a year and old signify more than five years. Another perspective on CoP and time 

is CoP maturity it is however not given that a CoP will mature as a consequence of time passing as 

maturity is influenced by development initiatives enabling CoP activity and outcome (Dubé et al., 

2006). A frequently cited maturity model is the five stage model introduced by Gongla et al. (2001) 

comprising: Potential, building, engaged, active and adaptive, and the following section is 

specifically on CoP maturity. 

The small/big form concerns the number of participants involved in the CoP, which can range from 

a few to several hundreds. The short-lived/long-lived form can also be understood as a difference 

between temporary (short-lived) and permanent (long-lived) CoP.  

In the organizational category there are three form-characteristics: Spontaneous/intentional, 

inside boundaries/across boundaries and unrecognized/institutionalized. The 

spontaneous/intentional form concerns how the CoP originated where some arise spontaneous 

due to circumstance (e.g. (Juriado and Gustafsson 2007)) others are developed with a specific 

purpose (e.g. (Chu 2016)). CoP can be inside organizational boundaries e.g. an engineering 
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company (Scarso and Bolisani 2008) or across organizational boundaries as the case with the CoP 

connecting 9 hospitals (e.g. (Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013)). Lastly CoP can be unrecognized by the 

organization as the case with the clinic employees (Gabbay and le May 2004) and institutionalized 

to the point where the CoP is formally recognized by the organization (e.g. (Frank et al. 2017; 

Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011)).  

In the Individual category there are two form-characteristics: Co-located/distributed and 

homogenous/heterogeneous. A CoP is co-located when the participants have meetings in the 

same place or live near one another thus co-located in comparable to a high geographical 

proximity. Distributed CoP have members with a low geographical proximity that might be 

scattered around the world. The cultural background of CoP participants can lead to distinction 

between two form of CoP: CoP with low cultural proximity between participants is recognized as 

heterogeneous and a high cultural proximity is considered a characteristic of a homogenous CoP. 

The proximity of culture is proposed understood as a spectrum under the influence by 

organization and nationality.  

Lastly, the technological category can either be mainly face-to-face (Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 

2011)  where CoP have regular physical meetings or virtual where CoP participants interact (Frank 

et al. 2017). Again this is a spectrum as CoP often relies on both face-to-face meeting and virtual 

interactions supported by ICT (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009). 

Table 4 – Forms of CoP. (Agrifoglio 2015, 32) 

Categories Features Forms of Community of Practice 

Demographic Age Young/old 

 Size Small/big 

 Lifespan Short-lived/long-lived 

Organizational Creation process Spontaneous/intentional 

 Organizational boundaries Inside boundaries/across boundaries 

 Degree of formalization Unrecognized/institutionalized 

Individual Proximity Co-located/distributed 

 Background Homogenous/heterogeneous 

Technological Degree of reliance on ICT Face-to-face/Virtual 

 

5.2.2 CoP age and maturity 

This section is also used in paper 3 (From page 97). 

Age and maturity are two structural characteristics of CoP that will change even if no management 

initiatives takes place, however it is not certain that a CoP will mature as time passes (Dubé, 

Bourhis, and Jacob 2006). Because CoP development involves organizational transition, shifting 

activity level and radical transformation it is not a smooth linear process (Wenger, Snyder, and 

McDermott 2002). Still, CoP development is generally described using linear stage models 
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spanning from the initial development to the period in time where activity has come to an end. 

Scholars have proposed several CoP development stage models that to different degrees integrate 

CoP characteristics, CoP processes, critical success factors, and development initiatives (Agrifoglio 

2015; Lee, Suh, and Hong 2010; Dubé, Bourhis, and Jacob 2006).  

From the very beginning Wenger (1998) proposed a five stages CoP development model, then 

resumed and modified in a subsequent work together with McDermott and Snyder (Wenger, 

Snyder, and McDermott 2002) devoted to how a CoP should be cultivated where the authors 

denominate the five stages as follows: potential, coalescing, maturing, stewardship and 

transformation. According to this model, a CoP is initially a loose network that has a potential to 

increase activity and outcome and thus become more important for the organization. Through 

increased CoP participants’ interaction, the members start to coalesce into a community with a 

growing understanding of their shared interest and relevance for one another. The CoP then 

matures, expressed through an increase in participants and a deeper shared knowledge among 

them. Then follows a stage where the CoP takes active stewardship of knowledge and practices 

which they consciously develop. Lastly, the CoP transforms as the shared interest of the 

participants change. 

A five stage model was introduced by Gongla & Rizzuto (2001) comprising: 1) Potential, 2) building, 

3) engaged, 4) active and 5) adaptive. Each stage is associated with enablers of CoP activity that 

organizations can operationalize through intentional CoP development initiatives. Enablers are 

categorized into: People behaviour (individual, group and organizational behaviour), processes 

(defined roles and activities for people to perform) and technology (the application of science and 

ICT to fashion tools, practice knowledge arts, and extract data and information) (Rizzuto and 

Gongla 2001, 848). In the potential stage a nucleus forms which is made up of individuals with a 

shared interest, but the individuals have yet to fully discover the commonality. Connection is the 

primary activity as the individual locate one another, communicate, and form relationships. In the 

building stage, a community starts to take form and define itself in terms of ’what the community 

is going to be and how it is going to build and declare its existence’ (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001, 

847), and also develop supportive processes and structure. The community members build a 

common ‘understanding of what the community is and what it is not, why it is forming, and how it 

will function’ (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001, 847). In the engaged stage the community functions with 

a common purpose. The community grows in size and complexity, and the structure and processes 

come into action. Access between community members and access to the group knowledge are 

key functions. ‘The community really begins building its capability to leverage its explicit and tacit 

knowledge’ (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001, 847). In the active stage, a community reflects, analyses, 

and begins to comprehend, define, and assess the value for the members and the organization 

and ’the community further extends its membership and builds relationships to other 

communities’. In this stage the biggest challenge is to sustain momentum. The community draws 

on their collective knowledge and collaboratively brings benefit to the organization. Members 
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define and share the value that they bring to the larger organization. ‘Collaboration promotes an 

understanding throughout the larger organization of the need for and distinct benefit from the 

community’s knowledge and work’ (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001, 847). In the adaptive stage the 

community adjusts continuously to create knowledge and to establish the new structures and 

processes it needs for leveraging its knowledge. The community innovates and generates, creating 

’new solutions, new offerings, new methods, new processes, and new groups. The community 

identifies, influences, and even creates trends in its area of expertise’ (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001, 

847). Figure 3 summarises the evolution model of Gongla & Rizzuto (2001). 

 

 
A community is forming The community defines 

itself and formalizes its 
operating principles 

The community 
executes and improves 
its processes 

The community 
understand and 
demonstrates benefits 
from KM and the 
collective work of the 
community 

The community and its 
supporting 
organization(s) are using 
knowledge for 
competitive advantage 

 

Figure 3: Community evolution model definition (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001, 845) 

 

Based on a critical review and synthesis of what had been developed in the literature until then, 

Lee et al. (Lee, Suh, and Hong 2010) develop a four stages model defined as a CoP maturity model. 

The authors propose and test such model with the purpose of ‘providing a road map for moving 

from immature, inconsistent activities to mature, disciplined approaches aligned to strategic 

business imperatives’ (Lee, Suh, and Hong 2010). The four stages are: building, growth, adaptive 

and close. Each stage is linked to several enablers called Critical Success Factor CSFs that must be 

converted into initiatives taken by the organization for the CoP to move between stages (i.e. 

increase maturity). The first stage building is where ‘members come together and recognize their 

potential, discovering people who already network around the topic, the strength of those 

relationships, the problems, and the potential of the community for growth’ (Lee, Suh, and Hong 

2010). The building stage is linked with three CSFs; creating initiative, organizing structure, and 

making a rhythm. In the second stage growth the ‘community is growing up in perspectives scale 

and internal quality’ and the ‘community expands new ideas and perspectives and increases the 

exposure of members’ (Lee, Suh, and Hong 2010). This stage is linked with four CSFs; activating 

knowledge creation, strengthening individual capacity, consolidating membership, and becoming a 

legitimate influential community. The third stage adaptive is characterized by ‘Members 

knowledge and best practices are well shared, the knowledge is well adapted in real works, and 

moreover innovation based on the knowledge is made’ (Lee, Suh, and Hong 2010). The adaptive 

stage is linked with two CSFs; extending human network and focusing innovation. In the fourth 

stage close the CoP can either decline, by members leaving or the CoP can turn into a social club 
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and become invalid or transform if the CoP becomes an actual department. Consequently, the 

fourth stage is linked with two CSFs; declining and transforming. 

 

5.2.3 On knowledge and CoP 

The relationship and tension between the practice-based perspective and the information-based 

perspective can be observed from the CoP conception in 1991. In the account by Orr (Orr 1996) 

the technician community is described to be in somewhat of contrast to the use of directive 

documentation (i.e. Written guidelines and decision trees). The technicians share and develop 

tacit knowledge to solve complex problems that the management expect can be solved by the 

directive documentation, and given that the technician community is informal and remains un-

recognized by management the community presence is to some extent a reflection of the 

management’s short comings. The use of written guidelines is categorized as a scientific 

management approach used to rationalized the work process (Orr 1996, 107). Brown and Duguid 

(1991) further describes how the actual work differs from the written guidelines, and that written 

guidelines blur the intricacies of reality. If organizations rely too much on written guidelines the 

way people really work is hidden and the learning and innovation that takes place within CoP is 

also hidden.  Instead an organization must be viewed as an alliance of communities instead of a 

rigid hierarchy so alternative viewpoints (non-canonical) become legitimate instead of having to 

be kept hidden from the core (Canonical). The relationship between CoP and written guidelines is 

compared by contrasting canonical and non-canonical knowledge (See Table 5). 

 
Table 5 – Contrasting canonical with non-canonical knowledge (Cox 2005). 

Canonical knowledge Non-canonical knowledge 

Abstract 
Written, logical Fixed 
Imposed, deskilling  
Individualizing 
Alienating 
Merely a useful resource 
 

Situated 
Oral, narrative, loosely structured 
Improvised 
Collaborative, enabling  
Collective 
A place in which identity is made and 
accepted  
Right (works to fix photocopier) 

 
The contrast is proposed to be so extensive that CoP and written guidelines are proposed to have 

an excluding effect on one another: ‘If we accept that rationalized accounts of work (and formal 

training) are useful, then the space for communities of practice to operate is limited’ (Cox 2005, 3).  

 

Case studies of CoP and how they affect the application of written guidelines have taken place in 

several contexts. In a study of intentionally developed CoP connecting employees across several 

hospitals a 20% increase in guideline compliance is observed (Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013). 

Increased guideline compliance is also observed among teams working on a large construction 



27 

27 
 

site, and it is reported that replacing face-to-face contact with ICT support communication reduce 

guideline compliance (Schenkel and Teigland 2008).  CoP's are found to have a positive impact on 

the introduction rate and revision rate of written guidelines in process industry (Cordery et al. 

2015). One proposed reason is that the conversations in the CoP meetings caters for collective 

knowledge sharing and practice improvement, and CoP participants quickly gain access to a best 

way of doing things instead of implementing local ideas of lesser quality. Similar results are 

reported in a study of intentionally developed CoP in a mental healthcare context (Barwick, Peters, 

and Boydell 2009). Here, the CoP participants demonstrated better use of the guidelines, better 

content knowledge and higher satisfaction with implementation support that the control group, 

however the groups did not differ in terms of practice change.  

Furthermore, connecting CoP with a company’s explicit knowledge repository is proposed to affect 

CoP participant motivation. In a study of intentionally developed CoP in the automotive industry 

the CoP with the best performance were those that resulted in the creation of standards that was 

adopted in practice (Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011). The proposed reason being ‘that members 

of the best performing communities of practice drew most benefits from participating in 

organizational decision processes, as they were able to influence the agenda and create relevant 

standards’ (Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011, 35). Indeed, managing a firms knowledge repository 

through a collaborative effort in a CoP is proposed to ‘play an important role in building the 

rapport and common sense of appreciation needed to effectively share knowledge’ (Lesser and 

Storck 2001, 840). 

5.2.4 Intentionally developing Communities of Practice in organizations  

CoP is frequently studied as a phenomenon that can be intentionally developed within 

organizations (Aljuwaiber 2016; Barbour et al. 2018). Indeed, the term Organizational 

Communities of Practice (OCoP) has been introduced however as CoP is used in a majority of 

studies this PhD does to to. Despite the lack of a coherent framework for intentional CoP 

development (Bolisani and Scarso 2014) factors that proposed to improve CoP outcome: E.g. 

member interaction, facilitator characteristics, context and structure (Barbour et al. 2018, 341). 

Before going into detail with the critical factors for CoP development perspectives on what 

developing CoP entails are presented.  

One perspective is that pre-existing CoP are “slumbering” within organizations and by leveraging 

these through intentional development activities increased CoP activity can be manipulated into 

emergence (Kislov, Walshe, and Harvey 2012). The same idea is present in other studies where the 

idea of relying on the pre-existing network and social capital between employees must be 

leveraged to developed CoP within organizations (Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011; Fung-Kee-Fung 

et al. 2013). There is however little explanation about how to identify and leverage these. Other 

studies of intentional CoP development have scarce references to leveraging existing relationships 

and adopt a somewhat “bare field” approach. Schools in Honk Kong adopted CoP in a knowledge 

management implementation to serve as a platform for knowledge sharing between teachers 

(Chu 2016). In the automotive industry CoP were intentionally established to support the 



28 

28 
 

collaboration and knowledge sharing between engineers involved in car development (Wolf, 

Späth, and Haefliger 2011). Cross hospital CoP are intentionally promoted to support knowledge 

sharing and increase guideline compliance, and the CoP's are used to negotiate practice through 

literature review, discussion and consensus (Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013).  

From the CoP studies of prescriptive character this study have identified a number of factors that 

are critical for intentional CoP development in organization and these are presented below. These 

factors are later synthesized (See Paper 1 from page 59) into the framework version 1.0 and the 

six steps (See section 10.1 page 125). 

Factor 1 (F1): Voluntary participation 

While early studies affirmed that CoPs are self-organised by employees who share an interest and 

that the CoPs do not exist due to lack of management support (Orr 1996; Gabbay and le May 

2004; Lave and Wenger 1991), the opinion has gained currency that CoPs can be deliberately 

created and managed (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; Wenger 2004). In some cases, pre-

existing and ‘slumbering’ CoPs can be leveraged when intentionally developing CoPs by 

‘manipulating emergence’ of new CoPs (Kislov, Walshe, and Harvey 2012) and relying on the pre-

existing network and social capital (Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011; Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013). 

In other cases CoP are developed by inviting employees to participate without giving particular 

notion to existing relationships but relying on the shared practice interest to attract participants 

(Chu 2016; Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017). By making CoP participation voluntary, the employees 

can decide whether the CoP is relevant for their jobs (Hemmasi and Csanda 2009; Scarso, Bolisani, 

and Salvador 2009; Fung-Kee-Fung, Boushey, and Morash 2013) and to choose if the CoP focus is 

of practical interest to them (Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008; Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011). 

In this way, the CoP should include only genuinely involved and interested employees, which 

favours its successful development (Wenger, 2004), and further favours that tacit knowledge is 

shared as participants engage in “thinking together” (Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017). 

Factor 2 (F2): CoP Coordination 

Assigning a person informal authority and making that person responsible for CoP well-being, 

practical tasks, stakeholder contacts, and meeting coordination is frequently found in association 

with successful CoPs (Li et al. 2009b; Aljuwaiber 2016). The importance of the role appear to be so 

that poor performance result in poor performing CoP (Barbour et al. 2018).  Such a role is named 

differently across studies: coordinator (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; Iaquinto, Ison, and 

Faggian 2011), facilitator (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009; Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011; 

Schenkel and Teigland 2008; Cordery et al. 2015), knowledge broker (Conklin et al. 2013), leader 

(Probst and Borzillo 2008), and discussant fellow (Rowley et al. 2012). A beneficial definition 

comes from Conklin et al. (2013), who have described how knowledge brokers engage in a set of 

relational, technical, and analytical activities which help CoPs to develop and operate. The role is 

proposed responsible for some or all of the activities described by Conklin et al.: The 

responsibilities of the role varies and can include practical tasks comprising coordinating meetings 
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rooms and other meeting facilities (Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011; Wenger, Snyder, and 

McDermott 2002; Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008), facilitating inter-CoP relationships (Barwick, 

Peters, and Boydell 2009; Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008; Conklin et al. 2013), promoting inter-

CoP discussions (Barwick, Peters, and Boydell 2009; Probst and Borzillo 2008), encouraging 

participation (Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011), recruiting new members (Wolf, Späth, and 

Haefliger 2011), and liaising with stakeholders and collaborators (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 

2002; Rowley et al. 2012). When recruiting someone for the role specific personal characteristics 

are important: good listening skills, host, non-judgemental, available beyond meetings, responds 

timely and is supportive (Barbour et al. 2018). 

Factor 3 (F3): Allocation of time 

Time to participate is particular important for CoP as a central process like “thinking together” 

requires rich conversations discussing experiences, shared sense making and mutual adjustment, 

and here time is prerequisite (Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017; Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 

2002). Within the operational context, employees are often assigned to a shift and, in contrast to 

knowledge workers (e.g., engineers) who have some influence over time and tasks, they are 

dependent on someone to cover their shift in instances of absence. Consequently, time to 

participate in the CoP must be allocated by an operations employee’s managers, making 

participation a question of resource allocation and management priorities. Still, similarities exist 

across contexts, and having the necessary time to participate in the CoP has been found to be 

important in healthcare (Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013), construction (Schenkel and Teigland 2008), 

and automotive engineering (Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011). Several studies have related 

successful CoPs with the presence of a sponsor manager who determines the time available for 

CoP participation either through direct allocation or indirect support (Probst and Borzillo 2008; 

McDermott and Archibald 2010; Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011). There are also cases where 

participants can decide autonomously if they wish to spend time participating in the CoP (Pyrko, 

Dörfler, and Eden 2017; Chu 2016). 

Factor 4 (F4): Allocation of an undisturbed space 

CoP is a social phenomenon, hence physical interaction between CoP members is regarded as 

important for its success (Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011; Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; 

Orr 1996; Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013). Indeed, reduced face-to-face interaction is found to have 

negative effects on CoP performance (Schenkel and Teigland 2008). A meeting between CoP 

participants must provide a risk-free zone and a safe learning environment as this is important for 

CoP performance (Barbour et al. 2018). A safe learning environment caters for participants’ ability 

to ask questions without risk of sanction (Borzillo 2009), have focused interactions  (Barbour et al. 

2018), enable in-depth and undisturbed discussions (Orr 1996), and facilitate a collaborative work 

effort (Fung-Kee-Fung, Boushey, and Morash 2013).  

Factor 5 (F5): Focussed organisational knowledge responsibility 
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A defining element of a CoP is that a group of people share an interest in a topic (Wenger, Snyder, 

and McDermott 2002). Intentional CoP development involves a chosen focus area, and the 

personal interest of the individual is the source of motivation for participating (Probst and Borzillo 

2008; Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017). Providing the CoP 

with a formal decision authority to implement improvements to the practice is a motivational 

factor for participating in the CoP as individual engagement makes a difference (Wolf, Späth, and 

Haefliger 2011). Furthermore, the implementation of improvement suggestions means that the 

CoP outcome is not limited to participants but extends to all employees performing the practice. 

The decision authority over practice can be formalized by making the CoP responsible for 

implementing practice improvements; for example, update the guidelines (Cordery et al. 2015; 

Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009). By having the CoP implement improvement suggestions, the 

organisational knowledge repository is continuously developed and maintained (McDermott and 

Archibald 2010); a collaborative implementation effort also develops interpersonal relationships 

between participants (Lesser and Storck 2001). 

 

Factor 6 (F6): Choosing Information and Communication Technology (ICT) 

The support that ICT can offer to CoP is divided into five categories of ICT properties: Connectivity, 

multiplicity, codifiability, programmability, and computability (Nithithanatchinnapat et al. 2016).  

Participant connectivity provides participants the ability to connect with the community digitally, 

which is particularly important if participants cannot always communicate face-to-face and 

essential for virtual CoP (Frank et al. 2017). This is case if employees work round-the-clock shifts in 

operations, and in other contexts geographical distances or time differences influence how 

communication can take place and, consequently, the choice of ICT (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 

2009; Cordery et al. 2015). A virtual connection between participants facilitate the development of 

a relationship that is conducive for knowledge sharing (Lesser and Storck 2001), however replacing 

face-to-face meetings with virtual communication reduces tacit knowledge sharing, CoP 

performance and outcome (Schenkel and Teigland 2008; Aljuwaiber 2016).  

Equipment and channel multiplicity provide participants ‘the ability to engage with the community 

unobstructively from any digital multiplicity device (e.g., mobile phones or laptops) and/or using 

any media (e.g., emails, chat rooms)’ (Nithithanatchinnapat et al. 2016, 316). This is particularly 

relevant when there is a large geographical distance between employees and they work as 

distance workers with little access to internal systems.  

Knowledge codifiabliitiy provide participants the ability digitally to capture best practice 

(Nithithanatchinnapat et al. 2016), and connects the CoP with the organizational knowledge 

repository (Lesser and Storck 2001). This is a prerequisite in regulated organizations where written 

guidelines prescribe the practice and the CoP must be supported in documenting (i.e. codifying) 

new knowledge by e.g. having access to ICT.  

The programmability of the CoP activity provides ‘the ability to automate or virtualize’ 

(Nithithanatchinnapat et al. 2016, 316) the CoP activities and processes. For example to evaluate 

the CoP and its relation with the organization (Verburg and Andriessen 2006) or to collect 
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improvement suggestions from employees for further development and implementation through 

the CoP (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009). 

ICT can support CoP in different ways however the assigned ICT must be fundamentally be aligned 

with employees’ preferences (e.g., communicating via email if employees are familiar with this 

technology) (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009). ICT always includes simple tools like allocation 

of ICT of e.g., a camera to take pictures and laptop to write text which is not always present in an 

operations context. 

 

Factor 7 (F7): Soft management approach 

The role of management is dependent on the approach for managing knowledge. For a CoP, 

management is characterised as ‘weak’ because its role is to support and develop relationships 

between employees, whereas the use of prescriptive guidelines is associated with ‘strong 

management’ which enforces desired behaviour (Donald Hislop 2013). Hence, the management of 

a CoP is typically characterised as using a ‘soft-hand’ approach (Aljuwaiber 2016; Wenger, Snyder, 

and McDermott 2002; McDermott and Archibald 2010) in which managers assign resources and 

decision authority (Probst and Borzillo 2008; Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011). In some cases, 

management is actively involved in the identification of a practice that becomes the focus of a CoP 

and employees can volunteer to participate in the CoP (Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008; Iaquinto, 

Ison, and Faggian 2011) 

There is little evidence for a hierarchy of the factors but given the nature of CoP Factor 1 (F1): 

Voluntary participation is a prerequisite of intentional CoP development. There is evidence that 

Factor 2 (F2): CoP Coordination and Factor 3 (F3): Allocation of time are also important factors of 

but less rigid that Factor 1 – time can be allocated in different quantities and coordination can 

comprise a range of tasks. The last four factors (F4 – F7) are important factors but the evidence is 

inconclusive regarding their hierarchy and application sequence.  

5.2.5 Critique of CoP development 

The prescriptive perspective is meet with a certain scepticism, indeed the tension between 

catering for the individual need for personal empowerment and growth versus organizational 

performance is considered a contentious issue of CoP development (Li et al. 2009a). CoP is 

proposed ‘to come to life through a transpersonal process of thinking together’ where persons in 

mutual engagement learn from each other (Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017, 390). With this 

perspective comes a critique of intentional CoP development: ‘The attempts to purposefully 

design CoPs face a critique for losing sight of the original emphasis placed on learning entailing an 

investment of identity in the social context, as well as losing sight of the spontaneous nature of 

CoPs’ (Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017, 390). Some of the critique shares the view that the 

individual reasons for why people participate in knowledge sharing and learning in a work place 

are the primary enabler. It is argued that the individual identity and how it influence learning 

especially in a work place context is important as it shapes how and why learning takes place in 
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trajectories (Klaus Nielsen 2008). And this is reflected in the perception of CoP as the origin of CoP 

stems from the ‘central proposition that learning is more than simply acquiring knowledge, it is 

about an identity change’ (Cox 2005, 528). Harvey et al. (2013) suggests that CoP should be 

considered a social phenomenon and not a tool that can be used for the benefit of an 

organization: ‘Organic entities like CoPs are developed through a process of social evolution and 

constant negotiation, not through deliberated obedience’ (Harvey et al. 2013, 35). They go on to 

argue that ‘CoPs cannot be deliberately planned and configured. The proper features – namely 

mutual engagement, joint enterprise, and shared repertoire – need to be in place’ (Harvey et al. 

2013, 35). The critique opens the perspective that CoP development is dependent on people 

trusting each other, and people sharing a common interest in the practice and sharing knowledge. 

Consequently, there might be organizational contexts characterized by mistrust and little sense of 

a shared feeling that impedes intentional CoP development. 

Another critique of CoP in organizations is that CoP research tends to overlook the potential 

conflict and power perspective. Brown and Duguid (1991) argue that the exchange of information 

may not happen freely.  It is an unequal situation where practitioners should provide their 

knowledge to the benefit of the organization without getting much in return. A similar critique is 

raised by Fox (2000) where CoP is argued to have a weakness regarding addressing the perspective 

power of a learning process. 

 

The critique raises important questions and calls for a careful approach when developing CoP 

intentionally with organizations, and research has shown that it might be difficult but not possible 

(Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017; Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008).  

5.3 Research gap 
As demonstrated in the above the academic interest in intentional CoP development is great, and 

CoP have the potential to benefit management of knowledge in organizations. However, despite 

the academic interest there is limited evidence for ‘purposeful interventions leading to successful 

CoPs’ (Ison et al. 2014) thus scholars call for case studies of CoP development and management in 

general business context to advance CoP theory (Aljuwaiber 2016; Bolisani and Scarso 2014). More 

specifically, there is a call for studies of the factors that influence CoP in organizations and how the 

organizational contextual influence CoP (Aljuwaiber 2016) and to propose frameworks that allow 

to study CoP in organizations (Bolisani and Scarso 2014). 

5.4 Closing remarks 

The literature provides the gap to formulate the research questions and to continue the line of 

inquiry into ‘How can operations managers in regulated organizations improve knowledge sharing 

and how the work is done through intentionally developed CoP?’ the dissertation continues with a 

presentation of case companies and their relevance as cases.  
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6 Descriptions of case companies 
Four case companies participated in the PhD project. Three had no prior experience with 

Communities of Practice and one company had a strategy of global knowledge sharing through 

CoP since 2008. The four companies that participated in the study were: 

Case company 1: Novo Nordisk A/S (NN). Privately owned Danish pharmaceutical company. The 

participating unit is responsible for supporting the production process of diabetes treatment care 

at a production facility in Kalundborg (West-Zealand) by collecting quality samples and delivering 

raw material (e.g. purified water and solvents). The unit mainly employee blue-collar workers with 

different background. Written guidelines prescribe how to do a task and NN had no prior 

experience with developing CoP. 

Case company 2: Biokemisk Afdeling (BA). Part of the North Zealand Hospital in Region Zealand 

belonging to the Danish Public healthcare. The participating team in BA is located in the basement 

of North Zealand hospital and is responsible for analysing patient samples (e.g. blood or urine) 

using automated analysis equipment and delivering answers to the ward and general 

practitioners. The employees have completed a three-year education as bioanalysists. Written 

guidelines prescribe how to do a task and BA had no prior experience with developing CoP. 

Case company 3: SKAT MOTOR (MOTOR). Part of the Danish tax organisation. Responsible for the 

taxation of vehicles in Denmark and dispersed at several sites around Denmark. MOTOR mainly 

employee administrative personnel with different backgrounds and education within the tax 

competence area. Written guidelines prescribe how to do a task and SKAT had no prior experience 

with developing CoP. 

Case company 4: NNE. Privately owned Danish engineering company specialized within the 

pharmaceutical area and operates globally. NNE has approximately 2000 engineers around 15 

offices around the world, and NNE’s customers are mainly global pharmaceutical companies that 

expect NNE to draw on experts and experience on a global level (NNE 2017). Written engineering 

guidelines prescribe the requirements for engineering solutions. NNE has worked with developing 

CoPs for about a decade. 

All four companies share the characteristic of having to continuously learn from practice, 

implement changes to the practice in to written guidelines that employees then must follow. 

Individual practice is generally not accepted. 

In the following each company is presented. The presentation includes a description of any 

knowledge sharing and CoP-like activity present at the company prior to their participation in the 

study. The data for the descriptions were collected during field studies including observations and 

interviews undertaken prior to an interventions taking place. 

 

6.1 Case company 1: Novo Nordisk 
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6.1.1 Involvement in the study and relevance 

There was one study period at NN from February to June 2017. As a case NN represent a common 

case (R. K. Yin 2017).  The work that NN does is similar to what takes place in other process 

industries of pharmaceutical industries of similar character. The work that the employees do is 

described in written guidelines that must be followed, and knowledge sharing is necessary 

because several employees perform the same task that must be completed standardized. 

Consequently NN is a common case and the study includes the circumstances and conditions 

typical for the everyday situation in NN, to inform the analysis of how interventions and outcome 

are influenced by the contexts (R. K. Yin 2017).  

6.1.2 General information 

Novo Nordisk (NN) is a Danish pharmaceutical company that has a leading position in production 

of diabetic treatment drugs. In 2018 NN employed 42.682 persons globally and had a turnover of 

app. 112 billion DKK and has production sites several places in Denmark and across the world 

(Novo Nordisk 2017). The production of diabetic treatment is divided into three divisions; Aspart 

production, Filling & shipping and Device production. ‘Aspart production’ is the first step of the 

manufacturing process where raw material (i.e. yeast, water and sugar) is transformed into the 

finished aspart product which is the drug in powder form. The aspart is easily mistaken for 20 kg of 

flour in a transparent Tupperware box. The aspart is transported to ‘Filling & shipping’ where it’s 

dissolved and filled into small glass tubes, which is shipped directly to customers (e.g. hospitals or 

pharmacies) or assembled with a device and then shipped to customers. The device production 

manufactures and controls the outsourced production of devices that patients use to inject the 

drug into their body. 

The team that participated in the PhD project belongs to the ‘Aspart production’ and the team is 

called ‘DO 1’. The team works at a production facility called (IM1) placed in the West Zealand and 

IM1 produces the newest drug within NN’s diabetic treatment portfolio. The production 

environment in IM1 is typical process industry thus the production is “hidden” within stainless 

steel tubes, containers, pipes, large silos etc. (See Figure 4). The operations employees mainly rely 

on sensors and IT to supervise the production and the few tasks involving manual labour are; 

taking samples of the liquids within the hoses and maintaining/cleaning equipment. The 

employees only come into contact with the product in the final production step where the aspart 

powder is packed into plastic containers.  
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Figure 4 – The picture is from the case company but not the specific facility however the picture is comparable to 

how IM1 looks inside and the environment where the DO1 team works 

 
‘DO 1’ consists of 13 employees and 1 team leader that have shifts 24-7 and consequently the 

interaction between team employees is sporadic. Only special occasions like a summer party 

brings all the team employees together. DO 1 is a support team responsible for supporting the 

production by collecting and delivering quality samples of the liquids used in the production and 

control the supply of raw materials (e.g. ethanol, different solvents, water, yeast). For the research 

project the task of collecting samples for quality control from different places in the production 

was chosen as the practice of the CoP 

6.1.3 Written guidelines and knowledge sharing 

Employees are expected to read and follow the written guidelines and if a task is not completed 

according to the guideline description it can results in the registration of a non-conformity (NC) to 

evaluate the possible effect on the product. An engineer or a chemist without experience from 

operations often authors the guidelines and the guidelines are then emailed to the DO1 or 

disseminated through the Quality Management System (QMS). The dissemination is often passive 

and there is very little active dissemination e.g. meetings, workshops or training. 

The DO1 team mainly work from a control room where they interact and can have conversations 

and share knowledge, but given that the control room is an open space with other teams working 

there and frequent phone calls, the work environment does not cater for prolonged and in-depth 

conversations. Knowledge sharing is mainly done during the shifts handover meetings where brief 

messages are shared, again not circumstances that catering for in-depth conversations. When 

completing the work tasks (e.g. collecting samples) employees work independently and are 
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scattered around the plant. If an employee has an idea about how to improve something and have 

learned something new, they can email their manager or responsible engineer/chemist, but there 

is no formal system for collecting ideas. In summary, there is little CoP activity given the lack of 

prolonged and in-depth conversations. 

6.1.4 The work that DO1 does 

Typically DO 1 collects samples of water. The water is used as a medium for the yeast to grow, for 

cleaning equipment and flushing the drug between different stages, and the quality of the water is 

therefore essential for producing a high quality product without contamination. Water samples 

are collected daily to monitor and document the contamination level, and the documentation is 

used as evidence for the quality of the product. The information is presented to authorities during 

audits, or if levels are too high then corrective actions are taken to avoid having to discard a whole 

production batch. In brief, collecting samples involves going through the ordered samples (the 

plant laboratory orders samples), planning a route around the facility, preparing bottles, paper 

work and labels for bottles, identifying the type of test, locating the correct tap, collecting the 

sample properly, doing the paperwork, placing the bottle containing the sample in the correct 

storage facility and signing of in the quality system. The procedure for how to collect samples is 

described in several guidelines and there are a number of critical details: 

 Identifying the right tap (there can easily be 4 similar taps that can be differentiated by 

comparing tag numbers that are also similar) 

 Choosing the right sample bottle (depending on the analysis then a different bottle is 

required. It could e.g. be a choice between glass or plastic or different kind of plastic 

bottles) 

 Taking the sample without contaminating the sample by letting the water run for 1-2 

minutes and avoid touching the tap and bottle close to the water. 

 Doing the documentation correct (writing date and signature in the correct format in the 

correct place) 

 Placing the sample on the correct storage unit (freezer, refrigerator or room temperature) 

 

 

6.2 Case company 2: Biokemisk Afdeling 

6.2.1 Involvement in the study 

There were two 13-week study periods at BA; the first was from April 2016 to June 2016 and the 

second was from September 2017 to November 2017. 

As a case BA represent a common case (R. K. Yin 2017).  The work at BA is similar to other analysis 

units in hospitals the analysis equipment and solution is sold in Scandinavia and Northern Europe, 

and the tasks that BA solves for the ward and general practitioners is a common hospital task. 

Moreover, BA share similarities with quality control laboratories (QCL) in e.g. pharmaceutical 
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production as QCLs also analyze samples from operations, using analysis equipment and return 

the answer to the operations unit. The work that the employees do is described in written 

guidelines that must be followed, and knowledge sharing is necessary because several employees 

perform the same task that must be completed standardized. Consequently BA is a common case 

and the study includes the circumstances and conditions typical for the everyday situation in BA, to 

inform the analysis of how interventions and outcome are influenced by the contexts (R. K. Yin 

2017).  

6.2.2 General information 

“Biokemisk Afdeling” (BA) is situated in the basement of the North Zealand Hospital that is a part 

of the Public Danish healthcare sector that provides universal healthcare. The Hospital is located in 

the northern part of Zealand in Hillerød and is the main hospital for people living in that Region.  

BA is divided into 3 teams each with a team manager and one of those teams ‘Team Star’ 

participated in the study. Team Star comprises 29 employees and one manager. There are three 

categories of employees in Team Star: 21 ‘operators’ that are responsible for daily operations; 5 

‘specialists’ that are operators and also responsible for training and problem solving at specific 

equipment; and 3 ‘subject matter experts’ (SMEs) that are responsible for sharing knowledge with 

external experts, develop the practice and update guidelines. The SMEs are not part of the daily 

operations. The ‘Team Star’ employees work 24-7 in three shifts and all employees rotate between 

the day, evening and night shift, and everyone needs to be able to complete all tasks e.g. perform 

the service on each equipment. The day shift is where most of the employees come to work, 

substantially fewer come to the evening shit, and only two are assigned to night shift. 

Consequently all employees are never at the work site simultaneously causing a distance in time.  

6.2.3 Written guidelines and knowledge sharing 

Employees are expected to read and follow written guidelines that are authored by the SME. The 

guidelines are available in either physical or electronic format, and the latter is accessible through 

PCs placed in rooms next to the analysis equipment. Operations tasks like ‘daily equipment start-

up’ and ‘daily maintenance’ are routine tasks described in guidelines, and employees are expected 

to follow the procedures due to quality requirements (i.e. following the approved procedure to 

ensure a correct analysis).  

Often tasks are completed individually, e.g. one person completes the daily maintenance. If a 

problem arise and there is a colleague close by it is likely that a collaborative effort will take place 

to resolve the problem through a brief and problem solving oriented conversation. The busy work 

environment does not cater for prolonged and in-depth conversations. During the workday it is 

mainly during the coffee break in the lunchroom and the monthly team meetings that those on 

shift have time to discuss their work in depth and share knowledge, however topics of personal or 

organizational character is typically discussed. Furthermore, the team meetings involve everyone 

on shifts not just those that share an interest. 
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If employees gain new experience or have ideas about how to improve the practice they have to 

notify the SME, and she will then manage the idea and maybe change the practice and update the 

guideline. Operation employees are typically notified when a guideline is updated, and are 

sporadically involved in the knowledge sharing and practice improvement leading up to the 

guideline update. In summary, employees have conversations with notes of CoP as they share 

problems collectively and discuss changes to guidelines in a meeting however the similarity is 

limited given the lack of in-depth conversations. 

6.2.4 The work BA does 

BA is responsible for analysing samples from patients (e.g. blood or urine) and returning an answer 

to the requestor e.g. ward, general practitioner or blood bank. It could for example be an analysis 

of blood coagulation or antibodies in blood samples. In 2016 BA did app. 3.7 million analyses on 

their analysis system consisting of different analysis equipment connected via a conveyor that 

transports samples around the analysis system (See Figure 5). The equipment in focus of test 1 is 

called ‘Centaur’ and performed around 450.000 analyses in 2016 and the test 3 equipment called 

‘STAR’ did around 240.000 analyses in 2016. A picture of the ‘STAR’ can be seen in Figure 6.  Some 

samples are from routine check-ups of patients from e.g. general practitioners. Other samples are 

more critical and urgent if taken during an operation since the operational team cannot proceed 

before having received the answer. Samples also come from donor screenings at blood banks. 

 
Figure 5 - A picture of the analysis equipment of Team Star, which is the team from BA that participated in the study. 

The analysis system consists of a conveyor that transports samples to the different equipment attached to the 
solution. The choice of equipment depends on the requested analysis. Most of the samples from the hospital comes 

via a pneumatic transport system, which are the vertical pipes running from the ceiling down to the equipment. 

 

The daily work in BA can be separated into two overall categories; collecting samples at the ward 

or running the analysis equipment. Taking samples involves close interaction with the patient as 

blood samples often are taken using a syringe and thus causing patients some pain. Whereas 
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running the analysis equipment is similar to running a modern production as the main tasks 

involve keeping equipment running, validating answers, and coordinating with colleagues running 

other equipment. The research solely focused on the practice involving the analysis equipment 

therefore only this part is described in the following. When running the equipment the workday 

typically involves starting the equipment, doing maintenance, analyzing answers and solving 

problems ad-hoc.  

 
Figure 6 – The STAR unit. The tray is open because reactor fluids are being replenished. 

6.3 Case company 3: SKAT - MOTOR 

6.3.1 Involvement in the study 

There was one study period at MOTOR from April 2017 to January 2018. As a case MOTOR 

represent a common case (R. K. Yin 2017).  The work that MOTOR does is similar to what takes 

place in public organizations doing case work of administrative character, where information is 

collected and a decision is made based on the legislation. The work that the employees do is 

described in written guidelines that must be followed, and knowledge sharing is necessary 

because several employees perform the same task that must be completed standardized. 

Consequently MOTOR is a common case and the study includes the circumstances and conditions 

typical for the everyday situation in MOTOR, to inform the analysis of how interventions and 

outcome are influenced by the contexts (R. K. Yin 2017).  

 

During the research project SKAT underwent a massive transformation and the description refers 

to the organization as it was in 2016-2017.  
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6.3.2 General information 

SKAT is a public organization organized under the ministry of national taxation in Denmark with 

the Danish Tax minister as the highest authority, and SKAT is responsible for handling all taxation 

in Denmark. SKAT had approximately 6500 employees in 2017 placed at different locations in 

Denmark. SKATs tasks are in broad terms collecting taxes (from salary, companies, good imported 

or goods sold), controlling companies and individuals (e.g. visiting constructions sites controlling if 

contracts are in place and companies pay VAT and other tax) and paying out return taxes (if for 

example a person have payed to much in tax, are entitled to a tax compensation or exports a 

vehicle from Denmark to a foreign country). 

The teams that participated in the research project belong to the automation division ‘MOTOR’ of 

SKAT which is responsible for all taxation in relation to selling, buying and owning a vehicle. 

MOTOR has offices near most major cities with several functions (e.g. import, export, visitation) 

present at each office and the management is dispersed based on a functional principle 

consequently not all employees share a location with their manager. Four teams from MOTOR 

participated and the teams are distributed across four locations with three managers and the 

teams have in total app. 100 employees. The teams only work during normal office hours 7-17 and 

have the possible to discuss work tasks and how to solve them during the workday. 

6.3.3 Written guidelines and knowledge sharing 

MOTOR employees are expected to read and follow the written guidelines and individual 

employees write the guidelines independently prior to dissemination through a database. 

Employees are responsible for translating the Danish taxation law into practice and guidelines 

prescribe this, and the purpose of the guidelines is to ensure that cases (i.e. citizens) are treated 

equal and lawfully and also to share best practice to improve productivity. 

The employees can discuss how to do a task by talking to colleagues at their own location or using 

ICT to contact colleagues at other locations. Because the work environment is a typical office 

setting it is possible for employees to meet and have in-depth conversations. There is an official 

limitation to the duration of coffee breaks (app. 5 minutes) but employees are free to book a 

meeting room and arrange meetings with colleagues. 

MOTOR previously had a “process group” where employees from all locations met and discussed 

questions to new legislation, guideline updates or improvement suggestions. A manager facilitated 

the process group and the participating employees were often those responsible for updating 

guidelines. The “process group” share elements of CoP however with the exceptions that the 

meetings involved discussions of many different practices and was facilitated by a manager.  

6.3.4 The work MOTOR does 

The work is mainly of administrative character and the main tasks are; collect and store 

information, valuate cars, decide on how much tax should be payed when importing a car or 

exporting a car. The four participating teams are: Import, Export, Prize check and Visitation. The 
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Import team valuate the vehicle and decide on how much tax should be payed and the Export 

team valuate cars that are exported out of Denmark and the tax is returned to the owner. Prize 

check handles vehicles that require a new valuation or the vehicle with owners that do not have a 

Danish social security number. Visitation receives all incoming cases and ensures that the correct 

information and documentation is in place before distributing the cases to either Import or Export 

through a database.  

The work place for each team is similar; office buildings where employees have a desk, computer 

and a telephone. Employees choose cases from a national database where all cases are registered 

so that all employees in Denmark have access to so any employee can work on any case 

independent of the geographical position of the car owner and SKAT employee. The work tasks 

consists of using different sources to estimate the value of a car, contact clients in case of 

questions and document the work. 

During the intervention period the Danish government decided that SKAT should be changed 

significantly changing the organizational structure, management level and the geographical 

dispersion. From being dispersed across the country SKAT Motor is to be mainly placed in Ålborg 

by 2020. Consequently a lot of people were going to lose their job in Århus, Odense and Tåstrup 

and in Ålborg a large number of employees were to be hired and trained in Ålborg. For the 

research it meant that many CoP participants knew that they would lose their job and thus 

employees participated in knowledge sharing knowing that their job would not be around for long. 

 

6.4 Case company 4: NNE 

6.4.1 Involvement in the study 

NNE was involved in the study mid-2018. As a case NNE represents an extreme case (R. K. Yin 

2017) in Danish context given that the PhD study did not find another company with more 

experience in developing and managing global CoP. 

6.4.2 General information 

NNE is a global engineering company that specializes in the pharma and biotech industry where 97 

% of their turnover comes from. NNE had a turnover of app. 2.3 billion DKK in 2017 and app. 2000 

employees at 15 offices in Europe, China, India, and USA, and of the 2000 employees 72% are 

engineers (NNE 2017).  

6.4.3 CoP and knowledge sharing 

This sections is also used in paper 3. 

NNE has organized 20 global CoPs, which they refer to as Communities of Interest (CoIs). At 

present 1783 employees are members of at least one community. CoIs have become a central part 

of the NNE strategy to become a world leading pharma engineering company with access to the 
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knowledge of experts around the world. CoI participants are voluntary practitioners that interact 

continuously, and the communities define their own task, are responsible for stewarding 

knowledge within NNE, and have a long-term focus. Consequently the CoIs have the 

characteristics of CoP and this study regards them as such (McDermott and Archibald 2010; 

Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). Most of the CoIs activities currently occur inside the ESN 

Connect. The CoIs were established in 2008 and their activity and impact has been growing 

steadily since: 2017 saw a 25% increase in questions asked online (2017: 1053 questions) and 146 

project learnings were implemented (See Figure 7). The 2018 data was YTD in May 2018 and does 

not represent a full year. The red dots indicate how many comments there have been on ‘Connect’ 

in total and a comment is typically a contribution to a discussion about a CoP topic. 

 
Figure 7 – Activity on Connect has steadily increased during the last 8 years. The data from 2018 is YTD in May.  
 

Each of the 20 CoIs represents a competence that has been identified by at least four countries as 

being a core competence. The CoIs are responsible for writing the global engineering standards 

and implementing best engineering practice derived from projects throughout the world. They 

also maintain NNE’s knowledge base and obtain answers to problems. Several ICT tools including 

the ESN Connect, a global Quality Management System (QMS) and other ICT tools like email, 

support the communities. Figure 8 portraits a Connect feed, which is similar to the feed from other 

social media platforms like LinkedIn and Facebook. Each community has a chairman that is overall 

responsible for the CoI and key members’ engagement; furthermore, the chairman is responsible 
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for the administrative tasks of inviting to meetings, report on CoI performance, maintain the 

dialogue with the CoI board, and follow up on budget. A CoI has several voluntary Key members 

that are granted the opportunity because they are recognized experts within their field, and these 

are central to developing knowledge, sharing knowledge and answering questions. Additionally, 

any employee can become a CoI member by clicking a button on the CoI Connect page and 

participate in discussions. The size of a community ranges from 67 to 373 members 

 
Figure 8 –A picture of a Connect feed that share similarities with other social media feeds like Linkedin. Area A is 
dedicated to questions posed to CoIs but are unanswered. Area B is the personal feed with discussions, updates, and 
questions from the CoIs that you are a member of. Area C contain links to feedback on content that you are 
responsible for and links to engineering standards, the QMS and guidelines. 

 

The CoIs are governed by a CoI board comprising management representatives from the countries 

where NNE operates, and the CoI board is responsible for the COI budget and strategy. The Global 

Best Practice (GBP) department supports the CoIs by e.g. facilitating workshops on CoI 

development, redirecting questions to CoIs, recruiting chairmen and key members, liaising with 

top management about CoI resources and implementing and developing ICTs (e.g. Connect). 

6.4.4 Written guidelines and knowledge sharing 

NNE expects employees to consult written engineering guidelines when developing solutions to 

customers. Employees should provide feedback or suggest improvements to the guideline owner, 

which is often a community, and participate in knowledge development discussions. NNE also 

expects employees to leverage the globally dispersed NNE workforce to resolve problems and find 

solutions by posting questions online or directly to NNE experts, e.g., through the CoP. 
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6.4.5 The work that NNE does 

NNE is an engineering company that mainly design and builds pharmaceutical plants globally. 

Employees work in multinational and multicompetence teams to design solutions tailored to the 

specific need for the customer, and as about ¾ of the employees are engineers NNE can be 

categorized as a doing knowledge work. 

7 Method and research design 
To answer the research questions the PhD project adopted an abductive research approach 

applying a case study research strategy. The four research questions framing the study are: 

Research question 1: Which initiatives, in the form of steps, are necessary to intentional 

develop a CoP? 

Research question 2: What are the contextual factors affecting intentional CoP 

development? 

Research question 3: What is the impact of intentionally developed CoP on knowledge 

sharing and practice improvement? 

Research question 4: What initiatives support continuous intentional development of a CoP? 

The project was initiated in October 2015 and concluded August 2019 comprising 8 studies in 4 

organizations. Figure 9 illustrates the research phases of the project: In study phase 1 and 2 the 

framework ver. 1.0 was synthesized and proposed from research and theory. Phases 3+4 and 5+6 

followed similar patterns of framework application where data collection and analysis lead to a 

framework evaluation and update through application of an explanatory case study strategy (R. K. 

Yin 2009, chap. 3). However the phases have different purposes; the main purpose of study 1 (BA), 

study 2 (NN) and study 3 (BA) was to test and evaluate the framework, and the main purpose of 

study 4-7 (MOTOR) was to demonstrate how the framework improved knowledge sharing and 

practice improvement. The phases 3-7 reflects a direct replication logic as the purpose was to re-

create similar results in different cases i.e. develop CoP to improve knowledge sharing and 

practice improvement in different cases (R. K. Yin 2009). In phase 7+8 NNE was used as an extreme 

case that was explored through a case study strategy with an exploratory and descriptive 

character (R. K. Yin 2009, 49). The NNE case was used to study CoP development over time, 

maturity and enablers, and also compared to framework ver. 3.0 to develop the framework steps 

and the contextual factors.  

After each phase 1-8 the framework was developed through re-design loops informed by 

important discoveries and results of the research done in the phase (R. K. Yin 2017). Finally in 

phase 9 the theoretical contribution of the study was developed comprising the framework 

version 3.5 named The I-CoP framework and identified contextual factors.   
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Figure 9 - The overall research of the PhD project stretching from October 2015 to August 2019. 

 

Figure 10 shows the timeline of the project. NN and BA were the initial case companies because 

employees were limited to one geographical site thus limiting the complexity of bringing CoP 

participants together. The less complex cases was considered best suited to the early versions of 

the framework. MOTOR was chosen to follow NN and BA because employees were spread across 

several sites and because MOTOR had several teams that could participate making it possible to 

develop several CoP. The increased complexity of MOTOR was considered best fitted to a more 

mature framework. NNE was a relevant last case because of their pre-existing CoP and experience 

with intentional CoP development.   

The time and sequence of study 1 at BA and study 2 at NN is consequence of finding a timing that 

suited the companies. A follow-up study (study 3) was performed at BA because they were willing 

to participate again, whereas NN could not find the time to participate again. Study 4-7 at MOTOR 

provided the opportunity of evaluating how application of the framework resulted in CoP 

development, improved knowledge sharing and practice improvement in a case with four teams. 

Given the more complex case study in MOTOR this case was saved for the last case study with 

interventions to have a more robust framework that had been tested and validated. The same 

logic was considered for the study 8: By using NNE in the final study 8 a comparison between a 

framework developed and improved through study 1-7 could be compared with a case with 

mature CoP. NNE could also have been studied through an inductive research approach as study 1 

however the relationship with NNE was developed late in the study around mid-2017. 

 
Figure 10 – The timeline of the PhD project 
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The following presents axiology, research philosophy, approach, strategy and data collection. 

7.1 Axiology 

I value that which has an apparent influence on the world and makes a difference for someone. I 

was never in doubt that I wanted to work with case companies in my PhD project as I wanted to 

finish with results that had a foundation in the real world. Hence, I view most organizational 

research in terms of its value for organizations and I have a preference for trying to understand 

how concepts can be brought to life.  

I value the perspective of those doing the work that I study or develop and this has shaped how I 

worked as a PhD student and prior in my work as a consultant. I have typically developed good 

relationships with those that I have collaborated with, and I have concerned myself with listening 

to what they tell about their work. This brings me valuable first-hand knowledge about the 

intricacies of a work place and how concepts of general character can be applied to solve a specific 

problem. Consequently, the results of this study are divided into analytical generalizations in terms 

of generic steps, and these are supplemented with contextual factors shaping the generic. By far 

my interest in people has provided me valuable access to the case organizations and individual 

insights and has been an enabler of doing research. However, this is also a limitation to the 

research given that I have undertaken the role as CoP promoter. 

My supervisor Kasper Edwards introduced me to CoP and it made perfect sense to me based on 

my experience from industry. In a plant where I was previously employed I experienced two things 

that fits with CoP: I experienced how operations employees to a great extent relied on each other 

to solve problems, and that the high level of trust they had in each other’s answers was a result of 

the social system they belonged to. I also experienced that the knowledge that practitioners has 

holds a great value for an organization however the “practical experience” was unappreciated 

compared to more abstract knowledge of e.g. engineers with no practical experience. Being 

introduced to CoP I saw the opportunity to improve the understanding of how knowledge is 

shared, developed and bring value to the organization, through the delicate and but effective ties 

in Communities of Practice.  

7.2 Research philosophy 

The PhD project is conducted from a pragmatic standpoint as both observable phenomena and 

subjective meanings is considered to relay acceptable knowledge thus informing the analysis of 

the framework test, application and impact (Bryman and Bell 2011; Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill 

2009). Data sources of observable character are for example meeting minutes and the written 

guidelines, and the data sources of subjective character are the EMA workshops transcripts and 

CoP facilitator interviews. The different data sources and the analysis integrate different 

perspectives establishing coherent claims from the practical applied research of the PhD project 

(Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill 2009). There are elements of interpretivism because the 

intentionally developed CoP are partially studied as a social phenomenon, where the subjective 
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perspective of the participants are collected during the EMA workshops to study how they 

perceive the CoP. 

7.3 Research Approach 

The PhD project is concerned with investigating intentional CoP development. Given the limited 

theoretical foundation, knowledge about contextual factors, and the study aim of developing 

theory by addressing a real life problem an abductive reasoning approach was adopted. Abductive 

reasoning is proposed as the first stage of a scientific inquiry where a hypothesis or a new idea is 

proposed to explain meaningful underlying patterns (Mirza et al. 2014). This allows for creative 

inference where integration and justification of new ideas supports the development of new 

knowledge (Mirza et al. 2014), thus ‘known premises are used to generate testable conclusions’ 

(Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill 2009, 145). Central to abductive reasoning are the continuous 

shifts between theory and empirical observation (Dubois and Gadde 2002). Underlying patterns of 

the study subject are explicated logically through deductive reasoning and empirically through 

inductive reasoning (Eriksson and Lindström 1997), and ‘new combinations are developed through 

a mixture of established theoretical models and new concepts derived from the confrontation 

with reality’ (Dubois and Gadde 2002, 559).  

An abductive research process is explained as (Mirza et al. 2014; Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill 

2009):  

Step 1: Surprising phenomena emerge and require an explanation because current knowledge lack 

the ability to do so 

Step 2: A new hypothesis or idea that predicts these phenomena is proposed with testable 

conclusions integrated in a framework 

Step 3: Necessary and probable experimental consequences of the hypothesis are traced out 

through deduction 

Step 4: If tests verify prediction after prediction, the hypothesis or idea is stationed among 

scientific results through induction  

In the PhD project the starting point (Step 1) is the lack of knowledge about how to intentionally 

develop CoP combined with the potential organizational benefit in developing CoP. Step 2 is the 

synthesis of the framework for intentional CoP development from theory, experience, and the real 

life problem. Step 3 and Step 4 took place during studies 1-7 where the framework was brought 

into the empirical reality and the study results are discussed in relation to theory to inform a 

theoretical contribution. Step 3 and 4 represents the shifts between theory and empirical tests. 

Because the framework was re-designed and thereby proposing new testable conclusion (e.g. 

changing the framework step 5 after study 1 – See Section 10.2.1 page 126) the framework re-

design is a repetition of step 2. 
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7.4 Research strategy  

7.4.1 Case study 

The project adopts a case study research approach for several reasons. First, the study of 

intentional CoP development is understudied with limited empirical-based research, meaning that 

the PhD project aims at contributing to theory in a novel area making a case study strategy 

relevant (Bryman and Bell 2011). As the research project aims at developing causal explanations of 

CoP development the study does ‘explanation building’ of CoP development and analyses of the 

influence of contextual factors to improve the internal validity (R. K. Yin 2017).  

Secondly, a CoP co-exists with the organization meaning that the boundaries between the CoP and 

the organization cannot be clearly defined. Thus a study of CoP in organizations should include a 

study of the contexts and how the context shape the CoP by e.g. shaping how participants 

interact, the kind of knowledge that is shared, and the need to standardize tasks. Given that a case 

study can study a phenomenon ‘in depth and within its real-world context when the boundaries 

between phenomenon and context may not be clearly evident’ (R. K. Yin 2017, 15) a case study 

strategy is the relevant choice. 

In total the PhD project is designed as a multiple case study applying ‘literal replication’ (R. K. Yin 

2017, 55) to build an explanation of how CoP come to exist (R. K. Yin 2017, 179). In study 1-7 the 

literal replication comes from the framework being applied in different context with the 

expectation of predicting similar results in a broad understanding; intentional CoP development 

that improves knowledge sharing and practice improvements. To consider the case context the 

results from each case is supplemented with the contextual factors identified as shaping the CoP. 

The PhD has elements of participatory action research as the PhD candidate in framework step 1 

introduces the manager to CoP and in framework step 4 of studies 3-7 facilitated the start-up 

workshop. Through the active participation in the process the PhD candidate adopted the role of 

an internal consultant responsible for supporting intentional development of CoP.  

7.4.2 Phase 1+2: The use of theory 

In phase 1 and 2 the version 1.0 of framework is synthesized from CoP research and theory. The 

aim of the synthesis is to propose a framework for intentional CoP development by building on 

current research on intentional CoP development. The framework is important because ‘analytical 

generalizations depends on using a study’s theoretical framework to establish a logic that might be 

applicable to other situations’ (R. K. Yin 2009, 18).  

CoP research and theory is used to propose relationships between factors that are synthesized 

into a framework and explain how their application results in intentional development of CoP that 

improve knowledge sharing and practice improvement. ‘Theory’ does not imply a grand theory 

instead it implies a simple relationship between events (R. K. Yin 2009, 9).  
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7.4.3 Phase 3-8: Case study strategies 

The case study strategies applied in the studies had differences. The following section provides an 

overview and explains the differences between Study 1-8. 

Study 2 at NN (From page 56) is a single case study in a single location as the test is limited to one 

factory plant and one study took place (Bryman and Bell 2011). The case has an explanatory 

character as the purpose is to test the framework and build causal explanations of CoP 

development. 

Study 1+3 is a multiple case study (From page 59) because the studies took place approximately 12 

months apart, and two different versions of the framework was tested. The case studies has an 

explanatory character as the purpose is to test the framework and build causal explanations of 

CoP development (R. K. Yin 2017). It is a single location case study given it is limited to the Team 

Star in BA (Bryman and Bell 2011, 59). Cross-case analysis was used to study the results of applying 

two different framework versions in the same context, with the purpose of contrasting and 

evaluating the framework steps (Bryman and Bell 2011). The specific contexts of each case was 

studied and their effect on the CoP development evaluated during the EMA workshops (Bryman 

and Bell 2011).  

Study 4-7 (From page 77) is a single case study of a single organization given that the participating 

teams belong to the MOTOR division of the Public Danish Tax Administration (Bryman and Bell 

2011, 59). The case study has an explanatory character, as the purpose is to study and propose 

causal explanations of how and why intentionally developed CoP improves knowledge sharing and 

practice improvement. Four teams from the same unit participated in the study and because the 

teams perform similar tasks under similar conditions and are organized in a similar fashion they 

are considered contextually alike (R. K. Yin 2009, 8).  

Study 8 (From page 97) is single case study of a single organization (Bryman and Bell 2011, 59). The 

case study has a descriptive character as the purpose is to describe NNE’s approach to CoP 

development, maturity and enablers (R. K. Yin 2017). 

7.5 Data collection and analysis: Multi-method qualitative 

By adopting a case study research approach the data collection relies on multiple sources of 

evidence which is typical for case studies (Eisenhardt 1989; R. K. Yin 2017). The studies rely on 

multiple sources in the analysis to have data ‘converge in a triangulating fashion’ to cross-check 

results (Bryman and Bell 2011, 397), and provide stronger substantiation of the causal 

explanations (Eisenhardt 1989). The collected data is mainly qualitative because CoP is a social 

phenomenon arising from participant interaction, consequently it is of interest to study the 

phenomenon through the participants, and to study the interactions between the participants 

(Bryman and Bell 2011). In summary the data collection can be characterized as multi-method 

qualitative (Bryman and Bell 2011). 
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Study 1-7 where interventions took place draws from five different data sources: A) The written 

minutes from the CoP meetings, B) Written guidelines in before and after versions, C) Transcripts 

of the EMA evaluation workshop, and D) Finding confirmation with the coordinator, and E) A 

follow-up investigation of the post study CoP activity level (Only study 4-7). Study 8 had two main 

data sources: A) workshop notes and C) Documents supplied by NNE. 

7.5.1 Phase 3-6: Data collection and analysis  

In the explanatory case studies in phase 3-6 (study 1-7) the study relied on several data sources to 

have ‘multiple sources of evidence’ (R. K. Yin 2009) which makes it possible to triangulate data and 

increase the robustness of the findings (R. K. Yin 2009). In study 1-3 the data collection and 

analyse was shaped by the purpose of testing the framework and build causal explanations of CoP 

development. In study 4-7 the data collection was coloured by the purpose of studying and 

proposing causal explanations of how and why intentionally developed CoP improves knowledge 

sharing and practice improvement. 

The studies relied on the same data sources and the following data collection and analysis took 

place: 

A) Meeting minutes: Each of the CoP coordinators has the task of writing minutes of the CoP 

meetings and email them to the researchers. Analysis of the meeting minutes was used to 

document the CoP activity level and the individual participation level. 

B) Guideline versions: Before and after versions of the guidelines were emailed to the researchers 

by the coordinator and compared to evaluate how knowledge sharing in the CoP resulted in 

implemented practice improvements. The two different guideline versions provides a longitudinal 

perspective (Bryman and Bell 2011). 

C) EMA workshop: An effect modifier assessment (EMA) workshop with CoP participants 

identified events (interventions and non-interventions). Each workshop was recorded, transcribed 

and subsequently coded, categorised and themed. The initial coding was done to move from 

workshop transcripts to segments of data. The coding of the transcripts was done using structural 

coding, which is particularly relevant for semi-structured data-gathering protocols in which a 

specific research question is being explored which frames the data collection (Saldaña 2016). To 

aggregate the codes from the initial coding into categories which are more meaningful and 

homogenous units of analysis, Pattern Coding was applied (Saldaña 2016). Finally, themes were 

identified through analytical reflection drawing on theory to describe the ‘subtle and tacit 

processes’ involved in CoP development and knowledge sharing (Saldaña 2016). In regards of the 

case study research strategy the EMA workshops supported the identification and analysis of 

potential conflicting results. 
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Complete workshops transcripts for study 1+3 are available in appendix from page 160 and study 

4-7 in appendix from page 180. Study 2 was partially transcribed and is available in appendix from 

page 201. 

D) Telephone interview with coordinator: In a telephone interview with the coordinator, findings 

from the EMA workshop and the identified guideline changes were discussed and qualified. The 

interview was documented in written notes by RJ. The purpose of the interview was to perform a 

‘respondent validation’ (Bryman and Bell 2011, 396) to confirm that the study results were 

congruent with the impression of the study participants. 

7.5.2 Phase 7-8: Data collection and analysis 

For study 8 data was collected from a workshop with two NNE representatives and RJ. During the 

workshop RJ facilitated an analysis of the CoP development, where the information from NNE 

representatives and internal documents were the sources for the analysis.  

7.6 Phase 9: Cross case analysis 

In phase 9 a cross-case analysis is performed. The cross-case analysis is possible because the cases 

are selected from the same criteria; employees working in a regulated environment where written 

instructions prescribe how to do something and shape knowledge sharing. The replication logic in 

phase 3-6 makes it possible to study both process and outcome (R. K. Yin 2009, 136). Study 1-3 is a 

study of the processes of CoP development whereas the study of study 4-7 is primarily concerned 

with outcome (Knowledge sharing and practice improvement).  

The results of the cross case analysis is the final version of the framework and the contextual 

factors shaping CoP activity (See from page 133) yielded from analytical generalizations.  

7.7 Limitations to research method 

The limitation of a case study research strategy is that the findings cannot be generalized at a 

detailed level and contextual adaption is required. To distinguish between what is generalizable 

and what is context dependent the presentation of the framework is separated into these 

categories (See from page 133). 

Using transcripts of the EMA workshops comes with the risk of bias in e.g. coding and theming. To 

mitigate the risk the PhD project has relied on triangulation of data, by e.g. comparing the 

guideline changes with practice improvements identified in the CoP conversation, and discussing 

the study results with CoP participants (Bryman and Bell 2011). 

There is also the risk of reflexivity during the EMA workshops and again triangulation is used to 

mitigate the risk (R. K. Yin 2017). Another mitigating action was that the EMA workshops 

participants were told that they participated in a research project, and any response good or bad 

was a necessary contribution to develop new knowledge. 



52 

52 
 

8 Principles of the framework synthesis 
The CoP development framework was synthesised from CoP research and guided by a set of 

principles relating to knowledge and interventions. Principle I-III are related to the intervention 

perspective and principle IV-VI are related to knowledge and knowledge management. 

Research proposes three key principles of organizational interventions; Organizational fitting, 

employee participation and management support (Karina Nielsen and Noblet 2018).  

8.1 Principle I: Organizational fitting  

Interventions should be fitted to the specific organizational context by e.g. relying on the existing 

structures of the organization (Karina Nielsen and Noblet 2018). The framework relies partially on 

a contingency approach as some of the steps are fitted to the organizational context, however 

some of interventions also follows a predefined process  (Bauer and Jenny 2013). The 

organizational fit mainly concerns the definition of practice, the communication with employees 

about the CoP, the CoP meeting frequency and meeting circumstances.  

8.2 Principle II: Multi-level participatory involvement.  

Employee participation in the intervention is recommended by research (Karina Nielsen and 

Noblet 2018). By involving employees their local knowledge is brought to use, which promotes 

ownership of the intervention, and improve collaboration between management and employees 

(Karina Nielsen and Noblet 2018). Active participation by employees in the intervention process is 

also an enabler for achieving the wanted intervention outcome (Randall, Nielsen, and Tvedt 2009).  

The importance of employees participating in an intervention to intentionally develop a CoP is also 

highlighted by ‘voluntary participation’ being an important factor for intentional CoP development 

(See theory section from page 27). 

The framework involves both manager and employee: The manager is involved in: Step 1: 

Manager introduction: The manager is given a thorough introduction to CoP and the need for 

resource allocation (i.e. prioritizing) is stressed and ultimately the manager must decide if to 

continue. Step 2: Practice definition: The manager identifies the practice which deliberately comes 

prior to recruiting employees because the CoP should focus on something which is relevant for 

both management and employees. Step 3: Coordinator identification: The manager is responsible 

for identifying and recruiting a CoP coordinator. Step 6: Management communication: The 

manager is involved through continuous communication from the CoP. 

The employees participate in: Step 3: Coordinator identification and Step 4: Invitation to 

participate: Participation in the CoP and as a coordinator is voluntary and there is no extrinsic 

reward for participating. A CoP relies on a shared interest and this interest should arise from 

bringing together individuals that are interested in the specific practice (Wenger, Snyder, and 

McDermott 2002). Step 5: Start-up workshop: At the start-up workshop the CoP participants 

define and discuss their individual motivation for participating and how they consider a successful 
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CoP to be characterized. Additionally, the CoP participants define how and when they wish to 

meet and what resources they need. 

8.3 Principle III: Management support 

Research propose that senior and line management promotes an intervention however there is 

limited evidence of how managers can be involved (Karina Nielsen and Noblet 2018). The 

framework involves line management from the initial part of the framework application and the 

previous section about participation describes how and when management is involved. Principle III 

is mainly realized in Step 1: Manager introduction where the need to assign resources is stressed 

as a necessary prerequisite. 

Besides the Principle I-III the framework is also shaped by three principles relating to knowledge 

and knowledge management. 

8.4 Principle IV: Practice perspective on knowledge 

The study recognizes that managing organizational knowledge means adopting elements from 

both an objectivist/codification and practice/personalization perspective on knowledge and 

knowledge management (Donald Hislop 2013, chap. 1; Hansen, Nohria, and Thomas 1999). The 

CoP development framework is mainly concerned with promoting a practice perspective on 

knowledge through CoP. This entails that knowledge and doing is inseparable and those involved 

in the social and physical world of the work activity are best qualified to develop the knowledge 

applied in the job. This has two consequences for the framework and the intervention: First, those 

participating in the CoP must have experience and do the job so they can draw on their own 

personal experience in the CoP (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). Secondly, how the 

practice is done and described is partially the result of a negotiation between practitioners of e.g. 

task sequence and words used to describe the practice. Thus a central element of developing a 

CoP is framing the CoP as a place of conversation and interaction, by providing time and room for 

practitioners to have rich conversations where a negotiation can take place (Pyrko, Dörfler, and 

Eden 2017).  

8.5 Principle V: A soft hand approach 

CoP is associated with a soft or light hand approach to management (Aljuwaiber 2016; Wenger, 

Snyder, and McDermott 2002; McDermott and Archibald 2010). By comparing knowledge 

management practices with manager characteristics Communities are proposed to favour weak 

coordination and focus on developing a social employee attitude (See Figure 11). In terms of co-

ordination a “weak management” approach is proposed because communities to some degree is 

self-organizing and the manager’s role is to support the Community with resources and give 

limited directions. Also a manager should focus on the social aspects and promote a social centred 

attitude among employees to develop and foster a good relationship in the CoP (Alvesson and 

Kärreman 2001). However the soft-hand approach comes with a potential caveat; the knowledge 

developed by the CoP must be aligned with the organization (Huysman 2004). This is especially 
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important in regulated organizations where the CoP have relative fewer degrees of freedom in 

defining the practice than compared to e.g. school teachers (Chu 2016). But with a strong 

management approach focused on controlling e.g. knowledge, follows the risk of killing knowledge 

when it is captured (Brown and Duguid 1998) by e.g. not letting practitioners define and negotiate 

the practice. But given the framework focus on CoP development and not overall management of 

organizational knowledge, the framework lens itself toward a “weak management” approach. This 

can mainly be observed in: Step 2: Practice definition where the employees’ opinion must be taken 

into account, Step 4: Invitation to participate as participation is voluntary, and Step 6:  Manager 

communication (Later called Step 6: Management dialogue) as the manager is mainly considered a 

resource allocator.  

 
Figure 11 – The relationship between manager characteristics and knowledge management practice. Adopted from 

Hislop 2013 p. 63 (Original source (Alvesson and Kärreman 2001)) 

 

8.6 Principle VI: Connecting tacit and explicit knowledge 

The purpose of the CoP is to facilitate knowledge sharing between employees. However, a 

coherent approach to managing organizational knowledge involves the use of complementary 

strategies with elements of both an objectivist/codification and practice/personalization 

perspective. CoP belongs to the practice-based perspective and support knowledge development 

and sharing. However, in a regulated context the guideline must be updated (for e.g. 

documentation and dissemination) thus the CoP is linked to the explicit organizational knowledge 

(i.e. the objectivist/codification perspective) by being made responsible for updating the guideline 

if necessary. The reason for this connection covers four themes; dissemination, documentation, 

motivation, and collaboration. 

Dissemination: The CoP participants only represent a sub-section of all the employees (Figure 12) 

consequently the knowledge developed by the CoP must be made available for all the operations 

employees. It is not enough that the CoP participants share knowledge, dissemination beyond the 

CoP must take place and dissemination through a guideline is one approach (Cordery et al. 2015) 

albeit its impact depends on how active/passive the guideline is disseminated (Grimshaw et al. 

2004).  
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Figure 12 – The CoP represents a sub-set of all the employees doing a task and the guideline is one approach for 

sharing the new practice with the employees that are not CoP participants. 

 

Documentation: In a regulated work context documentation is a requirement and there must be 

alignment between how the employees perform that practice and how the practice is defined in 

the guideline. Motivation: By making the CoP guideline responsible employees are motivated to 

participate in the CoP because their participation actually makes a difference in the organization 

(Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011; Lesser and Storck 2001). Collaboration: Having the practice 

documented in explicit form (E.g. written procedure) makes it easier to distribute it to 

collaborators. 

 

 

  

All employees 

CoP 
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9 Study outcome 
The study outcome section comprise the CoP development framework test and application (Study 

1-7), and also the findings regarding CoP sustainment from Study 8. First comes the framework 

test at NN (study 2) in a summarized form. Then follows the two framework tests at BA (study 1+3) 

presented through a paper published in the journal ‘Knowledge and Process Management’. Then 

follows the paper reporting on the framework application in SKAT that documents the effect on 

knowledge sharing and practice improvement (study 3-7). This paper is in review with 

‘International Journal of Public Sector Management’. Lastly comes the paper reporting on the CoP 

sustainment initiatives at NNE (study 8). This paper is accepted for the conference ECKM 2019. 

9.1 NN case (Study 2) 

9.1.1 Introduction 

The literature background for the framework is described in the paper in section ‘Paper 1: 

Communities of Practice in Healthcare: A Framework for Managing Knowledge Sharing in 

Operations.’ from page 59. The case context is described in the case description of NN in section 

6.1 from page 33.  

The framework version 1.0 (See Figure 13) was tested as NN during a 14-week study period in 2017. 

9.1.2 Method 

The study deployed a single organisation case study research strategy (R. K. Yin 2009) to test the 

framework and evaluate how and why the framework test resulted in the expected outcome: 

Primarily CoP activity resulting in knowledge sharing and practice improvement. An intentional 

CoP was initiated by applying the framework version 1.0 illustrated on Figure 13. The factor 

informing the specific step is noted just below the step. E.g. step is informed by factor 3, 4, and 7. 

The factors are described in the theory section from page (27). 

 
Figure 13 – The version 1.0 of the framework as applied at NN.  

STEP 6 - Manager communication 
Informed by F3, F4 and F7. 

STEP 5 - Start-up workshop 
Informed by F1, F2, F3, F4 and F6 

STEP 4 - Invitation to participate 
Informed by F1 and F7 

STEP 3 - Coordinator identification 
Informed by F2 

STEP 2 - Practice definition 
Informed by F5 

STEP 1- Manager introduction 
Informed by F3, F4, F7 
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The start-up workshop took place in February 2017 and the EMA workshop took place in June 

2017 and resulting in a study periods of 14 weeks. The collected data consisted of: 

a) Written minutes of the CoP meetings. 

b) A ‘before’ and ‘after’ implementation version of the guidelines for the practice. 

c) Recordings and documents from the evaluation workshop 

d) Written notes of an interview with the coordinator to clarify and confirm intermediate 

findings.  

The minutes of the COP meetings were written by the coordinator and emailed to the researchers, 

and document analysis was used to document and analyse CoP activity. ‘Before’ and ‘after’ 

versions of the guidelines were emailed to the researchers by the coordinator and compared to 

evaluate the CoP outcome. An effect modifier assessment (EMA) workshop with CoP participants 

identified events (interventions and non-interventions) which took place during the 14-week study 

period and evaluated their effect on the outcome (Edwards and Winkel 2018). The workshop was 

recorded, partially transcribed, and codified for analysis (See appendix 15.3 page 201). Through 

the analysis, similar events were grouped into themes. In a telephone interview with the 

coordinator, findings from the EMA workshop and the identified guideline changes were discussed 

and qualified.  

9.1.3 Results 

CoP activity: During the study period the group met on two occasions: Once in February and once 

in April. The first meeting had 4 participants and the second meeting had 5 participants. The CoP 

activity was inhibited by organizational changes specifically the construction of new laboratory 

that took up a lot of resources. Even though management prioritized the CoP initially the 

individual’s participation was decided on a daily basis under consideration of the time available.  

CoP outcome: The participants did not discuss any changes to the practice thus no changes in the 

before and after versions of guidelines were analysed.  

The participants mainly discussed changes made by engineers to the written guidelines and the 

meetings allowed for a collective conversation about how to understand the text. This prepared 

the participants for the coming change in practice; ‘it was nice to hear about it [the guideline 

change] instead of just having it pulled over your head’ (CoP Coordinator). During one meeting the 

participants went to the equipment and tried out the change in the guideline.  

9.1.4 Framework evaluation 

Step 1 – Manager Introduction: The participants found that having a meeting room was important 

because it created the mental and physical space to ask questions and have conversations. The 

CoP participants work setting was a control room with a lot of activity, which they did not consider 
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suitable for having meetings with in-depth conversations and questions. This confirms that a 

meeting room is an important resource to have allocated during the Step 1. Allocation of time to 

CoP participation was indirectly found to be an important event because the lack of time impeded 

CoP activity. In total step 1 is confirmed important and especially the elements of resource 

allocation. 

Step 3 – Coordinator Identification: The coordinator was considered important for taking care of 

the practicalities around the CoP like booking a meeting room and invite people to the meetings. 

This confirms that Step 3 as an important step. 

Step 5 – Start-up workshop: The participants reported that the start-up workshop ‘made the 

project special and gave people an explanation of what it was. If you didn’t know what it was then 

no one would have shown up at the two meetings’ (CoP coordinator). This confirms that the Step 5 

as an important step as the participants are motivated to participate by the information they 

receive, and the workshop also makes the CoP standout. 

The EMA workshop participants did not identify any noteworthy events relatable to ‘Step 2 – 

Practice Definition’, ‘Step 4 – Invitation to participate’ and ‘Step 6 – Manager communication’. 

9.1.5 Disucssion 

Considering the few meetings and that the meetings focus on discussing guideline changes it is 

unclear how to categorize the results of the framework test. Clearly, having meeting to discuss 

their work made since for the participants and they where motivated to participate which 

confirms that the CoP in some form makes sense. However given the lack of conversations, 

knowledge sharing and mutual adjustment (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002) labelling the 

results a CoP lacks support in the results. 

9.1.6 Conclusion 

From a perspective of intentionally developing a CoP to improve knowledge sharing and practice 

the test yielded limited results, and the scarce data is a limitation of the study. However, the study 

provides insights into the steps that are important for CoP development e.g. resource allocation, 

coordinator identification and the start-up workshop, and also confirms that employees are willing 

to meet and discuss their work if given the chance.

  



59 

59 
 

9.2 Paper 1: Communities of Practice in Healthcare: A Framework for 

Managing Knowledge Sharing in Operations. 
 

This paper was published in Knowledge and Process Management and reports the results from 

study 1+3. 

 

Communities of Practice in Healthcare: A Framework for Managing  

Knowledge Sharing in Operations 

  

Rasmus Jørgensen, PhD student;
1
 Enrico Scarso, Professor;

2
 Kasper Edwards, Senior Researcher;

1
 

and Christine Ipsen, Assistant Professor
1 

 
1
Implementation and performance management, Technical University of Denmark, DTU 

Management Engineering, Kgs. Lyngby, Denmark 
2
 Department of Management and Engineering, University of Padua 

 

rajor@dtu.dk 

 

 

Abstract 

Communities of Practice (CoPs) have been adopted by several industries, in particular healthcare, 

and researchers have proposed explanatory frameworks and guidelines for development. However, 

first-line managers are left with sparse research-based advice on how to develop CoP due to a lack 

of empirical studies from operations. In response this paper proposes and tests a framework for 

intentional development of CoPs in healthcare operations. The proposed framework is structured in 

six steps which incorporate seven factors for CoP development as identified in the literature. A 

double case study test demonstrates that the proposed framework can be applied to develop CoPs 

within operations, resulting in knowledge sharing between CoP participants, creation of new 

knowledge, and improvement of practice. In particular, the tests find the following steps to be 

especially crucial for CoP development: an introduction to the manager of the functions and 

benefits of CoPs to ensure resource allocation (e.g. time to participate and a meeting room), 

choosing a practice with relevance for manager and employees, appointing a coordinator, and 

inviting employees to participate voluntarily. This paper contributes to CoP theory with 

explanations of how and why specific actions develop CoP within operations. The contribution to 

practitioners is a step-by-step framework to intentionally develop CoPs within operations to 

improve knowledge sharing and practice improvement. 

 

Keywords: Communities of Practice, knowledge sharing, operations, knowledge management, case 

study 

 

1 Introduction 
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Process efficiency and effectiveness are significantly influenced by the knowledge developed, 

shared, and applied by employees in operations (Donald Hislop 2013). An organisation must 

therefore make deliberate choices about how to organise knowledge sharing within their operations 

context. The operations level in public healthcare is characterised by 24-hour-day, seven-day-week 

shifts, few occasions to meet, the need for compliance, and small groups of employees with specific 

competencies. These factors must be carefully considered when organising knowledge sharing as 

they limit opportunities for face-to-face meetings and require task standardisation. 

Written guidelines are a frequently used tool for sharing knowledge in operations; however, their 

impact can be limited (Bhattacharyya, Reeves, and Zwarenstein 2009), particularly as they rely 

solely on explicit knowledge and separate knowledge from the used context and the social system 

(Lave and Wenger 1991). Indeed, knowledge has both tacit and explicit elements which require 

distinctly different sharing methods (Donald Hislop 2013). Tacit knowledge sharing requires face-

to-face meetings for interpretation, negotiation, and storytelling to take place (Orr 1996; Wenger, 

Snyder, and McDermott 2002), whereas explicit knowledge can be shared via information 

processing methods such as guidelines (Zack 2000; Donald Hislop 2013). A coherent approach to 

operations knowledge sharing should therefore include complementary methods for both tacit and 

explicit knowledge sharing. 

Tacit knowledge sharing in organisations is associated with Communities of Practice (CoPs), and 

while some scholars describe a CoP as an activity which is self-organised by employees (Gabbay 

and le May 2004; Orr 1996), others suggest that a CoP can be intentionally developed to improve 

organisational knowledge sharing (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; Aljuwaiber 2016; 

Barbour et al. 2018). CoPs have been intentionally developed in a variety of contexts: finance 

(McDermott and Archibald 2010), engineering (Schenkel and Teigland 2008), healthcare 

(Ranmuthugala et al. 2011; Li et al. 2009b), tourism (Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008), and 

manufacturing (Yamklin and Igel 2012). Explanatory frameworks have been proposed to shed light 

on the critical success factors for developing CoPs (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009), to 

describe connections between CoP processes and organisational processes (McKellar et al. 2014), 

and to evaluate CoPs (Verburg and Andriessen 2006). While the significance of CoPs for 

knowledge flow and application in healthcare operations has been highlighted (Perrott 2015), few 

studies have explored how a CoP can be intentionally developed within healthcare operations. 

Additionally, scholars have called for case studies to further develop CoP theory in a general 

business context (Aljuwaiber 2016) and in public health (Barbour et al. 2018). We address this gap 

by proposing and testing a framework for intentional CoP development in a specific case within 

operations which evaluates the CoP on knowledge sharing, new knowledge creation, and practice 

improvement. Consequently, the research questions of the study are as follows: How can CoP be 

purposefully developed in operations? What steps are necessary to purposefully develop CoP within 

healthcare operations? 

The proposed framework was synthesised from CoP literature and tested twice in a 10-month period 

in a hospital blood analysis unit in which employees operate automatic analysis equipment. The two 
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tests concerned two different practices: Test 1 focussed on a maintenance procedure, while test 2 

concerned a start-up procedure.  

2 Communities of Practice 

A Community of Practice is defined as a ‘group of people who share a concern, a set of problems, 

or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting 

on an ongoing basis’ (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). The term Community of Practice 

was coined in a descriptive study emphasising the importance of learning in the context of doing 

something together with others (Lave and Wenger 1991). The interest in how work, knowledge, and 

employee relations are connected and their influence on organisational performance has yielded 

numerous studies of CoP in the organisational context, meta studies, and explanatory frameworks 

(Aljuwaiber 2016; McKellar et al. 2014). The literature analysis forming the basis for the 

framework identified seven critical factors for CoP development. 

 

Factor 1 (F1): Voluntary participation 

While early studies affirmed that CoPs are self-organised by employees who share an interest and 

that the CoPs do not exist due to lack of management support (Orr 1996; Gabbay and le May 2004; 

Lave and Wenger 1991), the opinion has gained currency that CoPs can be deliberately created and 

managed (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; Wenger 2004). In some cases, pre-existing and 

‘slumbering’ CoPs can be leveraged when intentionally developing CoPs by ‘manipulating 

emergence’ of new CoPs (Kislov, Walshe, and Harvey 2012) and relying on the pre-existing 

network and social capital (Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011; Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013). By 

making CoP participation voluntary, the employees are allowed to decide whether the CoP is 

relevant for their jobs (Hemmasi and Csanda 2009; Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009; Fung-Kee-

Fung, Boushey, and Morash 2013) and to choose if the CoP focus is of practical interest to them 

(Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008; Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011). In this way, the CoP should 

include only genuinely involved and interested employees, which favours its successful 

development (Wenger, 2004). 

Factor 2 (F2): CoP Coordination 

Assigning a person informal authority and making that person responsible for CoP well-being, 

practical tasks, stakeholder contacts, and meeting coordination is frequently found in association 

with successful CoPs (Li et al. 2009b; Aljuwaiber 2016). Such a role is named differently across 

studies: coordinator (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011), 

facilitator (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009; Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011; Schenkel and 

Teigland 2008; Cordery et al. 2015), knowledge broker (Conklin et al. 2013), leader (Probst and 

Borzillo 2008), and discussant fellow (Rowley et al. 2012). A beneficial definition comes from 

Conklin et al. (2013), who have described how knowledge brokers engage in a set of relational, 

technical, and analytical activities which help CoPs to develop and operate. The responsibilities of 

the roles varies and can include practical tasks comprising coordinating meetings rooms and other 

meeting facilities (Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011; Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; 

Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008), facilitating inter-CoP relationships (Barwick, Peters, and 
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Boydell 2009; Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008; Conklin et al. 2013), promoting inter-CoP 

discussions (Barwick, Peters, and Boydell 2009; Probst and Borzillo 2008), encouraging 

participation (Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011), recruiting new members (Wolf, Späth, and 

Haefliger 2011), and liaising with stakeholders and collaborators (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 

2002; Rowley et al. 2012). 

Factor 3 (F3): Allocation of time 

Within the operational context, employees are often assigned to a shift and, in contrast to 

knowledge workers (e.g., engineers) who have some influence over time and tasks, they are 

dependent on someone to cover their shift in instances of absence. Consequently, time to participate 

in the CoP must be allocated by an operations employee’s managers, making participation a 

question of resource allocation and management priorities. Still, similarities exist across contexts, 

and having the necessary time to participate in the CoP has been found to be important in healthcare 

(Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013), construction (Schenkel and Teigland 2008), and automotive 

engineering (Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011). Several studies have related successful CoPs with 

the presence of a sponsor manager who determines the time available for CoP participation either 

through direct allocation or indirect support (Probst and Borzillo 2008; McDermott and Archibald 

2010; Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011).  

Factor 4 (F4): Allocation of a room 

CoP is a social phenomenon, hence physical interaction between CoP members is regarded as 

important for its success (Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011; Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; 

Orr 1996; Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013), while reduced face-to-face interaction is found to have 

negative effects on CoP performance (Schenkel and Teigland 2008). A meeting between CoP 

participants must provide a risk-free zone which caters for participants’ ability to ask questions 

without risk of sanction (Borzillo 2009), enable in-depth and undisturbed discussions (Orr 1996), 

and facilitate a collaborative work effort (Fung-Kee-Fung, Boushey, and Morash 2013). A 

designated meeting room for the CoP can fulfil this function. 

Factor 5 (F5): Focussed organisational knowledge responsibility 

A defining element of a CoP is that a group of people share an interest in a topic (Wenger, Snyder, 

and McDermott 2002). Intentional CoP development involves a chosen focus area, and the personal 

interest of the individual is the source of motivation for participating (Probst and Borzillo 2008; 

Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). Additionally, providing the CoP with a formal decision 

authority to implement improvements to the practice appears to be a motivational factor for 

participating in the CoP as individual engagement makes a difference (Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 

2011). Furthermore, the implementation of improvement suggestions means that the CoP outcome 

is not limited to participants but extends to all employees performing the practice. The decision 

authority over practice can be formalized by making the CoP responsible for implementing practice 

improvements; for example, update the guidelines (Cordery et al. 2015). By having the CoP 

implement improvement suggestions, the organisational knowledge repository is continuously 

developed and maintained; a collaborative implementation effort also develops interpersonal 

relationships between participants (Lesser and Storck 2001). 
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Factor 6 (F6): Choosing Information and Communication Technology (ICT) 

ICT is important for both communication and relationships between CoP participants and for the 

implementation of improvement suggestions in the organisational knowledge repository (Lesser and 

Storck 2001). Participants cannot always communicate face-to-face because of factors such as 

round-the-clock shifts in operations, and in other contexts geographical distances or time 

differences influence how communication can take place and, consequently, the choice of ICT. The 

assigned ICT must therefore be aligned with employees’ preferences (e.g., communicating via 

email if employees are familiar with this technology) (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009).In most 

modern organisations knowledge management relies on the use of ICT (Donald Hislop 2013), and 

allocation of ICT (e.g., a camera to take pictures and laptop to write text, and possible system 

access) makes the CoP capable of implementing improvement suggestions. 

Factor 7 (F7): Soft management approach 

The role of management changes depending on the method for managing knowledge. For a CoP, 

management is characterised as ‘weak’ because its role is to support and develop relationships 

between employees, whereas the use of prescriptive guidelines is associated with ‘strong 

management’ which enforces desired behaviour (Donald Hislop 2013). Hence, the management of a 

CoP is typically characterised as using a ‘soft-hand’ approach (Aljuwaiber 2016; Wenger, Snyder, 

and McDermott 2002; McDermott and Archibald 2010) in which managers assign resources and 

decision authority (Probst and Borzillo 2008; Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011). In some cases, 

management is actively involved in the identification of a practice that becomes the focus of a CoP 

and employees can volunteer to participate in the CoP (Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008; Iaquinto, 

Ison, and Faggian 2011) 

Informed by the literature analysis and considering the operations context (round-the-clock shifts, 

few people who know the practice, and little time to meet), the critical factors are synthesised into a 

framework for intentional CoP development (seeFigure 33).  

 

3 Proposing the Framework 

3.1 The six steps 

The proposed framework for intentional CoP development within operations comprises six 

sequential steps Figure 33). A prerequisite is the presence of a CoP promoter who, in the analysed 

cases, was one of the researchers (Rasmus Jørgensen (RJ)). The framework adopts the perspective 

of a senior manager or consultant who is to implement a CoP. 
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Figure 14. The proposed framework comprises six steps synthesised from CoP literature. 

 

Step 1 (S1): Manager Introduction. In Step 1, the promoter of the CoP introduces the responsible 

manager to the concept, with the purpose of establishing an interest and thus securing the necessary 

resource allocation and authority. The manager is informed about what a CoP is, CoPs in relation to 

workplace knowledge sharing and new knowledge creation, CoP management, resource allocation, 

and the necessity that the CoP be allocated decision-making authority in developing the practice. S1 

is informed mainly by F3, F4, and F7. 

 

Step 2 (S2): Practice definition. The manager is asked to identify a practice with two things in 

mind: First, a practice is a collection of tasks which can be identified as a job to complete (e.g., 

maintenance job X). Second, the goal is to choose a ‘CoP topic’ (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 

2002) in which a sub-group of employees share an interest. The purpose is to identify a practice to 

which management will dedicate resources to develop and which employees are interested in. S2 is 

informed mainly by F5. 

 

Step 3 (S3): Coordinator identification. A coordinator is identified among possible CoP 

participants and asked by the manager if he/she is interested. The coordinator must have deep 

practice experience and must be voluntary (e.g., perceive the CoP as an opportunity to develop a 

practice which he/she is passionate about). The coordinator is responsible for organising CoP 

meetings and updating the practice documentation so that knowledge can be distributed beyond the 

CoP and reach relevant employees. The coordinator’s tasks are to arrange meetings, manage new 

knowledge and improvements, and communicate with stakeholders. A written description of the 

responsibilities is given to the candidate, and she/he is informed that the role is completely informal 

and that all participants are equal. The coordinator is prepared through a discussion with the 

manager and later at the start-up workshop (S5) all participants must agree to the choice of 

coordinator. S3 is informed mainly by F2. 
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Step 4 (S4): Invitation to participate. The invitation to participate in the CoP is extended to 

employees via the organisation’s preferred communication method. Participation must be voluntary 

and driven by personal interest. Participation entails two explicit requirements: an interest in sharing 

knowledge about the practice and experience with the practice with the purpose of attracting 

employees who will be active and participate with an open mind in conversations (Wenger, Snyder, 

and McDermott 2002). Those interested are requested to contact the manager. S4 is informed 

mainly by F1 and F7. 

 

Step 5 (S5): Start-up workshop. Step 5 is a start-up workshop for the employees who expressed 

an interest in participating. The workshop participants are told that the purpose of the CoP is to 

share knowledge to improve a specific practice (defined in S2). The participants discuss, agree on, 

and inform the manager about a suitable meeting room, what resources they need, including the 

necessary ICT, and a CoP time schedule. The purpose is to support the CoP in requesting the 

needed resources for the group to work efficiently, and to enable the participants to decide 

collectively how to collaborate. S5 is informed mainly by F1, F2, F3, F4, and F6. 

 

Step 6 (S6): Management communication. The coordinator is asked to record the minutes of each 

CoP meeting and email them to the manager sponsoring the CoP and CoP participants. The purpose 

of this process is to keep the sponsor and participants involved, particularly the manager, who must 

continuously allocate resources to the CoP. S6 is informed mainly by F3, F4, and F7. 

 

4 Method 

The identified research gap shows the limited theoretical precedent of intentional CoP development 

within healthcare operations with empirical founded explanations of ‘how’ and ‘why’. Hence, to 

answer the research question we adopted a case study research method as it allows for the 

investigation of a contemporary real-life phenomenon in a specific context and, in particular, for the 

study of explanatory answers to ‘how’ and ‘why’ events occurred (R. K. Yin 2009). We used a 

single organisation double case study research method to test the framework and evaluate how and 

why the framework test resulted in the expected outcome (R. K. Yin 2009). We chose a single 

organisation double case study to evaluate the framework in comparable settings. The case studies 

were conducted 10 months apart and for each of the two cases different practices were selected. In 

each case, an intentional CoP was initiated using the framework (seeFigure 33). RJ was involved in 

S1 in case A, in which he introduced the manager to CoP and the framework application. In case B, 

RJ again participated in S1 and, additionally, what might be termed an ‘action research’ approach 

(Bryman and Bell 2011) was taken as RJ facilitated ‘S5b: the start-up workshop’. 

Case A and B followed the same method: Five to six weeks passed from S1 to step S6 and 13 

weeks from S6 to evaluation workshop. The collected data for each case consisted of: 

e) Written minutes of the CoP meetings. 

f) A ‘before’ and ‘after’ implementation version of the guideline for the practice. 
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g) Recordings and documents from the evaluation workshop (see below and section Error! 

Reference source not found.). 

h) Written notes of an interview with the coordinator to clarify and confirm intermediate 

findings.  

The minutes of the COP meetings were written by the coordinator and emailed to the researchers, 

and document analysis was used to document and analyse CoP activity. ‘Before’ and ‘after’ 

versions of the guidelines were emailed to the researchers by the coordinator and compared to 

evaluate the CoP outcome. An effect modifier assessment (EMA) workshop with CoP participants 

identified events (interventions and non-interventions) which took place during the 13-week study 

period and evaluated their effect on the outcome (Edwards and Winkel 2018). The workshop was 

recorded, transcribed, and codified for analysis. Through the analysis, similar events were grouped 

into themes. In a telephone interview with the coordinator, findings from the EMA workshop and 

the identified guideline changes were discussed and qualified.  

4.1 Case context 

The blood analysis unit collects and analyses samples from patients at the hospital and in the area 

surrounding Northern Zealand, Denmark. The unit analyses approximately 3.5 million samples 

yearly; 29 employees (26 working in operations) work ‘24-7’ in three shifts and one manager 

coordinates all activity. The analyses are done primarily by automated equipment; the employees’ 

tasks are to keep the machine running and validate results. There are three categories of employees: 

Twenty-one ‘operators’ are responsible for daily operations; five ‘specialists’ are operators with 

additional responsibility for training and problem-solving, each for a specific piece of equipment; 

and three subject matter experts (SMEs) are responsible for updating guidelines and are not part of 

the daily operations. Prior to implementation of the guidelines, the SMEs developed the guidelines 

by writing drafts which the operators could read and provide feedback on, and subsequently the 

guideline was published to all employees. 

Figure 6 illustrates the work environment at the ‘STA-R’ work station which is used approximately 

250.000 times a year to analyse bloods coagulation capability. The operator performs a daily routine 

in which he/she cleans the machine, replaces needles, and refills reactors. The STA-R equipment 

was the focus for case A and in case B it was the equipment called Centaur. 
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Figure 15. The STA-R unit. The tray is open as reactor fluids are being replenished. 

 

5 Framework application 

The CoP promoter supported the manager by answering questions and participated in the manager 

meeting (S1) for both cases and in the start-up workshop (S5) for case 2. Several weeks passed from 

presentation (S2) to start-up workshop (S5) to allow time for people to plan their participation. The 

start-up workshop for case 2 was delayed for one week (week 6 instead of 5) due to a public 

holiday. 

5.1 Intervention process 

The six steps were followed for case A and case B as illustrated in Table 6. Case A took place in 

2016 and case B in 2017. 

Table 6. The Intervention Processes for cases A and B, Respectively 

Step Case A Case B 

S1. The CoP was explained to the 

manager and she agreed to participate. 

Week 0 Week 0 

S2. Practice identification by the 

manager 

Week 1 Week 1 

2.b SME introduction N/A Week 1 

S3. Coordinator identification and 

acceptance 

Week 2 Week 2 

S4. Presentation by the manager at the 

monthly team meeting (approximately 

33% of team present due to 24-7 shifts). 

Later the same day an email was sent to 

all employees. During the meeting the 

employees could ask questions. 

Week 3 Week 2 

S4. Deadline for signing up with the 

manager 

Week 3 Week 3 

S5. Start-up workshop Week 5 N/A 

S5b: Facilitated start-up workshop N/A Week 6 
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S6. First CoP and manager 

communication 

Week 5 Week 6 

 

S1. Manager introduction: The manager was provided with the same information in both cases 

during an introduction meeting with RJ.  

S2. Practice definition: For both case A and case B the same definition was applied to define the 

practice. In case A the practice was a monthly maintenance task for the STA-R equipment, and for 

case B the practice was a daily start-up procedure for the Centaur equipment. The maintenance 

procedure in case A was chosen because the manager believed that many employees found it 

difficult. The start-up procedure for case B was chosen because in general it varied greatly 

depending on who performed it, and because the equipment created a bottleneck in production 

capacity. 

Only case B: 2.b SME introduction: In case A there was no specific SME introduction. For case B 

the manager introduced the SME to the CoP by presenting the coordinator as a liaison, providing 

the CoP with decision-making authority in practice development, and explaining the CoP as an 

opportunity to have in-depth discussions with operators about the practice. 

S3. Coordinator identification: In case A and case B the manager contacted an equipment specialist, 

and in each case the specialist agreed to be a CoP coordinator. The manager asked the specialist 

whether he/she wished to participate during a one-on-one meeting so that the specialist had the 

option to say no. The manager asked a specialist as the role is associated with a high individual skill 

level and is typically acknowledged by colleagues as being knowledgeable. Furthermore, the 

specialist is expected to participate in the development of the practice and guidelines for the 

equipment. 

S4. Invitation to participate: In both case A and case B the presentation at a team meeting was 

followed by an email sent to all employees. A physical meeting with all employees was not possible 

due to ‘24-7’ shifts and the costs associated with calling people to work outside their shift patterns. 

Additionally, the study aimed at testing the framework under the limitations of reality; 

consequently, the choice was made to utilise existing communication methods to reach 100% of the 

employees. Approximately 33% participated in the meeting and the email reached 100%, including 

those present at the meeting. The number of employees who volunteered in case A was four, and 

the number who volunteered in case B was three (see Table 7).  

Table 7. CoP Activity and Participation Seniority for Cases A and B 

Participant ID Number of meetings Seniority 

Case A 

1 3 34 years 

2 3 20 years 

3 4 10 years 

4 4 15 years 
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Case B 

1 5 20 years 

2 6 19 years 

3 6 <3 years 

 

S5. Start-up workshop: In case A, four participants were present for the start-up workshop and the 

participants subsequently sent a time schedule to the manager and requested a meeting room. In 

case B, three participants were present at the start-up workshop. The participants finished the time 

schedule after the meeting and emailed it to the manager together with a meeting room request. 

Only case B: S5b: Facilitated start-up workshop. The CoP promoter (RJ) facilitated the start-up 

workshop and explored how participants would characterise a good knowledge-sharing 

collaboration; subsequently, the participants did as described in S5. 

S6. Manager communication: In both case A and case B the coordinator continuously emailed a 

brief summary of the meeting to the participants, manager, and the researcher.  

6 Results 

6.1 CoP activity 

In both case A and case B the framework test resulted in the development of a CoP (see Table 7). In 

case A, four employees volunteered and in the course of the 13 weeks, four meetings took place. In 

case B, three employees volunteered and during the 13 weeks they met five times and the 

coordinator was absent for one meeting because of a holiday.  

6.2 CoP knowledge sharing 

In both cases, the CoP participants reported having conversations which explored differences and 

similarities in the participants’ ways of working. The participants willingly shared their individual 

knowledge with each other and, furthermore, differences in their approaches were explored and 

became opportunities from which to learn. 

 

‘During the meetings we discussed our different approaches’. 

 

‘…by talking about why we do as we do we get things talked thoroughly through’. 

 

‘In the group we have shared our experience, what we do, and why we do it’.  

 

The participants in case B made similar statements. The CoP provided the participants with a forum 

for interacting which was characterised by additional time to talk together about their work within 

the specific practice: 

 

Changes to a procedure are difficult to talk about during work. The meetings provide 

the opportunity to sit and talk. This is necessary when changing a procedure. 
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I think it has been positive being part of the group and I think that I have learned a lot. 

I find it to have been a positive experience. It has been good trying a different form of 

collaboration. 

 

We’re not used to talking so much about things. We’re just used to acting. 

 

6.3 Practice improvement and guideline changes 

In both cases the practice changed notably in terms of task sequence, and the guidelines describing 

the practice notably changed in terms of different use of illustrations.  

 

6.3.1 Illustrations 

Screen dumps from the software and pictures from the equipment have increased. For case A, the 

old guidelines contained no pictures and 20 screen dumps, while the new guidelines include six 

pictures and 19 screen dumps. In case B, the guideline went from having no pictures to including 6 

pictures, while the use of screen dumps did not differ. An example of the pictures used in the new 

guidelines for cases A and B can be seen in Figure 16. 

 

  
Figure 16. Left: Case A - The white arrows show the positions of three wells inside the STA-R. 

Right: Case B - The black arrow indicates the maximum refilling level of the white plastic plates. 

Both pictures were taken and edited by participants. 

 

When asked about the use of pictures in the guidelines, the coordinator replied: 

 

Pictures make it easier to know what to do. When you haven’t done the maintenance for a 

while, then it can be difficult to remember what the “well” is when you have to refill 

hypochlorite. A picture makes it easier to follow the guideline. 

 

The conversation about the “well” is an example of the conversations in the CoP, where the 

participants defined the contextual meaning of well through the conversation in the CoP. 

 

6.3.2 Changed task sequences 
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The new guidelines for case A show a noticeable change of sequence: The task of ‘cleaning 

needles’ is placed before ‘cleaning wells’, whereas the old guidelines described this in the opposite 

order. The coordinator gave the following explanation for the change: 

 

Cleaning wells is only done weekly and therefore something you rarely do, leaving 

many insecure about it. Maybe they do it every six months. Cleaning needles is done 

every day, so you know it and feel confident about doing it. So instead of starting with 

the difficult task we now start with the easy, then you can clean the needles and go for 

your coffee break and then start the well cleaning.  

 

The reason for the change in sequence was knowledge about how participants felt about the task 

while completing it, and participants identified the task sequence they felt most confident with. 

Another possible explanation for the change in sequence is that the new sequence places the 

difficult task (cleaning wells) before the coffee break; the coordinator explained that the coffee 

break offers employees an opportunity to ‘ask for help’ because the operators assemble for their 

coffee breaks. The change in sequence was motivated by consideration of the fact that operators 

rarely do the maintenance job. 

 

In case B, the old guidelines specified that two tasks (one automated and one manual) were to be 

done sequentially. One participant (number 1) did this; however, the other two participants (number 

2 and 3) performed the two tasks in parallel, which solved the same task in a shorter amount of 

time. The author of the old guidelines (the SME) considered the parallel approach to be too 

complex for operators and felt that it posed a threat to quality; consequently, she used the sequential 

description in the guidelines. Participants 2 and 3 considered the sequential approach a waste of 

time, and began to experience stress about the manual job as they knew the machine was ‘waiting’ 

for the operator to finish; consequently, participant 2 and 3 used the parallel approach. The new 

guidelines described the parallel approach. 

 

7 Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to propose and test a framework for intentional CoP development 

within operations, with the expected outcome of knowledge sharing, new knowledge creation, and 

practice improvement. The framework test resulted in meetings in which knowledge sharing took 

place and guidelines were changed. This section discusses these results using CoP theory. 

 

7.1 Is it a CoP or not? 

In both cases a small group of people (three and four in case A and case B, respectively) held a 

number of meetings and communicated between meetings during the study period. To discuss 

whether the groups can be considered CoPs, the present authors will refer first to quantitative and 

then to qualitative characteristics. 
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Three or four participants could be considered a small number compared with the 26 employees 

(including the CoP participants) who perform the practice or with past empirical CoP studies. With 

regard to the latter, few studies have clearly indicated the number of CoP members or the size of the 

possible recruiting group, meaning that a quantitative comparison can be based only on estimates 

and interpretation. A CoP is used with a smaller group of people (three to six) discussing work over 

coffee (e.g., (Orr 1996; Schenkel and Teigland 2008), several people (five to 20) meeting for 

organised events (e.g., (Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011; Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008), or a 

large group (20+) of employees (e.g., (Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011). Compared with these 

numbers the framework test attracted just enough employees. Furthermore, if the extensive seniority 

(see Table 7) of the participants is considered to be a mark of the specialist within the practice then 

the CoP label is suitable (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). 

To discuss the qualitative characteristics of the meetings, the authors refer to the CoP definition of 

Wenger et al. (2002): a ‘group of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about 

a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing 

basis’. The study relied on voluntary participation, and the invitation to participate (S4) specified 

that participation required ‘an interest in sharing knowledge about the practice’. As participation 

was voluntary and framed by a pre-defined practice it can be concluded that participants genuinely 

shared ‘a passion’ for the practice and a willingness to share knowledge. Furthermore, during the 

study period (Table 7) participants had ongoing interactions, during which they shared knowledge 

and developed new knowledge that improved the practice (e.g. the job sequence example). The 

conversations between participants are of particularly relevance when characterising the meetings 

and the participants stated that different approaches were shared, discussed, and integrated, 

resulting in one common approach (see Section 0, p. 69). This type of conversation is typical for a 

CoP which facilitates the negotiated development of practice through sharing stories (Wenger, 

Snyder, and McDermott 2002; Donald Hislop 2013). 

In both cases the CoP was responsible for updating the guidelines with their improvements to 

practice, to avoid a discrepancy between the tasks done and the written documentation. While the 

CoP conversations have the characteristics of knowledge sharing and development through 

‘interpreting’ and integrating’ (Crossan, Lane, and White 1999), organisational knowledge 

utilisation requires that knowledge is disseminated beyond the CoP to all employees doing the 

practice. A written guideline is one method for doing this (Cordery et al. 2015; Nilsen 2015). 

However, the guideline responsibility raises the question of whether the framework test developed a 

CoP or a temporary team. Based on the differences between a CoP and a team (McDermott and 

Archibald 2010), the authors confirmed that two CoPs were developed. First, in both cases a 

collaborative effort took place and, while the coordinator had a supportive responsibility, he/she had 

no formal power. All participants were equal in terms of contributing to defining the practice, 

sharing knowledge, and choosing how to collaborate in the CoP. Second, the CoP was not charged 

with solving a specific problem; instead, the CoP was primarily responsible for developing 

knowledge to improve tomorrow’s work day and reach beyond the CoP. Third, the guideline 

changes were the outcome of the CoP developing the practice. Finally, the time span was not 

specified in advance as participants were charged with developing knowledge and updating the 
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guideline. It is certain that the level of activity was greatly reduced after the 13-week period ended, 

but the CoP continues to exist, as members continue to interact and share knowledge embedded in 

their daily work.  

7.2 Framework evaluation 

At the end of each study period an EMA workshop with CoP participants was used to evaluate how 

the framework contributed to CoP development. During the workshop the participants were asked 

to identify any noteworthy events which took place in the unit during the study period and to 

elaborate on the effect of the events. In the subsequent analysis the events were grouped into themes 

and linked to the framework steps when possible. The result of the analysis is described in the 

following section in four themes: Themes 1, 2, and 3 are the events directly linkable to framework 

steps, while theme 4 contains events which are indirectly relatable to the framework.  

 

7.2.1 Theme 1: The invitation to participate voluntarily 

Employees from both cases found that the invitation to participate voluntarily in the CoP, which 

was sent to employees, had a positive influence on their motivation to participate in a CoP. When 

the participants were invited to participate voluntarily, the pre-existing relationships and individual 

interest were leveraged, thus reducing the instrumentality of the framework (Wenger, Snyder, and 

McDermott 2002). The intervention is appropriate for an organisation in which operations 

employees share a physical workplace, resources are scarce, and a CoP must adjust its activity level 

according to the organisational need. However, the study did not analyse how organisational culture 

influenced the framework test and outcomes. 

The participants from both cases mentioned the team meeting as the place where they became 

aware of the possibility of participating, whereas none mentioned the invitation received via email. 

This could be due to email being a passive dissemination method, whereas a face-to-face team 

meeting is an active dissemination approach which allows for richer communication by, for 

example, offering the opportunity to ask and clarify questions (Nilsen 2015). A shared meeting with 

an open conversation also facilitates shared meaning-making among employees, which provides a 

means to address any confusion or misunderstanding caused by the introduction of the new term 

‘CoP’ (Zack 2000). Within an operations unit with a ‘24-7’ shift plan, limited opportunities are 

available to gather employees and few resources exist to manage communication, and these 

contextual limitations must be considered in a CoP development framework for operations. 

The importance of voluntary participation relates to ‘S4: Invitation to participate’, which the authors 

consider to be an important CoP development step. 

 

7.2.2 Theme 2: The coordinator arranging meetings and implementing changes 

The coordinator was in charge of coordinating the CoP meetings and documenting the practice 

improvements in the guideline. Furthermore, the coordinator collaborated with the SME, acting as a 

knowledge broker who bridged the gap between the practice-based knowledge of operations 

employees and the theoretical knowledge of the SME (Wenger 2000). The job of the coordinator 

was identified by participants as important in case A; however, case B participants did not mention 

the coordinator. Still, the coordinator collaborated with the SME, coordinated meetings, and 
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implemented practice improvements in the guideline; consequently, the authors consider the 

identification of a coordinator an important step for CoP development. That case B participants did 

not mention the coordinator indicates that the coordinator remained in the background, ensured that 

the CoP had a time and a place to meet, and allowed the CoP to work. The CoP was a small group 

with good pre-existing relationships, leaving little need for the coordinator to intervene. 

Consequently ‘S3: Coordinator identification’ is considered an important step. 

 

7.2.3 Theme 3: Having meetings in an undisturbed room 

Organisational support in the form of resource allocation to the CoP was in the two cases translated 

into allocation of time to meet, a meeting room, and the necessary ICT. The CoP mainly interacted 

in meeting rooms near the practice. The participants considered the allocation of a meeting room 

important, as the room provided an undisturbed space allowing the participants to engage in in-

depth discussions in which questions could be asked and conversation unfold. One understanding of 

interactions is that they are embedded in the actual work (Lave and Wenger 1991; Gabbay and le 

May 2004) and another is that they take place within a safe environment in which ideas can be 

freely exchanged (Orr 1996). The results of this study support the understanding brought forward 

by Orr (1996) as the work environment in the study is busy and a quiet room is needed to make in-

depth conversations possible.  

Neither case A nor case B identified the allocation of time to meet as important. However, from the 

meeting minutes it can be seen that the CoP meetings were difficult to plan because of the ‘24-7’ 

shifts of employees, and some meetings took place in which participants arrived at work before 

their scheduled shift and began to participate. Consequently, the authors consider allocation of time 

for CoP participation an important step. One approach to this is to take employees ‘off the line’ and 

prioritise CoP participation. Another approach is to allow overtime for employees to participate 

before or after their shifts. 

In total the authors can confirm that resource allocation is as important within operations as in other 

contexts, and the study highlights the necessity of addressing resource allocation, and specifically a 

meeting room, during ‘S1: Manager Introduction’.  

7.2.4 Theme 4: Beyond noteworthy events 

The participants did not identify events directly relatable to ‘S2: Practice Definition’. However, S2 

is indirectly linked with ‘S3: Coordinator identification’ and ‘S4: Invitation to participate’ as the 

choice of practice defines the work experience which makes CoP participation meaningful 

(Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). Furthermore, it is not surprising that events relatable to S2 

were not identified, as the participants were not involved in this step. Consequently, S2 is 

considered important for CoP development. 

 

Particularly for case B, the SME was given an introduction (S2b), and in contrast to case A, where 

there was tension between the CoP and the SME, in case B the SME’s involvement had the 

character of collaboration. One possible explanation for this is that in case B the SME was 

explicitly told that the CoP was responsible for developing the practice during S2b, whereas in case 

A it is possible that the SME was not aware of the changed responsibility because she was not given 

a specific introduction. However, both the SME and the CoP participants in cases A and B were 
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different individuals, which also could have influenced the collaboration. Consequently, the 

importance of S2b remains uncertain. 

 

The case A participants did not identify events related to the start-up workshop, and while the case 

B participants identified the facilitated start-up workshop (S5b), they considered it to be relatively 

unimportant. A possible hypothesis is that a start-up workshop will have a greater impact if 

participants are less familiar with each other and therefore have a lower cultural proximity (Scarso, 

Bolisani, and Salvador 2009). 

 

The participants did not identify events directly relatable to ‘S6: Manager communication’. The 

importance of ‘S6: Manager communication’ requires a longer study period to understand properly, 

as the consequence of keeping the sponsor informed is expected to influence the ongoing resource 

allocation.  

 

Summary steps 1) ‘Manager introduction’, 2) ‘Practice definition’, 3) ‘Coordinator identification’ 

and 4) ‘Invitation to participate’ were found to be important for CoP development, whereas the 

importance of the SME introduction (S2b) is uncertain but likely important (Table 8). Furthermore, 

the importance of a start-up workshop which is facilitated or not (S5 and S5b), respectively, and 

manager communication (S6) is undetermined. 

 

Table 8. The steps marked with an ‘X’ were found to be important and the step marked with an (x) 

is most likely important, whereas steps marked with ‘?’ require further study. 

 S1 S2 S2b S3 S4 S5 S5b S6 

Summary X X (x) X X ? ? ? 

 

8 Conclusion 

This paper proposed a framework for intentional CoP development structured in six steps and 

informed by seven factors for CoP development as identified in the literature. A double test in a 

blood analysis unit working ‘24-7’ resulted in the successful development of two CoPs. Manager 

introduction, choosing the practice on which the CoP should focus, identifying a coordinator, and 

inviting employees to participate voluntarily are important steps that can be used to intentionally 

develop a CoP. An important result of the framework test was the CoP participants’ knowledge 

sharing and new knowledge creation through conversations in which individual knowledge was 

interpreted and integrated into new collective knowledge. Furthermore, the study demonstrates that 

the new knowledge created improves the practice, and in the specific context also improves the 

guidelines describing the practice.  

The study has implications both for scholars and managers. 

From an academic perspective, first, it confirms the findings of previous literature that a manager’s 

support plays a vital role in developing a CoP by allocating the necessary resources in terms of time 
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for CoP participation, ICT, and meeting facilities. The study finds that the manager can be engaged 

through a presentation given by a CoP promoter. 

Second, the study confirms the importance of voluntary participation and found that by having the 

manager pre-define a practice and then inviting employees to participate voluntary can engage 

employees in the CoP. Face-to-face communication is found to be more effective when recruiting 

CoP participants compared with email; however, the face-to-face method provides a limited reach 

of receivers in cases of ‘24-7’ shifts. Future studies should explore how a recruitment campaign can 

be communicated with high reach and impact and still be feasible for an operations manager 

Third, the study confirms that the role of CoP coordinator is important, and the study found that the 

role can be introduced by having a manager recruit a skilled and respected employee to undertake 

the role voluntarily. However, further studies are needed to understand how different stakeholders 

collaborate in knowledge sharing, as suggested by the interaction between the SME and CoP, as this 

interaction proved both a source of inspiration and an ignitor of conflict.  

From a business perspective, the study offers a useful step-by-step tool for managers who want to 

support the development of a CoP, and also indicates to them what factors are particularly important 

to the development of a successful CoP and therefore deserve special attention (e.g., voluntarism, a 

dedicated meeting room). 

The main limitation of the study is that it involved a single organisation, which restricts the 

generalisability of the results. Moreover, a longer study period would be needed to understand the 

long-term effect of the framework. Additionally, a more thorough understanding of the impact of 

the framework should include the analysis of process data to document changes in process 

improvement or, in the healthcare sector, patient care. Finally, the study focussed on the operations 

level; hence, future research should consider the tactical and strategic levels to investigate how and 

why organisation choose to intentionally develop CoPs, and how CoPs fit into a knowledge 

management strategy.   

Despite these limitations, the study found that its proposed framework can be used to intentionally 

develop CoPs within operations, and that the proposed framework offers specific guidance which is 

the main contribution to the CoP field. 
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9.3 Paper 2: Improving public sector knowledge sharing through communities 

of practice 
 

This paper is in review with VINE Journal of Information and Knowledge Management Systems 

and reports the results from study 4-7. 

 

Improving public sector knowledge sharing through communities of 

practice 

 

Authors: 

Rasmus Jørgensen, Ph.D. student;1 Enrico Scarso, Professor;2 Kasper Edwards, Senior Researcher;1 

and Christine Ipsen, Associate Professor1 

1Implementation and Performance Management, DTU Management, Technical University of 

Denmark, Kgs. Lyngby, Denmark 

2Department of Management and Engineering, University of Padua 

Rasmus.jorgensen@gmail.com 

 

  



78 

78 
 

STRUCTURED ABSTRACT  

Purpose: This paper studies the impact of intentionally developed Communities of Practices (CoPs) 
on knowledge sharing and practice improvement in an administrative Public Sector Organisation 
(PSO). 

Design/methodology/approach: The paper adopts a case study approach to analyse the impact of 
the CoPs intentionally developed within four different teams of a Danish PSO. The CoPs were 
developed by applying a CoP development framework. 

Findings: Three CoPs was successfully developed and they positively affected knowledge sharing 
and practice improvement. CoP participants engaged in conversations exploring individual ways of 
working, sharing knowledge and ultimately improving practice. Standardisation and boundary 
spanning were identified as contextual factors influencing the CoP activity. 

Research limitations/implications: The findings verify the framework and contribute to a better 
understanding of the factors affecting development of CoPs that impacts positively on knowledge 
sharing and practice improvements in a PSO context.  

Practical implications: The study provides operations managers in PSOs an approach for 
developing CoP to improve how the work is done through better knowledge sharing among 
employees. 

Originality/value: The paper provides up-close evidence for the relevance of CoPs in PSO settings 
and highlights the necessity of investing resources in employees interacting to share knowledge. 

Keywords – Community of practice, CoP, Knowledge sharing, Public sector organisations, Practice 

improvement 

Paper type – Research paper  
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1 Introduction  

Knowledge sharing among employees is deemed to be important for the productivity of Public 

Sector Organisations (PSOs) (Amayah, 2013; Hislop, 2013; Mc Evoy et al., 2019), but there is 

limited research on the topic particularly in comparison with the private sector counterpart 

(Massaro et al., 2015; Singh Sandhu et al., 2011). We do know, however, that collaborative 

practices characterized by trust and interactions can facilitate the sharing of knowledge in PSO, 

especially of the tacit component (Jarvie and Stewart, 2018; Amayah, 2013; Gillani et al., 2018). 

Communities of practice (CoP) is a powerful and widespread collaborative practice that supports 

knowledge sharing and practice improvements (Aljuwaiber, 2016). CoP are characterised by rich 

conversations and mutual exchange of practice-rooted knowledge (Agrifoglio, 2015; Akhavan et 

al., 2015), which facilitates the development of a socially embedded joint practice (Orr, 1996; 

Wenger et al., 2002; Pyrko et al., 2017).  A CoP, indeed, is formed by a ‘group of people who share 

a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and 

expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing basis’ (Wenger et al., 2002). A fundamental 

element of a CoP is participants thinking together, i.e., engaging in collaborative exploration of 

experiences and practice development (Pyrko et al., 2017).  

CoPs were initially regarded as a self-organising emergent phenomenon (Lave and Wenger, 1991; 

Li et al., 2009a). But there is mounting evidence that CoPs can be intentionally developed (Chu, 

2016; Iaquinto et al., 2011; Ng and Ang, 2007, Jassbi et al., 2015) to support knowledge sharing 

both in a business (Aljuwaiber, 2016) and a public context (Amayah, 2013). However, empirical 

evidence about the impact of intentional CoP development in PSOs remains insufficient, especially 

when compared with the private sector (Sallán et al., 2012; Blunk and Prilla, 2017; Pee and 

Kankanhalli, 2016; Akhavan et al., 2015). Also, empirical evidence about how PSO contextual 

factors (i.e. organizational variables) shape CoP is limited (Jassbi et al., 2015). 

The purpose of this study is to analyse the impact on knowledge sharing and practice 

improvement of four CoPs intentionally developed by applying a framework proposed by research 

within a Danish PSO. The study also investigates the contextual factors affecting CoP development 

and functioning. 

2 Theoretical background 

2.1 Collaborative practices and CoP 

As well underlined by the literature, the development of organisational knowledge is crucial for 

improving PSO services (Bate and Robert, 2002; Nutley et al., 2002; Massaro et al., 2015; Mc Evoy 

et al., 2019). In this context collaborative practices are critical for making the most of 

opportunities to use knowledge, people and processes to improve performance (Jarvie and 

Stewart, 2018). Indeed, the adoption and use of collaborative practices, and particularly CoPs, 
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support sharing and development of practice-embedded knowledge (Amayah, 2013; Diamond and 

Rush, 2012).  

2.2 CoP development and contextual factors 

The study of CoPs originates from different epistemic understandings. There are descriptive 

studies in which CoPs are approached as an emergent and self-organising phenomenon (e.g., Gau, 

2013; Gabbay and le May, 2004; Cirella et al., 2018; Lave and Wenger, 1991). Studies with a 

prescriptive perspective approach CoPs as arrangements that can be deliberately developed to 

support organisations (e.g. (Iaquinto, Ison, and Faggian 2011; Ng and Ang 2007; Pyrko, Dörfler, and 

Eden 2017). Following the prescriptive perspective, frameworks of explanatory character have 

been proposed to shed light on the critical success factors for CoP development (Scarso et al., 

2009). Frameworks also underline connections between CoP processes and organisational 

processes (McKellar et al., 2014) and emphasize alignment between CoP development and the 

organizational context (Jassbi et al., 2015). Specifically, the level of formality, geographical 

dispersion of participants and centralization influence CoP development (Jassbi et al., 2015). If CoP 

participants have a high geographical dispersion, CoP development initiatives must take into 

account how interactions and discussions can take place without relying solely on physical 

meetings; E.g. integrating ICT solutions that provides connectivity (Nithithanatchinnapat et al., 

2016). 

2.3 CoP impact in PSO 

Within recent years, CoPs have been introduced in the public sector in different countries and 

contexts, as illustrated by the following examples. In the British National Health Service 

management initiated intentional development of two CoPs to improve knowledge sharing among 

care personal; one CoP was struggling and one was successful (Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017). In 

the successful CoP where participants shared knowledge and developed their practice, the 

participant’s behaviour had two distinct features; interlocked indwelling and sharing of tacit 

knowledge, which are fundamental for the central CoP activity thinking together. Participants 

actually thinking together is what brings a CoP to life and what CoP development should aim at, as 

opposed to naming something a CoP expecting thinking together as an outcome. In Hong Kong 

secondary schools, CoPs were developed to implement knowledge management (KM) (Chu, 2016). 

In particular, CoP were developed as an interaction-based approach to KM to supplement an 

information-based approach to KM (Hansen et al., 1999; Chu, 2016). Teachers joined the CoPs to 

share knowledge and reported that CoP participation resulted in reflection upon individual ways of 

working, sharing knowledge and gaining practical knowledge from peers. In a Taiwanese PSO, 

employees with interdependent tasks interacted in a CoP, which resulted in mutual learning 

leading to the development of shared practices (Gau, 2013). The CoPs developed as official 

business brought together employees who shared an interest and with common topics to discuss, 

and the CoPs informal and relaxed atmosphere were conducive for sharing knowledge and 
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developing a shared practice. Finally, in the U.S., a state agency’s organisationally instituted CoP 

and individual network supported the integration of new employees (Hatmaker et al., 2011). Both 

CoP and individual network contributed to individual information acquisition and learning; 

however, the network compensated for the minimal effect of the CoP which, in the case, is 

described as similar to a training venue (Hatmaker et al., 2011, p. 409). 

To sum up, there are several examples of CoPs developed by PSOs operating in different sectors 

(education, public service and especially healthcare) and with different aims (sharing experience, 

developing shared practices, and integrating new employees). The diffusion of CoP have increased 

attention from scholars (Li et al., 2009b; Aljuwaiber, 2016; Barbour et al., 2018; Nicolini et al., 

2008; Moffet and Walker, 2015). However, empirical investigation of the impact of CoP 

intentionally developed using a systematic approach in the public sector is still limited, especially 

in comparison with the private sector (Iaquinto et al., 2011; Pee and Kankanhalli, 2016; Blunk and 

Prilla, 2017).   

3 Research questions and approach 

The study applies a framework for intentional CoP development recently proposed by the 

literature (Jørgensen et al., 2018) in a Danish PSO to analyse how intentionally developed CoPs 

impact on knowledge sharing and practice improvement. Two research questions shape and focus 

the study:  

RQ1: How do intentionally developed CoPs impact on knowledge sharing and practice 

improvement in an administrative PSO setting? 

RQ2: What contextual factors shape CoP activity and influence CoP outcomes? 

In order to answer the research questions, the study applied a case study research method with a 

longitudinal approach to capture changes in knowledge sharing and practice improvement (Yin, 

2017). The investigated case concerns a unit of the Danish Tax Administration comprising four 

teams, and in each team a CoP was developed by applying the framework illustrated in Figure 33.  

3.1 Case context 

SKAT is a public organisation responsible for taxation in Denmark; in 2016, SKAT employed 

approximately 7000 people. During the research project, SKAT underwent a major transformation; 

the description refers to the organisation as it was in approximately 2016-2017. SKAT is organised 

under the Danish Ministry of Taxation and divided into functional areas such as salary tax, 

company tax, VAT, etc. The unit participating in the study belongs to the automation division, 

MOTOR, which is responsible for taxation related to selling, buying and owning a vehicle. MOTOR 

has offices near most major cities and several functions of MOTOR can be present at a location. 
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Four teams from MOTOR participated: Export (31 employees), Import (24 employees), Visitation 

(23 employees) and Pricing (9 employees). 

The work takes place in normal office settings where employees share large or small office spaces 

and has their own desks, PCs and telephones. The employees are in frequent contact with vehicle 

owners, and occasionally employees discuss special or difficult cases either face-to-face or using 

Information and Communications Technology (ICT) (e.g. Skype, email or telephone). MOTOR has 

written guidelines prescribing how a task must be completed, and guidelines are placed on a 

server accessible from the employees’ PCs.   

3.2 Intentionally developing CoPs 

CoPs in MOTOR were developed by applying a framework specific for CoP development within 

operations (see Figure 33) (Jørgensen et al., 2018). 

 
Figure 17 – The six steps of the framework for intentional CoP development  (Jørgensen et al., 
2018) 
 

In Step 1 (Manager introduction), the manager is informed by a CoP promoter about: What a CoP 

is in relation to workplace knowledge sharing and new knowledge creation, CoP management, 

resource allocation, and the necessity of allocating the CoP decision-making authority in 

developing the practice. In Step 2 (Practice definition), the manager identifies a practice which 

management will dedicate resources to develop. There are two criteria. First, a practice is a 

collection of tasks, which can be identified as a job to complete. Second, the goal is to choose a 

‘CoP topic’ (Wenger et al., 2002) in which a sub-group of employees share an interest. In Step 3 

(Coordinator identification), a coordinator is identified among possible CoP participants and asked 

by the manager if he/she is interested. The coordinator must have deep practice experience and 

must be a volunteer. The coordinator’s tasks are to arrange meetings, manage new knowledge 

and improvements and communicate with stakeholders. In Step 4 (Invitation to participate), the 

STEP 6 - Manager communication 
Participants: CoP coordinator 

STEP 5 - Facilitated start-up workshop 
Participants: CoP promoter and volunteer employees 

STEP 4 - Invitation to participate 
Participants: Manager and employees 

STEP 3 - Coordinator identification 
Participants: Manager and employee 

STEP 2 - Practice definition 
Participants: Manager 

STEP 1- Manager introduction 
Participants: CoP promoter and manager 
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invitation to participate in the CoP is extended to employees via the organisation’s preferred 

communication method. Participation must be voluntary to ensure effective management of 

knowledge resources (Amayah, 2013). Participation entails two explicit requirements, an interest 

in sharing knowledge about the practice and experience with the practice, with the purpose of 

attracting employees who will be active and participate with an open mind in conversations 

(Wenger et al., 2002). In Step 5 (Facilitated start-up workshop), the employees who expressed an 

interest in participating are gathered at a start-up workshop facilitated by the CoP promoter. The 

participants are told that the purpose of the CoP is to voluntarily share knowledge through 

conversations to improve a specific practice (defined in Step 2). The workshop participants are 

given two questions to discuss in plenum: 1) How and why are we relevant to one another in this 

group?; and 2) What are we going to do? The participants discuss, agree on and inform the 

manager about a suitable meeting room, what resources they need, including the necessary ICT, 

and a CoP time schedule. In Step 6 (Management communication), the coordinator is asked to 

write minutes of each CoP meeting and email them to the manager sponsoring the CoP and CoP 

participants. The purpose of this activity is to keep the sponsor and participants involved, 

particularly the manager, who must continuously allocate resources to the CoP. 

With one of the researchers (RJ) acting as a CoP promoter the study applied the framework to 

develop a CoP within each of the MOTOR teams in order to impact knowledge sharing and 

practice improvements. This paper’s result and discussion section describe and analyse how three 

CoP were successful while the fourth one was not successful and the impact on knowledge sharing 

and practice improvement. 

3.3 Research method 

The study adopted a case study approach (Yin, 2017; Bryman and Bell, 2011). The study lasted 70 

weeks, comprising an intervention period spanning 18 weeks, a subsequent study period of 

approximately 26 weeks, and a post-study follow-up after approximately 26 weeks (see Figure 18). 

The baseline consisted of the old written guidelines and the follow-up consisted of Effect Modifier 

Assessment (EMA) workshops (Edwards and Winkel, 2018), CoP coordinator interviews, the new 

guidelines and minutes of CoP meetings. The long-term CoP activity was assessed with post-study 

follow-up emails sent to the CoP coordinators. Because the teams perform similar tasks and are 

organised in a similar fashion, the study design becomes a single case study with four embedded 

units (Yin, 2017). Moreover, because the CoP development process was similar for each team, a 

repetitive logic is present, making it possible to generalise across the four teams (Yin, 2017). 
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Figure 18 – The timeline for the study, including the intervention period and the study period. 
 

The way tasks are executed in SKAT is similar to other kinds of case work (e.g. application for 

benefits); consequently, SKAT is a relevant case because it can be characterised as a common case 

for PSO case work (Yin, 2017; Bryman and Bell, 2011). Thus, the study results potentially hold 

value for similar PSOs. 

3.4 Data collection and analysis 

In total, the study draws data from five different sources, as described below. 

Meeting minutes: The minutes of the CoP meetings written by CoP coordinators were emailed to 

the researchers. Analysis of the meeting minutes was used to document the CoP activity. 

Guidelines versions: ‘Old’ and ‘new’ revised versions of written guidelines were emailed to the 

researchers by the coordinators and compared to evaluate how knowledge sharing in the CoP 

affected the practice. 

EMA workshop: The EMA workshops identified events influencing and changing work practice 

which took place during the 26-week study period and evaluated how the events modified the 

study results (Edwards and Winkel, 2018). Events were classified into 1) CoP-related, referring to 

events related to the intentionally developed CoP; and 2) context-related (i.e., all other events). 

This allowed for the CoP impact on knowledge sharing and practice improvement to be isolated 

from other organisational changes and processes. Each workshop was recorded, transcribed and 

subsequently coded, categorised and themed. The initial coding was done to move from workshop 

transcripts to segments of data. The coding of the transcripts was done using structural coding, 

which is particularly relevant for semi-structured data-gathering protocols in which a specific 

research question is being explored which frames the data collection (Saldaña, 2016). To 

aggregate the codes from the initial coding into categories which are more meaningful and 

homogenous units of analysis, pattern coding was applied (Saldaña, 2016). Finally, themes were 
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identified through analytical reflection drawing on theory to describe the subtle and tacit 

processes involved in CoP development and knowledge sharing (Saldaña, 2016).  

Telephone interviews with coordinators: In telephone interviews with each CoP coordinator, 

findings from the EMA workshop and the identified guideline changes were discussed and 

qualified.  

Follow-up emails to coordinators: The CoP coordinators were requested via email to inform the 

researchers about the CoP activity 26 weeks after the EMA workshop. 

4 Results 

4. 1 CoP activity 

In all four teams, CoP activity took place during the 26-week study period (see Table 9). In table 1 

the participants are given a code according to their team: Import employee (IE), Export employee 

(EE), Pricing employee (PE) and Visitation employee (VE). The Import CoP held five meetings in the 

first part of the study period and then abruptly stopped both meetings and activity. Export and 

Pricing held a number of meetings during the study period and continued after the study period. 

Visitation also held several meetings during the study period and continued their work after the 

study period but did not hold any meetings. In total, 3 out of 4 CoPs (Export, Pricing and Visitation) 

were developed successfully and 1 CoP (Import) is considered not developed. 

From the EMA workshop it became apparent that the Import CoP failed to sustain their activity. 

The three main reasons behind the Import CoP failure were identified as follows: Change of 

coordinator, massive caseload and software update. First, because of a re-organisation the 

coordinator was assigned a new role and a successor was not identified. Second, legislative 

changes resulted in an inordinate number of car deals causing a backlog of cases at the Import unit 

that had to be handled. Third, implementation of new legislation required software updates 

further delaying in the casework. 

Table 9 – CoP activity during the study period.  

Team CoP Meetings Participants Years of Seniority 
 Study period After EMA 

workshop 

Import 5 meetings No activity Participant 1 (P1) +10 

P2 +20 

P3 +2 

P4 <1 

Export 4 meetings 3 meetings P5 +20 

P6 +20 

P7 +1 

Pricing 4 meetings 6 meetings P8 +2 
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P9 +20 

P10 +20 

Visitation 6 meetings 0 meetings, 
sustained 

activity 

P11 +20 

P12 +20 

P13 < 1 

P14 +20 

 

The EMA workshops investigated the factors influencing CoP development and included an 

analysis of the CoP development framework steps. The workshop outcomes are briefly 

summarised in the following. 

CoP activity relied on allocation of, for example, time and a room, and resource allocation in Step 

1 was underlined to be crucial by workshops’ participants. That the Import CoP failed partly due to 

a lack of resources supports the conclusion that Step 1 is important. 

During the workshops CoP members affirmed that they had an interest in collectively sharing 

knowledge about their work; thus, Step 2 also proved important, given that the definition of the 

practice delineated the common interest which brought participants together.  

Evaluations regarding Step 3 were not so clear; however, as the failure of the Import CoP was 

partly due to the coordinator leaving, there is some evidence of Step 3’s importance. 

The participants also confirmed that Steps 4 and 5 were relevant for CoP development; 

voluntarism, in fact, motivated employees to participate, and the start-up workshop was 

considered an essential kick-off activity.  

Information collected during the workshops about Step 6 resulted too limited to provide precise 

indications. 

To further inform the analysis of the CoPs activity the participants were asked during the EMA 

workshop if the CoP activity was different from anything else in their normal work day. The 

participants confirmed this and also added a description of their CoP activity. They explained that 

the CoP facilitated conversations they did not have previously, and that the conversations made it 

possible to identify differences in how tasks were done: ‘If we had just worked two and two and 

done our job, it would probably never have come up’ (Participant 8 – P8). P6 formulated a 

characteristic of the conversations, which supports the claim that rich conversations have taken 

place: ‘We have conversations where we go through every little detail’. P5 and P14 highlighted that 

the CoP offered time and space for having focussed conversations: ‘Yes, it is [different]. We only 

have focus on one thing’ and ‘We are very concentrated when we are together.’ 

To present and characterise the impact of the CoP, the results are divided into Knowledge sharing 

and practice improvement and Contextual factors, which are presented in the following sections. 
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4.2 Knowledge sharing and practice improvements 

During the meetings, the CoP participants engaged in conversations in which knowledge was 

shared and their practice improved as the following quotes demonstrate: 

- ‘We discussed how we work and how we should work’. 

- ‘We explored differences’. 

- ‘We got a new perspective on old habits’. 

- ‘It [the CoP conversations] made you reflect on your own practice’. 

- ‘We discussed how we work and how we should work’. 

 

The following two examples provide evidence about how knowledge was shared, and the practice 

improved. 

4.2.1 Example 1: The ‘CutePDF’.  

In the Pricing CoP, the participants discovered during a conversation that they all had different 

ways of doing the same task. The purpose of the task is to move information from one system to 

another by creating a PDF file and attaching it to a case. The participants shared their individual 

ways of working and had a collective discussion about the reasons for doing so, the pros and cons, 

and ultimately defined one best way of completing the task. The three approaches were as follows 

(see Figure 35): (P8 - see Table 9) did the task by saving the file (e.g., Word file) on his PC, printing a 

physical copy, scanning the physical copy and emailing it to himself in a PDF version, saving the 

individual PDF files on his PC, and then attaching the files individually to the case. P9 saved each 

Word file on PC, opening the files and converting them to PDF, and then attaching the files 

individually to the case. P10 directly saved the files as PDFs on her PC using the programme 

CutePDF and then attached the PDFs to the case as a bundle in one upload. The participants 

agreed that the approach by P10 was the smartest and an improvement of the practice; the 

guidelines were subsequently updated accordingly. The example illustrates the CoP as a 

collaborative practice of ‘thinking together’ (Pyrko et al., 2017). 

 
Figure 19 – The three approaches by the individual participants. 
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The Danish Public Records Act specifies how information is to be stored and, in particular, whether 

the stored information may later be altered or deleted. During a discussion of a work procedure, 

the CoP participants realised that they had different ways of storing similar information they 

received from citizens: Some wrote a note in, for example, WordPad or Word and then attached 

the file to the case, and others used the note application in the case system. The participants 

found that using Word, for example, is not a secure format while the note application is a secure 

format, and this was followed by a discussion about the legislatively correct way. The participants 

shared, explored and reflected upon their different ways of working, but could not reach a 

decision. The participants consulted the Public Records Act without finding a solution. Ultimately, 

they consulted their manager, who is responsible for securing information in the correct format. 

The manager advised that the information should be stored in the secure system, based on the 

argument that the information was central to a decision with financial consequences for citizens.  

4.3 Contextual factors shaping CoP activity 

What emerged from the EMA workshops allowed to identify two contextual factors, which shaped 

CoP activity: The first was standardisation; with legislation comes the requirement of 

standardisation to ensure equal and lawful treatment of citizens, which framed the CoP 

conversation as the participants focussed on identifying one collectively agreed way of working. 

The second was boundary spanning; in some cases, the CoP initiated boundary spanning and 

referred to legislation or the manager as the participants lacked the knowledge or decision 

competence to decide how to do a task. 

4.3.1.Standardisation shaping conversations 

Conversations in the CoP were framed by the requirement of task standardisation, which is a core 

value when working with regulation according to which all citizens must be treated equally and 

lawfully. The standardisation requirement framed the CoP conversations and was introduced by 

the participants, who stressed defining one way of doing a task. P11 stated, ‘We had to agree. We 

had to find one way of doing it’ because ‘we have to treat customers equally’. This is from example 

2, in which the participants discussed and searched for the legislatively correct way of doing 

something. The second reason indicated by several participants was that they wanted to reduce 

frustration, stating that standardisation reduces frustration arising from being told different ways 

of doing the same task, which happens when changing from, for example, Import to Export or 

when an employee is new. As P3 asserted, ‘I chose to participate because the new people that 

come to SKAT should have a better start than I had. My training was 1:1 and then I had to read 

incomprehensible guidelines’. 

4.3.2 Boundary spanning 

Employees who transgress disciplines and organisational structure are boundary spanners who are 

an inherent part of intra-organisational collaborative practices (Diamond and Rush, 2012). 
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Boundary spanning connects different world views and shares knowledge between CoPs (Wenger, 

1998), and can improve the collaboration between different groups of employees in PSOs (Conklin 

et al., 2013). In Example 2, the CoP engages in boundary spanning; the CoP participants refer first 

to the legislation and then to the manager as the participants lack the knowledge. In doing so, the 

knowledge base of the CoP is continuously developed and decisions are validated through input 

from stakeholders or other CoPs (Wenger, 1998; Huysman, 2004). 

5 Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to analyse the impact of intentionally developed CoPs on knowledge 

sharing and practice improvement in a PSO context, and to identify the contextual factors which 

shape their activity.  

5.1 Did the CoP impact knowledge sharing and practice improvement? 

The results of the study allow us to provide a positive answer to the first research question. In 

particular, examples 1 and 2 demonstrate that the participants engaged in conversations in which 

different ways of working were explored and contrasted, and ultimately the participants improved 

their own practice and yielded an updated the guideline. The participants proved willing to share 

ineffective ways of working when confronted when an improved way of working, and this type of 

“uncomfortable” knowledge sharing demonstrates a high level of trust between the participants 

(Gillani et al., 2018).  

However, the impact beyond the CoP was not investigated and consequently the larger 

organizational impact remains unknown. Passively disseminating the new guideline through a 

server has limited impact on the behaviour of non-CoP participants (Grimshaw et al. 2004). One 

approach could be to consider the employees that did not participate in the CoP as peripheral 

participants (Lave and Wenger, 1991) leaving a need for the CoP participants to interact with their 

colleagues. Still, a CoP offers opportunities for discussing and contrasting ideas and work practices 

in a manner which daily work generally does not allow. In this regard, it is important that the 

community members have time and a place to have conversations, exchange their knowledge and 

develop their practice.  

5.2 Contextual factors 

Regarding the second research question, two contextual factors shaping CoP activity were 

identified: Standardisation and boundary spanning. 

Standardisation is particular to regulated contexts, as in the investigated case, and standardisation 

framed the CoP conversations to focus on collectively identifying one way of working. A 

contrasting perspective could be that CoP participants explore different ways of working to 

develop individual practices. This is acceptable in contexts in which standardisation is not a 
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requirement, for example, teachers (Chu, 2016) or tourist guides (Akkerman et al., 2008). In 

contexts where standardisation is not a requirement, a conversation can be a source of individual 

inspiration, but in a regulated context (e.g., a public tax administration), the room for individual 

practices is limited as a task must be done the same way each time. However, it is worth recalling 

that when the need to define one way of working is enforced too strictly in the CoP, there is the 

risk of not having rich conversations which explore different perspectives whereby the participants 

think together (Pyrko et al., 2017) and collaborate (Diamond and Rush, 2012). Thus, in regulated 

contexts the start-up workshop could involve a discussion about the importance of having 

conversations that initially diverge exploring different ways of working, and then converge to 

ensure standardization.  

Boundary spanning may be necessary if the CoP lacks knowledge and must resort to external 

sources to improve their own knowledge base. Indeed, one risk of a CoP is the development of 

knowledge which is contrary to the organisation if the CoP acts too autonomously, a risk which can 

be mitigated by connecting the CoP with an expert (Huysman, 2004; Scarso et al., 2009). Hence, 

boundary spanning could have a positive impact on the CoP in the long-term given the 

introduction of new knowledge and organisational alignment (Wenger et al., 2002; Huysman, 

2004). However, boundary spanning could also have a negative impact if resulting in limiting the 

autonomy which in turn decrease personal motivation to participate (Wolf et al., 2011; Lesser and 

Storck, 2001).  

CoP are clearly impacted by contextual factors in the form of organizational variables, and the 

impact ranges from the overall CoP structure and choice of ICT (Jassbi et al. 2015), down to an 

impact on how conversations take place in the CoP as demonstrated in this study. 

6 Conclusion 

Despite CoPs being deemed capable of facilitating knowledge sharing within PSO and improving 

their productivity, the research on CoPs in PSOs of administrative character is still scarce. This 

study sought to develop the field by studying the impact of intentionally developed CoPs on 

knowledge sharing and practice improvement in an administrative PSO context. The study was 

conducted as a longitudinal case study in the Danish tax administration in which four CoPs were 

developed by applying a framework for intentional CoP development proposed by research.  

Three out of four CoPs were successful in maintaining activity and impacting on knowledge sharing 

and practice improvement. The failure of the fourth CoP was determined to be the result of 

exceptional causes (i.e. change of coordinator due to a complete organisational restructuring, 

overwhelming case load and software update), which impeded the framework outcome in terms 

of long-term CoP activity. 
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The findings of the study not only confirm that CoPs can be intentionally developed by a public 

organisation in order to improve its operations processes, but the study also verify the framework 

and its individual steps for the intentional development of CoPs.  

The study identified two contextual factors which, in the investigated case, shaped CoP activity: 

Standardisation and boundary spanning. The organisational requirement of task standardisation 

impacted the CoP conversations as employees considered it necessary to define one best way of 

working. Boundary spanning happened when the CoP lacked knowledge, prompting the need to 

consult external sources (manager and legislation), thereby expanding the CoP knowledge base. 

Even if such factors are strictly connected with the specific context under analysis, they represent 

an interesting starting point for scholars who wish to address this issue in the future 

From the practical point of view, the study provides public managers a systematic approach and a 

set of useful suggestions on how to proceed in order to successfully develop and sustain CoP 

activity to improve how the work is done. 

There are limitations to the study. It is a single organisation case study with specific practices and 

contextual factors. The analysis only concerns the operations level, and future studies should 

investigate CoP development initiatives at the tactical and strategic level. Future studies with a 

longer study period could also analyse the long-term impact on knowledge sharing and practice 

improvement. From a PSO perspective studies could also focus on how changes in legislation are 

adopted into the organisational practice with CoP as an enabler. 

In conclusion, PSOs are increasingly expected to improve their productivity even in situations of 

continuous budget cuts, which negatively affects service levels. This study demonstrates that a KM 

initiative as CoP is an alternative approach to improving performance and should serve as 

inspiration to a longer-term initiative for politicians. 
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Abstract 

Researchers have studied the development of communities of practice (CoPs) and proposed that 

they can be divided into five stages of maturity: 1) potential, 2) building, 3) engaged, 4) active and 

5) adaptive. However, there is a lack of current case studies exploring CoP development and the 

link between enablers and maturity stages. This study adds to the CoP field through a case study of 

an extreme case: 20 global CoPs, developed by an engineering company, which were subjected to 

the same development initiatives for the past decade. Document analysis and a group interview with 

key informants form the basis for the study. The findings confirm the validity of the maturity stage 

model and its usefulness in understanding how a CoP develops over time. The study identifies nine 

CoP development initiatives at different maturity stages. Four of the initiatives are of particular 

interest as contemporary contributions to the maturity model of Gongla and Rizzuto (2001): 1) 

competence as practice as a process support enabler in the potential stage; 2) CoP mentoring as a 

people behaviour enabler in the engaged stage; 3) continuous management dialogue as a people 

behaviour enabler in the engaged stage; and 4) virtual community support as an enabling 

technology in the potential stage. 

1 Introduction 
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Knowledge is recognised as a key business asset and a competitive resource. Consequently, 

organisations adopt various knowledge management approaches (Hislop et al., 2018). One approach 

is communities of practice (CoPs) (Aljuwaiber, 2016; Bolisani & Scarso, 2014). CoPs facilitate 

interpersonal knowledge sharing resulting in improvements in work practices and complementing 

explicit knowledge-sharing approaches (e.g., written guidelines) (Cordery et al., 2015; Wenger et 

al., 2002). While CoPs were originally associated with autonomous development (Lave & Wenger, 

1991; Orr, 1996), there is mounting evidence that CoPs can be intentionally developed and 

managed through specific enablers (Aljuwaiber, 2016; Chu, 2016; Iaquinto et al., 2011; Jørgensen 

et al., 2019; Ng & Ang, 2007). 

CoPs thrive under specific circumstances, accentuating the need for managers to understand and 

consider CoP characteristics and enablers (Alvesson & Kärreman, 2001; Wenger et al., 2002). One 

such characteristic is maturity, defined by CoP participant behaviour and relations with the 

promoting organisation, and as behaviour and relations change with maturity, so do enablers of CoP 

activity (Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001; Lee et al., 2010). Scholars frequently refer to the maturity model 

proposed by Gongla & Rizzuto (2001), according to which CoP maturity progresses through five 

stages: 1) potential, 2) building, 3) engaged, 4) active and 5) adaptive. Each stage is associated with 

specific enablers; consequently, CoP development initiatives must fit the maturity stage (Gongla & 

Rizzuto, 2001). Despite the widespread use of the maturity concept, there is a lack of contemporary 

empirical case studies of CoP development through maturity stages (Lee et al., 2010). Furthermore, 

new information and communications technology (ICT) (e.g., enterprise social networks [ESNs] for 

knowledge sharing) and increased practitioner experience with CoPs could result in new CoP 

enablers and approaches (Bolisani & Scarso, 2014; Sarka & Ipsen, 2017; Wehner et al., 2017). 

Studying an extreme case (Yin, 2017) would enable new insights about CoP enablers and 

potentially strengthen the causal explanations of intentional CoP development through maturity 

stages. This paper does so by analysing the development of 20 global CoPs established 

simultaneously in 2008 and subjected to the same development initiatives during the last decade by 

this study’s case company, GEC. GEC (whose real name is disguised for reasons of anonymity) has 

gradually consolidated tools and methods for managing knowledge through CoPs and implemented 

this in their corporate strategy. 

GEC is a global engineering firm specialising in pharmaceutical production. GEC is considered an 

extreme case because they have successfully developed global CoPs supported by an ESN and no 

other such cases have been found. By analysing the CoP development initiatives in accordance with 

the CoP maturity model proposed by Gongla & Rizzuto (2001), this study aims at validating and 

extending the model and providing up-to-date recommendations to managers. 

The next section discusses the theoretical background of the study. In section 3, the case context is 

illustrated. In section 4, the research questions are formulated, and the research approach is 

described. The findings of the analysis are presented in section 5 and subsequently discussed in 

section 6. The last section is devoted to the conclusion and includes the limitations of the study and 

suggestions for future research. 
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2 Background 

2.0 Communities of practice 

A CoP is defined as a ‘group of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a 

topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing 

basis’ (Wenger et al., 2002). The term was coined in a study underlining the importance of learning 

in the physical and social context of the actual work (Lave & Wenger, 1991). While some scholars 

view CoPs as self-organised and autonomous (Gabbay & le May, 2004; Orr, 1996; Urzelai & Puig, 

2019), others assert that CoPs can be intentionally developed to improve organisational knowledge 

sharing and collaboration (Aljuwaiber, 2016; Barbour et al., 2018; Cornes et al., 2014; Wenger et 

al., 2002). 

Research has presented empirical evidence that intentionally developed CoPs impact positively on 

knowledge sharing and practice development (Jørgensen et al., 2019; Wenger et al., 2002). The 

advantages of CoPs include that past experience is re-used (Cordery et al., 2015), knowledge is 

shared among practitioners (Chu, 2016), and tasks are standardised (Schenkel & Teigland, 2008). 

Furthermore, CoPs have been intentionally developed in a variety of contexts within the last decade 

(Aljuwaiber, 2016). However, CoPs cannot be completely forced into life as knowledge sharing is 

inherently voluntary (Amayah, 2013). Organisations must pay careful attention to a CoP’s 

development in order for the participants to engage in rich conversations and thinking together 

(Pyrko et al., 2017). 

CoPs can exist both physically and virtually (Agrifoglio, 2015). According to Schenkel and 

Teigland (2008), decreased proximity between community members can result in reduced CoP 

performance; however, other scholars report that online CoPs can improve knowledge and task 

standardisation (Cordery et al., 2015). This implies that ICT must be chosen to accommodate 

specific needs (e.g., case context and CoP maturity stage) (Dubé et al., 2006). More specifically, 

ICT must support member connectivity, equipment and channel multiplicity must be present, and 

ICT must accommodate specific knowledge codifiability (Nithithanatchinnapat et al., 2016). 

2.1 CoP age and maturity 

Age and maturity are two characteristics of CoPs which will change even if no management 

initiatives occur; however, it is not certain that a CoP will mature as time passes (Dubé et al., 2006). 

Because CoP development involves organisational transition, shifting activity level and radical 

transformation, it is not a smooth linear process (Wenger et al., 2002). Still, CoP development is 

generally described using linear stage models spanning from the initial development to the time 

when activity comes to an end. Scholars have proposed several CoP development stage models 

which to different degrees integrate CoP characteristics, processes, critical success factors and 

development initiatives (Agrifoglio, 2015; Dubé et al., 2006; Lee et al., 2010). 

Initially, Wenger (1998) proposed a five-stage CoP development model, then modified it in a 

subsequent work with McDermott and Snyder (Wenger et al., 2002) devoted to how a CoP should 
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be cultivated in which the authors identified the five stages as follows: potential, coalescing, 

maturing, stewardship and transformation. According to this model, a CoP is initially a loose 

network which has the potential to increase activity and thus become more important for the 

organisation. Through increased participant interactions, CoP members start to coalesce into a 

community with a growing understanding of their shared interests and relevance for one another. 

The CoP then matures, expressed through an increase in participants and a deeper shared 

knowledge among them. Then follows a stage in which the CoP assumes active stewardship of 

knowledge and practices which they consciously develop. Finally, the CoP transforms as the shared 

interests of the participants change. 

A five-stage model was introduced by Gongla & Rizzuto (2001) comprising: 1) potential, 2) 

building, 3) engaged, 4) active and 5) adaptive stages. Each stage is associated with enablers of CoP 

activity which organisations can operationalise through intentional CoP development initiatives. 

Enablers are categorised into people behaviour (individual, group and organisational behaviour), 

processes (defined roles and activities for people to perform) and technology (the application of 

science and ICT to fashion tools, practice knowledge arts, and extract data and information) 

(Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001, p. 848). In the potential stage, a nucleus forms comprising individuals 

with a shared interest, but the individuals have yet to fully realise the commonality. Connection is 

the primary activity as the individuals locate one another, communicate and form relationships. In 

the building stage, a community starts to take shape and define itself in terms of ‘what the 

community is going to be and how it is going to build and declare its existence’ (Gongla & Rizzuto, 

2001, p. 847) and also develop supportive processes and structures. The community members build 

a common ‘understanding of what the community is and what it is not, why it is forming, and how 

it will function’ (Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001, p. 847). In the engaged stage, the community functions 

with a common purpose. The community grows in size and complexity, and the structure and 

processes come into action. Access between community members and access to group knowledge 

are key functions. ‘The community really begins building its capability to leverage its explicit and 

tacit knowledge’ (Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001, p. 847). In the active stage, a community reflects, 

analyses and begins to comprehend, define and assess the value for the members and the 

organisation and ‘further extends its membership and builds relationships to other communities’. In 

this stage, the biggest challenge is to sustain momentum. The community draws on its collective 

knowledge and collaboratively brings benefits to the organisation. Members define and share the 

value they bring to the larger organisation. ‘Collaboration promotes an understanding throughout 

the larger organization of the need for and distinct benefit from the community’s knowledge and 

work’ (Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001, p. 847). In the adaptive stage, the community adjusts continuously 

to create knowledge and to establish the new structures and processes it needs to leverage its 

knowledge. The community innovates and generates, creating ‘new solutions, new offerings, new 

methods, new processes, and new groups. The community identifies, influences, and even creates 

trends in its area of expertise’ (Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001, p. 847). Figure 3 summarises the evolution 

model of Gongla & Rizzuto (2001). 
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Figure 20. Community evolution model definition (Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001, p. 845). 

 

Based on a critical review and synthesis of what had been previously developed in the literature, 

Lee et al. (Lee, Suh, and Hong 2010) developed a four-stage model defined as a CoP maturity 

model. The authors proposed and tested the model with the purpose of ‘providing a road map for 

moving from immature, inconsistent activities to mature, disciplined approaches aligned to strategic 

business imperatives’ (Lee et al., 2010, p. 2681). The four stages are: building, growth, adaptive 

and close. Each stage is linked to several enablers called critical success factors (CSFs) which must 

be converted into initiatives taken by the organisation for the CoP to move between stages (i.e., 

increase maturity). The first stage, building, is when ‘members come together and recognize their 

potential, discovering people who already network around the topic, the strength of those 

relationships, the problems, and the potential of the community for growth’ (Lee et al., 2010, p. 

2673). The building stage is linked with three CSFs: creating initiative, organising structure and 

making a rhythm. In the second stage, growth, the ‘community is growing up in perspectives scale 

and internal quality’ and the ‘community expands new ideas and perspectives and increases the 

exposure of members’ (Lee et al., 2010, p. 2673). This stage is linked with four CSFs: activating 

knowledge creation, strengthening individual capacity, consolidating membership and becoming a 

legitimate influential community. In the third stage, adaptive, ‘Members’ knowledge and best 

practices are well shared, the knowledge is well adapted in real works, and moreover innovation 

based on the knowledge is made’ (Lee et al., 2010, p. 2674). The adaptive stage is linked with two 

CSFs: extending human networks and focussing innovation. In the fourth stage, close, the CoP can 

either decline by members leaving, or it can become a social club and become invalid or transform 

if the CoP becomes an actual department. Consequently, the fourth stage is linked with two CSFs: 

declining and transforming. In the conclusions, the authors underline a call for empirical studies of 

CoP development and maturity stages, which we answer in this paper. 

3 Case context 

GEC is a Danish global engineering company specialising in the pharmaceutical industry with 

approximately 2000 employees in 15 offices in Europe, China, India and the U.S. GEC expects 

employees to consult written engineering guidelines when developing customer solutions. 

Employees should provide feedback or suggest improvements to the guideline owner, which is 
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often a community, and participate in knowledge development discussions. GEC also expects 

employees to leverage the globally dispersed GEC workforce to resolve problems and find solutions 

by posting questions online or directly to GEC experts (e.g., through the CoP). 

GEC has organised 20 global CoPs, which they refer to as communities of interest (CoIs). At 

present, 1783 employees are members of at least one community. CoIs have become a central part 

of the GEC strategy to become a world-leading pharma engineering company with access to the 

knowledge of experts around the world. CoI participants are voluntary practitioners who interact 

continuously, and the communities define their own tasks, are responsible for stewarding 

knowledge within GEC, and have a long-term focus. Consequently, the CoIs have the 

characteristics of CoPs, and this study regards them as such (McDermott & Archibald, 2010; 

Wenger et al., 2002). Most of the CoIs’ activities currently occur within the ESN Connect. The 

CoIs were established in 2008 and their activity and impact have been growing steadily since: 2017 

saw a 25% increase in questions asked online (1053 questions), and 146 improvement ideas were 

implemented (see Figure 7). The red dots indicate the total number of comments on ‘Connect’; a 

comment is typically a contribution to a discussion about a CoP topic. 

 

Figure 21. Activity on Connect has steadily increased during the last eight years. The data from 

2018 is YTD in May. 

 

Each of the 20 CoIs represents a competence which has been identified by at least four countries as 

a core competence. The CoIs are responsible for writing the global engineering standards and 

implementing best engineering practice derived from projects throughout the world. They also 
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maintain GEC’s knowledge base and obtain answers to problems. Several ICT tools, including ESN 

Connect, a global quality management system (QMS) and other ICT tools such as email support the 

communities. Figure 8 depicts a Connect feed, which is similar to the feed from other social media 

platforms, such as LinkedIn and Facebook. Each community has a chairman who is responsible for 

the CoI and key members’ engagement as well as the administrative tasks of meeting invitations, 

reporting on CoI performance, maintaining a dialogue with the CoI board, and budget management. 

A CoI has several voluntary key members who are recognised experts in their fields, and they are 

central to developing and sharing knowledge and answering questions. Additionally, any employee 

can become a CoI member by clicking a button on the CoI Connect page and participate in 

discussions. The size of a community ranges from 67 to 373 members. 

 

Figure 22. A Connect feed, which shares similarities with other social media feeds such as 

LinkedIn. Area A is dedicated to unanswered questions posed to CoIs. Area B is the personal feed 

with discussions, updates and questions from the CoIs of which a participant is a member. Area C 

contains links to feedback on content members are responsible for and links to engineering 

standards, the QMS and guidelines. 

The CoIs are governed by a CoI board comprising management representatives from the countries 

in which GEC operates, and the CoI board is responsible for the COI budget and strategy. The 

Global Best Practice (GBP) department supports the CoIs, for example, facilitating workshops on 

CoI development, redirecting questions to CoIs, recruiting chairmen and key members, liaising with 

top management about CoI resources and implementing and developing ICTs (e.g., Connect). 

4 Study approach 

4.1 Research questions and method 

This study is framed by the following research questions: 
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Research question 1 (RQ1): What initiatives support intentionally developed CoPs at 

the five maturity stages? 

Research question 2 (RQ2): How do the initiatives enable CoPs? 

The study adopts a case study research strategy with an exploratory character as the purpose is to 

explore and describe the community development initiatives within the specific case context ( 

Bryman & Bell, 2011; Yin, 2017). This is achieved through a mapping of the CoI development 

initiatives taken by the case company followed by explanation building through which causal 

explanations are proposed through an analyses of the initiatives (Yin, 2017). 

The study followed six steps (see Figure 23): Step 1: Data was collected from the case company 

through a group interview. Step 2: An analysis yielded preliminary results. Step 3: The preliminary 

results were triangulated through verification (Yin, 2017) with the interview participants, which 

informed a second analysis (Step 4), which again was verified with interview participants (Step 5). 

Step 6: The final analysis yielded the study findings. 

 

Figure 23. The study process. 

 

4.2 Data collection and analysis 

Data was collected through a joint interview with two GBP employees in May 2018. The CoIs were 

not studied individually because they were initiated simultaneously and subjected to the same 

development initiatives. The participants were a community project manager with three years’ 

seniority and the GBP manager with eight years’ seniority. The employees were directly 

responsible for developing the CoI, and thus provided insights from a corporate perspective. The 

GBP manager’s seniority made it possible to build a timeline of initiatives partially based on her 

first-hand knowledge. Both participants’ positions required them to focus on CoI development in 

GEC and made them highly knowledgeable about the initiatives. The primary author (RJ) facilitated 

the interview, which lasted for two hours, in which the CoI initiatives were explored from five 

perspectives: processes, structures, reward, people and strategy (Kates & Galbraith, 2007). The 

perspectives were explored successively. The participants’ responses were written on a whiteboard 

and Post-it Notes, which were subsequently photographed for documentation (Edwards & Winkel, 

2018), and quotes were documented in written notes. Following the workshops, the GBP manager 

emailed documents describing the GEC strategy, the community organisation and activity. The 

preliminary analysis of documents and quotes was conducted collaboratively among the authors, 

and CoP initiatives were mapped chronologically and described in detail to build a coherent 

understanding of what GEC has done to develop the CoIs. Following the preliminary analysis, RJ 

emailed the preliminary results to the workshop participants, who provided feedback on the 

findings in writing and during a telephone meeting. A new analysis round took place in which the 
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authors linked CoI development initiatives with the five CoP maturity stages and enablers (Gongla 

& Rizzuto, 2001). RJ again emailed the results to the workshop participants, and their feedback was 

collected during a telephone interview. 

5 Findings: A chronological presentation of CoI development initiatives 

To provide a comprehensive overview of the CoI evolution at GEC, this section presents the 

development initiatives chronologically. The next section analyses how the initiatives relate to CoP 

maturity stage and enablers. 

The first sign of the CoIs can be traced to 2003, when GEC established the predecessor of the CoIs 

called technology groups (TGs). A TG consisted of GEC employees (mainly Denmark-based 

employees at the time) who shared news and asked/answered questions within a certain 

technological area. TGs were supported by an email application (fundamentally a group e-mail 

functionality in the e-mail application Lotus Notes), and anyone could sign up to receive emails and 

reply. 

In 2008, the CoI term was introduced in the company. GEC asked all country representatives what 

competencies they considered relevant, and the competencies which were deemed important by all 

countries became CoIs. Competencies which were not considered unanimously important became 

interest groups (IG), which share some of the characteristics of CoIs, but the only support offered to 

IGs is a Connect page. This transformed all the TGs into either CoIs (20 in total) or IGs (app. 18); 

thus, GEC formally recognised the CoIs as important for knowledge sharing and collaboration. No 

CoIs were closed or established after 2008. 

In 2008, in order to support the classification and storing of knowledge, GEC introduced the QMS, 

also called Our Model, and a wiki for storing engineering guidelines called OurWiki. Our model 

and OurWiki are software solutions for storing, sharing and reading documents, and they are the 

responsibility of the GEC quality assurance team. At this time, the CoIs and the QMS did not have 

an official link; however, the CoI members developed knowledge and contributed to updating the 

documents in Our Model and OurWiki as some CoI members were experts in their field. 

In 2011, the CoI structure was developed, defining the roles of chairman, key person and member, 

and the structure was formally recognised by GEC. 

In 2013, the CoIs assumed the responsibility of developing engineering standards stored in 

OurWiki, which made them formally responsible for the knowledge base of GEC. 

In 2014, the CoI Mentor Programme was introduced, resulting in all new employees being assigned 

a mentor from a community. The CoI mentor helps the new employee become acquainted with the 

CoI, learn how to apply the engineering standards and how to interact with community members. 

The new employee participates in a CoI introduction programme which comprises several steps. 

First, the employee completes an online game serving as an introduction to knowledge management 

processes and tools at GEC, which includes an introduction to the GEC community. Second, the 

mentor and the employee have a physical meeting in which the mentor introduces the employee to 



106 

106 
 

Connect and trains them in the use of OurModel. The employee is also introduced to the guidelines 

specific to his/her area of responsibility and is given the task of applying these guidelines in the 

actual work. Third, at a second meeting with the mentor, the employee must demonstrate and 

explain the application of the engineering guidelines. The employee can then voluntarily decide 

how to continue the interaction with the CoI and whether membership is appropriate. 

In 2016, the CoIs were affirmed as an important resource for GEC’s strategy, and the company 

explicitly linked them with the strategy by relying on the CoIs to facilitate global knowledge 

sharing. The GEC strategy for 2016-2018 stated that their target was to become a pharma 

engineering company with local presence leveraging global industry expertise. GEC has two focal 

points related to knowledge explicitly in their strategy Master core competencies and Activate best 

practice. Customers also expect GEC to draw on the best people around the world to solve 

problems and design solutions. A key differentiator for GEC is to have access to experts worldwide 

and the CoIs are a key factor in realising this, which is explicitly stated in the GEC strategy 

presentation and on the official company webpage (see Figure 24). 

 

Figure 24. The GEC homepage, which has a section on CoIs and knowledge sharing (image 

captured 21 June 2019). 

 

Thus, the CoIs are linked to the GEC strategy and described as a key initiative for achieving global 

knowledge sharing. Consequently, top management have stated the importance of the communities 

and expressed the business value they bring. 

In 2016, a CoI board was established to promote, support and govern the collective work of the 

communities. The CoI board is made up of 10 management representatives from all countries who 
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assemble twice a year, and includes four members from Denmark (see Figure 25). Occasionally a 

CoP key member or specialist is invited to participate. The board is responsible for the budget and 

strategy and allocates resources to the community and supports specific initiatives. Each of the 

board members are responsible for direct support for one to three CoI chairmen, and a board 

member is also responsible for supporting engagement among key members from their own 

country. Each year the board supports the COIs in formulating development plans for the coming 

year based on what the COI key members deem important (as opposed to formulating plans based 

on what the top management has defined as important goals). 

 

Figure 25. The CoI management board (figure adopted from a private GEC strategy presentation). 

 

In 2016, a lessons learned process was introduced making it mandatory for all GEC projects to 

include a workshop searching for feedback on engineering standards and experiences which could 

contribute to GEC’s knowledge. The workshop outcomes are relayed to the relevant CoIs, which 

must process the outcome and provide feedback. The ESP Connect was also introduced in 2016 to 

support the CoIs’ global focus, improving communication between the CoIs and between 

employees and CoIs. 

6 Analysis and discussion: Development initiatives and maturity stage 

This section analyses the COI development initiatives in accordance with the five-stages model of 

Gongla & Rizzuto (2001), describing how people, process and technology are interlinked and 

enable COIs at a given maturity stage (see Figure 3). 

6. 1 Potential stage 

The establishment of TGs was GEC’s initial CoP development and marked the beginning of the 

potential stage as people linked up through TGs, enabled by GEC through the development of e-

mail groups. The e-mail groups are pivotal for an engineering company in which employees often 

work off-site and have few opportunities to interact with each other. 

Enablers in the potential stage (Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001) leveraged by GEC: 

 People behaviour: Individuals find one another and link up; organisation provides support 

to locate individuals; 

 Process support: Facilitating bringing individuals together; 
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 Enabling technology: Electronic messaging systems (email). 

6.1.1 Discussion 

The self-organised TGs connected people with a common interest in a topic and sharing knowledge. 

Connecting people voluntarily is compatible with developing CoPs because connecting the right 

people is a prerequisite for CoP members to think together (Pyrko et al., 2017). The TG members 

chose their topic (the practice, in CoP terms), and GEC offered enabling technology. With care, this 

approach can result in CoPs which the management finds relevant to support and employees care to 

participate in voluntarily, which are two fundamental elements of CoP development (Borzillo, 

2009; Jørgensen et al., 2019). 

The success of the TGs begs the question, ‘Why not leave the CoPs (TGs) alone?’ Indeed some 

studies consider the CoP an emergent phenomenon which is self-organised (Lave & Wenger, 1991; 

Orr, 1996; Urzelai & Puig, 2019), and without initiatives from management the TGs could probably 

function while some would fade away (Wenger et al., 2002). However, to leverage the potential of 

CoPs and bring systematic benefit to an organisation, initiatives such as recruiting a stream of new 

participants, allocating resources, and providing technical support are necessary (Scarso et al., 2009; 

Wenger et al., 2002). 

6.2 Building stage 

The ‘building stage’ appears to have been entered into in 2008 when the term ‘CoI’ was first used 

and the former TGs were recognised officially by the company, followed by GEC naming specific 

roles in the CoI in 2011. 

In 2011, GEC introduced the OurModel and OurWiki systems for classifying and storing 

knowledge, and although initially there was no link to the CoIs, the introduction of the systems 

paved the way for a global knowledge management system linking the CoIs with an explicit 

knowledge repository in the QMS. 

Enablers in the building stage leveraged by GEC (Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001): 

 People behaviour: Share experiences and knowledge; create roles and norms; formal 

recognition of the community; 

 Process support: Classifying and storing knowledge; 

 Enabling technology: Common repository; document and library management systems. 

6.2.1 Discussion 

By developing OurWiki, GEC made it possible for the COIs to store their knowledge and share it 

with all employees and future CoI members. A QMS only covers explicit knowledge; however, the 

combination of COIs and OurWiki provided GEC with methods suited to both tacit and explicit 

knowledge sharing (Hansen et al., 1999; Hislop et al., 2018). 
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The name change from ‘technology groups’ to ‘communities of interest’ is a consequence of 

management’s interest in the CoIs and having the CoIs contribute to the organisation. However, 

labelling something ‘CoP’ does not result in participants thinking together (Pyrko et al., 2017), and 

GEC’s supplementary CoP development initiatives support this claim. To re-frame the TGs as CoIs, 

GEC used competence as the focus of COI activity (i.e., the shared practice); thus competence 

became a proxy for practice and developed a CoP. The focus on competence instead of a specific 

practice is relevant for a knowledge work context and could be applied in the potential stage to 

connect individuals. The study considers this a key finding and labels it competence as practice. 

6.3 Engaged stage 

GEC initiated the CoI mentor programme to structure and increase outreach to new employees 

through information and socialisation, and the programme marks the engaged stage. The 

establishment of the CoI board in 2016 also marks the engaged stage: ‘the organisation may set up 

regular interaction with the community at this stage to keep track of its activities and progress’ 

(Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001, p. 851). 

Enablers in the engaged stage leveraged by GEC (Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001): 

 People behaviour: Outreach to new members; ensuring that the organisation interacts with 

the community; 

 Process support: Socialising new members; ensuring self-governance and self-regulation; 

 Enabling technology: No particular technology acted as a CoI enabler in this stage. 

6.3.1 Discussion 

The mentoring of new employees supports continuous recruitment of new participants and plays an 

important role in sustaining the CoI. The apparent consequence is that employees become 

knowledgeable about the CoIs and begin to interact with them. Furthermore, the face-to-face 

approach of the CoI mentor supports the development of trust between the new employee and the 

experienced community participant, and trust supports knowledge sharing (Amayah, 2013; Usoro et 

al., 2007). The mentoring could also be understood as an example of legitimate peripheral 

participation (Lave & Wenger, 1991). The mentor is the experienced practitioner who interacts with 

and builds a relationship to the ‘newcomer’, who thereby learns to be a member of a specific 

community. The potential drawback is that new employees might not consider participation 

voluntary but something which is expected by GEC and enforced through face-to-face contact, 

which would be in stark contrast to the fundamental element of voluntary participation (Jørgensen 

et al., 2019; Wenger et al., 2002). The CoI mentor must therefore be aware of how new employees 

are approached and how CoI participation is framed. The study considers this a key finding and 

labels it CoP mentoring. 

Developing the COI board marks a shift from the somewhat self-organised approach to an approach 

which shares similarities with managing an organisational unit. This could potentially be a threat to 

the COIs if management does not have a careful approach. In this respect, some authors call for a 
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soft management approach (Alvesson & Kärreman, 2001). The CoI board established a direct 

relationship between the COIs and the management who could potentially offer important support 

to the CoIs , which is underlined as crucial by the literature (Borzillo, 2009). However, faced with 

too many tasks, budgets and time schedules, the energy and motivation to participate in the CoIs 

could vanish (Wenger et al., 2002). In GEC, however, the interactions between the CoI board and 

the CoIs have the character of a continuous dialogue (e.g., soft approach): The board supports the 

CoI through investments (e.g., money for physical meetings, Connect development and other CoI 

activities) while expecting that the CoI key members and chairman develop, present and execute 

plans for CoI development. The study considers this a key finding and labels it continuous 

management dialogue. 

6.4 Active stage 

The active stage is entered in 2016 when the CoIs are defined as a decisive strategic element; thus 

GEC starts to rely on the CoIs’ knowledge to contribute with business value. In the same year the 

lessons learned process was introduced, thereby integrating the CoIs with the organisational 

processes and engaging the CoIs in solving problems related to the ‘real work’ of the organisation., 

The introduction of ‘Connect’, also in 2016, meant better support for issue-based discussions 

online, which is of particular relevance for a workforce dispersed across time and geography and 

thus with limited opportunities for face-to-face discussions. 

Enablers in the active stage leveraged by GEC (Gongla & Rizzuto, 2001): 

 People behaviour: Individuals engage other community members to solve problems and do 

real work; the organisation begins to rely on the community’s knowledge to contribute to 

business value; 

 Process support: Problem-solving and decision-making; integrating with organisational 

processes; 

 Enabling technology: Integration of community technology with the applications and 

technology of the organisation; collaboration tools, such as for issue-based discussion. 

6.4.1 Discussion 

The GEC decision to explicitly rely on the CoIs to realise company strategy, expressed through 

numerous channels, underlines GEC’s expectations of the CoIs. However, considering that support 

from management and resource allocation are important enablers for organisational change (Nielsen 

& Noblet, 2018) and CoP activity (Fung-Kee-Fung et al., 2013; Jørgensen et al., 2019; Schenkel & 

Teigland, 2008), the strategic link could be relevant for the potential or building stage. Indeed, top 

management sponsorship is considered by scholars crucial to ensuring CoP resource allocation 

(Bolisani & Scarso, 2014; Borzillo, 2009; Lesser & Storck, 2001). However, in the day-to-day 

resource allocation to CoI activity, middle management must strike a balance between time spent on 

billable hours and time spent on non-billable hours such as with CoIs. The role of top management 

and middle management respectively is an important topic for future studies. 
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The lessons learned process is evidence for the CoIs ability to handle input from the organisation 

and not focus only on what interests the members, thus solving problems identified by other GEC 

employees. Having input flow to the CoI from non-CoI members contributes perspectives which 

inspire and change the CoI and counter that the CoIs develop in a direction irrelevant to GEC 

(Huysman, 2004; Wenger et al., 2002). 

The introduction of Connect is proof of the technological development which has taken place since 

Gongla and Rizzuto (2001) published their maturity-stage model, and today companies would 

probably develop an ESN solution in the potential stage as the enabling technology. Today, 

companies increasingly adopt ESN (Qi & Chau, 2018), and communication between employees is 

faster and more frequent than before. Prior to Connect, GEC relied on e-mail groups. With 

‘Connect’, more employees have access to information from the COIs, and shared discussions can 

more easily take place and cross-CoI knowledge sharing is easier. However, with an ESN such as 

Connect comes the risk of cognitive overload if too much knowledge is made available, and this 

risk must be mitigated (Bolisani et al., 2018). The study found no data regarding mitigating actions, 

although Connect is continuously improved based on feedback from employees. The study 

considers this a key finding and labels it virtual community support. 

6.5 Adaptive stage 

The study cannot affirm that the CoIs have entered the adaptive stage, in which CoPs perform the 

fundamental function of new products/markets/businesses innovation and generation of new 

communities. As conjectured by Gongla & Rizzuto, few communities will reach this stage, and our 

case confirms this; however, as our study also confirms, a CoP need not reach the adaptive stage to 

contribute to a company. 

To sum up, the analysis of the history of the GEC communities shows how the company has 

actively intervened and some specific initiatives have been instrumental and marked the 

evolutionary CoI stages, as illustrated in Figure 36. 
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Figure 26. CoI development main initiatives at GEC according to maturity stage. The CoIs did not 

reach the adaptive stage. 

 

7 Conclusion 
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A CoP is a knowledge management approach adopted by organisations to leverage knowledge 

sharing through social interactions. Research has studied CoP development and proposed maturity 

stage models, but there is a lack of current case studies exploring CoP development and the link 

between enablers and maturity stage. This study adds to the CoP field through a case study of an 

extreme case: intentionally developed global CoPs in an engineering company. A group interview 

with key informants and document analysis informed the analysis of 20 global CoPs (called CoIs) 

initiated in 2008 and subjected to the same development initiatives for the past decade. Two 

research questions framed the study: (RQ1): What initiatives support intentionally developed CoPs 

at the five maturity stages? (RQ2): How do the initiatives enable CoPs? 

First, the study findings confirm the validity of the Gongla and Rizzuto (2001) model and its 

usefulness in understanding how a community develops over time. The findings also confirm that 

not all intentionally developed communities will reach the adaptive stage. 

Furthermore, the study identified CoI development initiatives at different maturity stages. Four of 

the initiatives are of particular interest as contributions to the maturity model of Gongla and Rizzuto 

(2001): Competence as practice, CoP mentoring, continuous management dialogue, and virtual 

community support. These findings are relevant for both managers and scholars. Managers can 

derive suggestions about what initiatives they can undertake to enable CoP development during 

different maturity stages. From the academic point of view, the study contributes to the debate on 

the possibility that communities can be intentionally developed, offering further confirmation of 

this thesis. 

This study proposes competence as practice as a process support enabler in the potential stage. In 

organisations characterised by knowledge work, CoPs can leverage shared interest in a competency 

instead of a practice or task. The criterion for participating is being knowledgeable within the 

competency area. Furthermore, organisations can identify competencies through a voting process to 

which all units can commit resources. 

This study proposes CoP mentoring as a people behaviour enabler in the engaged stage. Assigning 

a mentor to each new employee introduces the new employee to the CoP and together they train in 

how to interact with the CoP and the knowledge it develops. Mentoring supports the continuous 

recruitment of new participants, and through interactions similar to legitimate peripheral 

participation (Lave & Wenger, 1991) new employees train to be CoP participants. 

This study proposes continuous management dialogue as a people behaviour enabler in the engaged 

stage. In a continuous dialogue between CoP key members and a CoP board, activity plans are 

developed and resources allocated. Furthermore, the board supports the CoP in its internal 

development. Also, a continuous dialogue between the CoP board and the CoP supports congruence 

between business objectives and CoP focus. 

This study proposes virtual community support as an enabling technology in the potential stage; 

however, this finding is limited to organisations with a geographically dispersed workforce. The 
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contemporary solution is development of an ESN where employees can communicate, have 

discussions, and locate each other during the potential stage. 

There are several limitations to this study. First, the study concerns a single company operating in a 

particular sector with specific knowledge needs and capabilities. Future research should consider 

CoP development initiatives undertaken by companies with different knowledge bases. Second, the 

study collected data from employees within the GBP department. Future studies should include data 

from employees to glean an inside perspective on CoP development. Future studies could also study 

individual CoPs or individual levels of participation to analyse how CoP development initiatives 

have different enabling impacts on CoPs or individuals. 
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9.5 Conference and practitioner papers  

During the PhD study I have attended eight conferences, have had seven conference papers 

accepted for publication and presented three papers during PhD workshops. Furthermore, I have 

had three practitioner papers accepted for publication in Danish publications thus the papers are 

written in Danish. This section provides a chronological overview of conference and practitioner 

publications and briefly describes the papers. The papers accepted for publication (not papers for 

PhD workshops) are available in the appendix.  

9.5.1 Conference activity 

2015 

Participated in ScAIEM 2015. 

 

2016 

At EUROMA 2016 I presented the paper ‘How Positive Practices Can Accelerate Transformation To 

a Lean Improvement Culture’. The purpose of the paper is to investigate how practices in daily 

operations can be used to purposely support a lean cultural transformation. The paper reports 

results developed prior to the PhD and is therefore not discussed any further in the PhD thesis. 

See appendix page 206.  

At NOVO 2016 I had an abstract accepted named ‘Measuring and developing Communities of 

Practice in a blood analysis unit’ which I presented. 

2017 

At EUROMA 2017 I co-authored the paper ‘How Daily Operational Meetings Can Support 

Transformation To a Lean Improvement Culture’. This paper investigates how operational 

meetings, offering frequent touch points, can be used to intentionally support cultural 

transformation. The paper reports results developed prior to the PhD and is therefore not 

discussed any further in the PhD thesis. See appendix page 213. 

At IFKAD 2017 I presented the paper ‘Developing communities of practice in health care’. This 

paper presents the preliminary results of the framework application in study 1. See appendix page 

225. 

At ScAIEM 2017 I presented two papers during a PhD workshop ‘Developing communities of 

practice in health care’ and ‘Organizing Practitioner Knowledge Sharing A Framework For 

Intentional Cop Development’. 

At NES 2017 I had an abstract accepted named ‘Communities of practices as means to develop 

creativity at work’ which I presented. 

2018 

At the ECKM 2018 I presented three papers:  
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‘Facilitating knowledge sharing – Improving SOP adaptation and cross-sectional collaboration’ The 

paper studies the effect on knowledge sharing of two interventions: Firstly, eight operations 

employees participated in a ten-hour Training Within Industry – Job Instruction (TWI-JI) course and 

secondly a trainer Community of Practice (CoP) was established See appendix page 240. 

 

‘Intentional Development of Communities Of Practice – Improving Knowledge Sharing And Work 

Guidelines’ which was presented during a PhD workshop. The purpose of the paper is to propose 

and test a framework for intentional CoP development within operations to study the relationship 

between organizational knowledge sharing and CoP.  

 

‘Standardized Engineering – How Communities of Interest Facilitate Global Knowledge Sharing’ 

and the purpose of this paper is to analyze a case company that has worked with Communities for 

app. 10 years. See appendix page 262. 

At NOVO 2018 I had an abstract accepted named ‘Communities of Practice in Healthcare: A 

Framework for Managing knowledge sharing in operations’ which I presented. 

2019 

I have co-authored two papers that will be presented by co-authors at two different conferences. 

For IKFAD 2019 the paper is titled ‘Social Media use in Communities of Practice: insights from an 

Engineering Service Company’. The paper analyses the factors that influence the frequency of CoP 

access by means of a Social Media platform. See appendix page 281. 

For ECKM 2019 the paper is titled ‘Supporting Communities of Practice by Enterprise Social 

Platforms: The Case of an Engineering Company’. The paper investigate the case of a global 

engineering company specialized in pharmacy, that has an explicit strategy of developing global 

CoPs to improve internal knowledge exchange and collaboration processes. See appendix page 

296. 

 

9.5.2 Practitioner papers 

2016 

In the Danish practitioner publication Effektivitet the paper named ‘Ingeniøren med de tre arme - 

organisering er vejen til effektiv vidensdeling’ was published. See appendix page 320. 

2019 

The Danish practitioner publication DFK Magazine has accepted two papers for publication. In nr.2 

2019 the paper ‘Proceskonfirmering af operationelle standarder’ will be published (See appendix 

page 327), and in nr.3 2019 the paper ‘Praktiker vidensdelingsgrupper forbedrer kvalitet’ will be 

published (See appendix page 333). 
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10 Framework for CoP development within operations 
To study the steps of how to intentionally develop CoP a theoretical informed framework was 

initially proposed (See Paper 1). Subsequently the framework was tested, applied, and lastly 

compared, and each of the three was followed by a design loop (R. K. Yin 2017) where the 

framework was evaluated and refined. In this following section each re-design loop is presented 

through three perspectives: changes to steps, confirmation of steps and identified contextual 

factors.  The final framework version 3.5 is labelled The framework for intentional CoP 

development (I-CoP framework) and is presented in the results section of this dissertation (See 

section 11 from page 133). The sequence of the studies and the corresponding phases can be seen 

on Figure 27. 

 

 
 

Figure 27 - The overall research of the PhD project stretching from October 2015 to August 2019. 

 

10.1 Version 1.0 

 

From CoP research and theory the study identified the critical factors for CoP development (See 

Paper 1 in section 9.2 from page 59). The critical factors were synthesized into steps by following a 

set of principles (See section 8 from page 52). The result is the framework version 1.0 as presented 

in paper 1. 

10.2 Framework test, evaluation and development of version 1.0 moving to 2.0 

 

The version 1.0 was tested at Biokemisk in study 1 (See Paper 1 section 9.2 from page 59) and 

Novo Nordisk study 2 (See section 9.1 from page 56). The EMA workshops concluding each study 

2	1	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	 9	

2	1	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	 9	
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confirmed what worked, identified need for change, and identified the contextual factors shaping 

the CoP, knowledge sharing and practice improvement. 

10.2.1 Changes 

Change A: Resource allocation 
To Step 1 ‘Management Introduction’ the need to dedicate resources was included as an explicit 

topic during the meeting between CoP promotor and management. The reason being that study 2 

failed partly because the employees were allocated to other tasks and that the CoP was not 

prioritized by management. In study 1 the participants also reported that time for CoP 

participation was important for the CoP to function. 

Change B: Stakeholder liaising 
In Step 3 ‘Coordinator identification’ a description of CoP coordinators task is used to introduce 

the coordinator candidate to the role. This description was changed to include the responsibility of 

liaising with stakeholders (E.g. Subject Matter Expert (SME)) that can influence how tasks are done 

or the development of guidelines. The responsibility of liaising with the SME was to increase 

communication and collaboration. The motivation for the change is from study 1 where a conflict 

arose between the SME and the CoP participants about who had the decisions competence to 

define how the work is done and update the guideline. The SME expressed that she did not fully 

understand how to collaborate with the CoP.  

Change C: A facilitated start-up workshop 
In study 1 and study 2 the participants organized the start-up workshop. The Step 5 ‘Start-up 

Workshop’ was changed from a non-facilitated start-up workshop to a facilitated start-up 

workshop for several reasons. First, during the EMA workshops in study 1 and 2 the participants 

mentioned several times the guideline update as a task. This resulted in a notion of caution with 

the researcher so to avoid developing a CoP that was a team tasked with writing a guideline, 

knowledge sharing was explicitly described as the main purpose of participating in the CoP. 

Secondly, for the same reason as mentioned above the participants were given a task during the 

workshop where they had to choose words that characterized a collaboration that supported 

knowledge sharing. Thirdly, participants were given the task to make a plan of their CoP activity 

and put time and date for the first couple of meetings, and then give the manager the plan. The 

reason was to avoid resources being drained from the CoP after the start-up workshop, by having 

the manager commit to a specific time schedule proposed by the CoP. 

Change D: Investigating individual purpose 

This change was caused by theoretical insight from Akkerman et al. (2008). To the Step 5 ‘Start-up 

Workshop’ a group development exercise was added. An intentional CoP consists of a group of 

people that are voluntarily brought together with the purpose of sharing knowledge. Even though 

the participants may be colleagues they are new to each other in the CoP context. So to align 

expectations and define what is meaningful (Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 2008) the participants are 

asked to state and discuss why they have chosen to participate. 
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10.2.2 Confirmation 

Confirmation A: Voluntary participation 

During the EMA workshops (Both study 1 and 2) the participants confirmed that voluntary 

participation was important for their engagement and motivation. Voluntary participation is 

related to ‘Step 4: Invitation to participate’ thus stressing the perspective of invitation, and in ‘Step 

1: Manager introduction’ where the manager is informed that voluntary participation is essential. 

Thus elements of Step 1 and step 4 are confirmed. 

10.2.3 Contextual factor 

Contextual Factor A: CoP responsible for written guideline 
If the organization operates in a regulated context and written guidelines prescribe the practice, 

the CoP must have the decision competence to change the guideline because the performed 

practice must equal the prescribed practice in the written guideline. It could be by making the 

coordinator responsible for updating the guideline, another solution is to establish collaboration 

between the CoP and the guideline author. 

Contextual Factor B: Fluctuating CoP activity 
BA like most public hospitals has limited resources. Allocating time for CoP participation was 

challenging because employees had to be pulled of the shift plan, payed overtime, show up 

earlier/staying later without any compensation or squeeze CoP participation in during a shift. It 

was given that BA only had resources to one CoP at the time. One approach to develop CoPs 

within a context with limited resources could be a deliberate fluctuating activity level, where the 

CoPs exists in terms of people have volunteered but time is only allocated to one active CoP. The 

CoPs not allocated time would remain idle and have to manage through other means until time is 

allocated. 

Contextual Factor C: SME Introduction 
In some regulated organizations there are employees appointed to develop the practice and 

guidelines and they are called differently; SME, process expert, or process owner. Because the CoP 

becomes responsible for practice improvement and guideline development an introduction to the 

CoP should be given to the SME in preparation for the change. This contextual factor was 

identified in study 1+3 at BA where a conflict arose between the SME and the CoP. 

10.2.4 The framework version 2.0 

In summary the framework steps 1,3 and 5 was changed, and step 1 and 4 was confirmed. Figure 28 

visualizes the steps that was changed (Coloured orange) and confirmed (Coloured green). 
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Figure 28 – The six steps of the framework in version 2.0. The steps that were changed are orange and the steps that 

were confirmed are green. If the step is grey no results related to this steps was found. 

 

10.3 Framework application, evaluation and development version 2.0 moving 

to 3.0 

 

The framework version 2.0 was applied in study 3 at BA (See paper 1 section 9.2 from page 59) 

and study 4-7 at SKAT MOTOR (See paper 2 section 9.3 from page 77). The changes, confirmations 

and contextual factors leading to the development of the framework from version 2.0 to 3.0 were 

identified both in applying the framework and during the EMA workshops. 

10.3.1 Changes 

Change E: Practice at two levels 
In Step ‘2 - Defining the practice’ the practice was defined at task level in version 2.0 however this 

understanding was expanded to include team responsibility level (See Figure 29). This means that 

the practice defined in Step 2 which serves as focal point for CoP activity, can be both a simple 

task and the collection of tasks that a team is responsible for (See Figure 29). The reason for the 

change arose from study 4-7 as SKAT found the task level used in study 1,2 and 3 too narrow, 

because SKAT employees performed a range of different tasks within their team. The practice 

defined as a focal point for CoPs in study 4-7 were therefore defined as all the tasks the team was 

responsible for, thus expanding the body of knowledge the CoP was responsible for. Consequently 

Step 2 is renamed to ‘Step 2 – defining CoP Focus’. 

STEP 6 - Manager communication 
Participants: CoP coordinator 

STEP 5 - Facilitated start-up workshop 
Participants: CoP promoter and volunteer employees 

STEP 4 - Invitation to participate 
Particiapants: Manager and employees 

STEP 3 - Coordinator identification 
Particpants: Manager and employee 

STEP 2 - Practice definition 
Participants: Manager 

STEP 1- Manager introduction 
Participants: CoP promoter and manager. 
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Figure 29 – The practice that the CoP focus on can be defined at different levels. At the Task level the CoP is 

responsible for a limited body of knowledge, whereas the team level responsibility comprise several tasks making the 
CoP responsible for a larger body of knowledge. 

 

Change F: Coordinator replacement 

To step 3 ‘Coordinator identification’ is added the task of identifying a replacement coordinator. 

The coordinator and manager are made responsible for securing a next in line coordinator that can 

take over in case the original coordinator leaves the CoP. The change was motivated by study 4-7 

(specifically the Import CoP) (See paper 2 section 9.3 from page 77) where the coordinator was 

assigned to another position during the study period, and the CoP did not succeed in identifying a 

replacement coordinator which contributed to the CoP failing.  

10.3.2 Confirmation 

Confirmation B: Resource allocation 
Participants in study 4-7 and study 3 highlighted that time for CoP participation was an important 

enabler if time was allocated and a disabler if time was not allocated. Allocation of time is 

confirmed as an important element of Step 1 ‘Manager introduction’. 

Confirmation C: Voluntary participation 
The participants in study 3 and 4-7 confirmed voluntary participation as important for participating 

in the CoP. This re-confirms ‘Step 4: Invitation to participate’ and ‘Step 1: Manager introduction’ 

Confirmation D: Step 5 ’Facilitated start-up workshop’. 
The participants in study 4-7 considered the start-up workshop a natural starting point- a boost or 

kick-off – and the workshop established a common ground to work from and align expectations. 

This confirms that a start-up workshop is an important step in CoP development. Consequently 

Step 5 ‘Facilitated start-up workshop’ is confirmed. 

10.3.3 Contextual factors 

Contextual Factor D: Standardization shaping conversations 
Conversations in the CoP (Study 4-7) were framed by the requirement of task standardisation, 

which is a core value when working with regulation according to which all citizens must be treated 

equally and lawfully. The standardisation requirement framed the CoP conversations and was 

introduced by the participants, who stressed defining one way of doing a task. One participant 

stated, ‘We had to agree. We had to find one way of doing it’ because ‘we have to treat customers 

Task	

Team		
responsibility		
(Several	tasks)	

The	size	of	the	body	
of	knowledge	
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equally’. The second reason stated by several participants was that they wanted to reduce 

frustration, stating that standardisation reduces frustration arising from being told different ways 

of doing the same task, which happens when changing from, for example, Import to Export or 

when an employee is new.  Retrospectively this contextual factor is also present identified in Study 

1+3 and 2 where employees focused on defining one way of doing a task. 

Contextual Factor E: Boundary spanning 
Employees who transgress disciplines and organisational structure are boundary spanners who are 

an inherent part of intra-organisational collaborative practices (Diamond and Rush 2012). 

Boundary spanning connects different world views and shares knowledge between CoPs (Wenger 

1998), and can improve the collaboration between different groups of employees in PSOs (Conklin 

et al. 2013). In study 4-7, the CoP engaged in boundary spanning; the CoP participants referred 

first to the legislation and then to the manager as the participants lacked the knowledge. In doing 

so, the knowledge base of the CoP is continuously developed and decisions are validated through 

input from stakeholders or other CoPs (Wenger 1998; Huysman 2004).  

10.3.4 The framework version 3.0 

In summary the framework steps 2 and 3 were changed, and the results confirmed that step 1, 4 

and 5 had the intended effect. Figure 30 visualizes the steps that was changed and confirmed. 

 
Figure 30 – The six steps of the framework in version 3.0. The steps that were changed are orange and the steps that 

were confirmed a green. If the step is grey no results related to this steps was found. 

 

10.4 NNE case data: From version 3.0 to 3.5 

 

The initiatives taken by NNE to sustain CoP was explored during a case study called study 8 in this 

dissertation and is also reported in paper 3 from page 97. Besides the initiatives to sustain CoP the 

STEP 6 - Manager communication 
Participants: CoP coordinator 

STEP 5 - Facilitated start-up workshop 
Participants: CoP promoter and volunteer employees 

STEP 4 - Invitation to participate 
Particiapants: Manager and employees 

STEP 3 - Coordinator identification 
Particpants: Manager and employee 

STEP 2 - Defining CoP focus 
Participants: Manager 

STEP 1- Manager introduction 
Participants: CoP promoter and manager. 
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data from NNE also informed a development of the framework comprising changes, confirmations 

and contextual factors. Consequently, the framework was updated to a version 3.5, which is the 

final version and is presented in the results section (From page 133).  

10.4.1 Changes 

Change G: CoP Focus at three levels. 
The ‘Step 2 - Defining CoP Focus’ is changed. The CoP focus was previously defined at the task 

level (Study 1,2 and 3) or team responsibility level (Study 4-7) however the focus can also be 

defined at the competence level (Study 8). From task level to competence level the CoP becomes 

responsible for a relative larger body of knowledge (See Figure 31). The finding from study 8 

motivates the change; at NNE the level of CoP focus was defined at competence level e.g. project 

management, manufacturing IT or Waste management. NNE defined the focus competences (and 

thus CoPs) by identifying the competences that were relevant across all their business units 

globally.  

  
Figure 31 – The three levels of CoP focus. At the competence level the CoP is responsible for a substantial body of 

knowledge. 

 

Change H: Dialogue between manager and CoP 
The Step 6 ‘Management communication’ is changed to entail regular communication between 

CoP coordinator(s) and manager(s) to keep the manager updated on CoP activity, ensure 

organizational alignment, and support continuous resource allocation. The management oversight 

group established at NNE that clearly links the CoP with the management motivates the change, 

and highlights the need for CoP autonomy. Email or written communication can be used however 

the primary purpose of ‘Step 6’ is to arrange a series of physical meetings between the 

coordinator(s) and the manager(s) perhaps establishment of a CoP management group. 

Consequently ‘Step 6’ is renamed to ‘Step 6 - Management Dialogue’. 

10.4.2 Confirmation 

Confirmation E: Voluntary participation 
Step 4: Inviting Participants: Voluntary participation was again confirmed as important for CoP 

development as NNE also relied on this to recruit participants. 

10.4.3 Contextual factor 

Contextual factor F: Globally dispersed workforce 

Task	

Team		
responsibility		
(Several	tasks)	

Competence	

The	size	of	the	body	
of	knowledge	
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Because NNE is a global company they used an enterprise social platform to connect the 

employees. This is a contextual factor for an organization where the employees have a low 

physical proximity. In contrast, the employees in study 1+3 worked close to each other thus their 

physical proximity is high and an enterprise social platform would have less relevance in this case. 

10.4.4 The framework version 3.5 

In summary the framework steps 2, 5 and 6 were changed, step 4 confirmed, and study 8 yielded 

no data regarding step 1 and 3. 

 
Figure 32 – The six steps of the framework in version 3.5. The steps that were changed are orange and the steps that 

were confirmed a green. If the step is grey no results related to this steps was found. 

 

10.5 Closing remarks of this section 

The final result of the 8 studies and the subsequent design loops is the framework for intentional 

CoP development (I-CoP framework) comprising six steps (See Figure 32). As this framework 

contributes to answering the research question of the PhD study the framework is presented in 

the following results section. 

  

STEP 6 - Management dialogue 
Participants: CoP coordinator and manager 

STEP 5 - Facilitated start-up workshop 
Participants: CoP promoter and volunteer employees 

STEP 4 - Invitation to participate 
Particiapants: Manager and employees 

STEP 3 - Coordinator identification 
Particpants: Manager and employee 

STEP 2 - Defining CoP focus 
Participants: Manager 

STEP 1- Manager introduction 
Participants: CoP promoter and manager. 
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11 Results 
The PhD project was framed by one overall question and four research questions: 

The overall question: How can operations managers in regulated organizations improve 

knowledge sharing and how the work is done through intentionally developed CoP? 

 

The answer to this overall question is informed by four research questions: 

 

Research question 1: Which initiatives, in the form of steps, are necessary to intentional 

develop a CoP? 

Research question 2: What are the contextual factors affecting intentional CoP 

development? 

Research question 3: What is the impact of intentionally developed CoP on knowledge 

sharing and practice improvement? 

Research question 4: What initiatives support continuous intentional development of a CoP? 

In the following sections the answers to the research questions are presented. Section 11.1 

presents the answer to research question 1 by going through the final version of the framework 

for intentional CoP development (The I-CoP framework) and each step in detail. Section 11.2 

presents the answer to research question 2 where the identified contextual factors are presented 

and CoP impact explained. Research question 3 is answered in section 11.3 where two examples 

from the research document how intentionally developed CoP improve knowledge sharing and 

how the work is done. Section 11.4 answers research question 4 presenting CoP development 

initiatives according to CoP maturity stage.  

11.1 The I-CoP framework 

 

The version 3.5 of the CoP development framework is called ‘The framework for intentional CoP 

development (I-CoP framework)’ and comprises six sequential steps (See Figure 33). A framework 

prerequisite is the presence of a CoP promoter, and the framework adopts the perspective of a 

CoP promoter (e.g. a senior manager or consultant) who wants to develop a CoP. 

2	1	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	 9	
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Figure 33 – The six steps of the I-CoP framework 

 

Step 1 - Manager introduction: The CoP promoter introduces the responsible manager to CoP and 

the framework. The manager is informed about: What a CoP is, CoP in relation to workplace 

knowledge sharing and practice improvement, and ‘soft-hand’ management approach. Special 

attention is given to resource allocation, voluntary participation, and the necessity of allocating 

the CoP decision-making competence regarding improving the practice.  

Step 2 - Defining CoP focus: The manager identifies a CoP focus that management will dedicate 

resources to develop. There are two criteria: First, a CoP focus is one of three; a task i.e. a job to 

be done (e.g., collect water sample at valve 4, valuating a car), area of responsibility (e.g. 

equipment Y, import of vehicles, teaching math), or a competence area (e.g. project management, 

analysis type X, teaching math). The practice must be specific and identifiable by the employees to 

avoid having a too wide scope that could make it difficult for employees to identify common 

ground (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; Lesser and Storck 2001). Second, the goal is to 

choose a ‘CoP topic’ (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002) in which a sub-group of employees 

perform their work and share an interest.  

Step 3 - Coordinator identification: A coordinator is identified among possible CoP participants 

and asked by the manager if he/she is interested. The coordinator must have deep practice 

experience, be voluntary and be aware of practitioners’ limited decision competence and know 

when it is necessary to consult e.g. an external expert, manager or legislation. The coordinator’s 

main tasks are to arrange meetings, manage new knowledge and improvements, and liaise with 

practitioner stakeholders. The manager must also identify a candidate to replace the coordinator if 

necessary. 

Step 4 - Invitation to participate: The invitation to participate in the CoP is sent to employees via 

the organisation’s preferred communication method, and must have 100% reach to those whose 

STEP 6 - Management dialogue 
Participants: CoP coordinator and manager 

STEP 5 - Facilitated start-up workshop 
Participants: CoP promoter and volunteer employees 

STEP 4 - Invitation to participate 
Particiapants: Manager and employees 

STEP 3 - Coordinator identification 
Particpants: Manager and employee 

STEP 2 - Defining CoP focus 
Participants: Manager 

STEP 1- Manager introduction 
Participants: CoP promoter and manager. 
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work come in contact with the CoP focus. The invitation must state that participation comes with 

two explicit requirements: an interest in sharing knowledge about the CoP focus and experience 

with the CoP focus. The purpose of the requirements is to attract employees with relevant 

experience who will be active and participate with an open mind in conversations (Wenger, 

Snyder, and McDermott 2002). 

Step 5 - Facilitated Start-up workshop: The employees who expressed an interest in participating 

are summoned to a workshop facilitated by the CoP promoter. The CoP coordinator is presented 

and the participants asked if they can approve the person. During the initial presentation the CoP 

promoter emphasize to the workshop participants that the CoP purpose is to have conversations 

facilitating sharing knowledge and improving the practice. This is followed by a discussion between 

CoP participants about why they participate and what they are going to do in the CoP. Followed by 

a new discussion about what characterizes a good collaboration for knowledge sharing. The 

purpose of the discussions is to align the participants’ expectations (Akkerman, Petter, and Laat 

2008). Lastly, the participants discuss, agree on, and inform the manager about a suitable meeting 

room, what resources they need, including the necessary ICT, and a CoP time schedule.  

Step 6 - Management dialogue: The coordinator is asked to write minutes of each CoP meeting 

and email them to the manager sponsoring the CoP and CoP participants. The manager is asked to 

arrange regular meetings with the CoP coordinator and have a dialogue about; CoP activity (short- 

and long-term), outcome, and resources. The purpose of the dialogue is to keep the sponsor and 

participants involved, particularly the manager, who must continuously allocate resources to the 

CoP. 

11.2 Contextual factors 

Study 1-8 identified six contextual factors that influenced CoP development and the following text 

presents these.  

Contextual Factor A: CoP responsible for written guideline 

If the organization uses written guidelines the CoP must be allocated the decision competence to 

influence or directly change the guideline. Written guidelines influence the possibility to improve 

the practice, as any change to the practice must be reflected in to guideline. 

Contextual Factor B: Fluctuating CoP activity 

If an organization have limited resources and cannot sustain all relevant CoP then different level of 

CoP activity level must be defined so CoPs are not abandoned but instead lay idle for a period.  

Contextual Factor C: SME introduction 

If a person is responsible for a process and guidelines within the CoP focus area and the person is 

not considered a relevant CoP participant, this person must be given an introduction to the CoP 
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and collaboration established with the person and the CoP. The person can often be identified 

through their role that can be named differently e.g. Subject Matter Expert (SME) or Process 

Owner.  

Contextual Factor D: Standardization shaping conversations 

If an organization use written guidelines (Contextual factor A) standardization is typically a 

requirement. Standardization frame the conversations in the CoP because the participants must 

agree on one way of doing a task and they must adopt this, as individual variation is not allowed if 

standardization is requirement. If necessary this requirement can be highlighted during ‘Step 5 – 

Facilitated start-up workshop’ 

Contextual Factor E: Boundary spanning 

The CoP might not always have the necessary knowledge to define the practice (e.g. in the case of 

legislation influencing what can and cannot be done) and CoP participants must therefore act as 

boundary spanners to expand the CoP knowledge base through dialogue with experts, managers 

or other CoP. 

Contextual factor F: Globally dispersed workforce 

If the workforce is globally dispersed it reduces the possibility of face-to-face meetings and 

increases the reliability on ICT. In such a case ICT that can improve connectivity 

(Nithithanatchinnapat et al. 2016) enables CoP activity and development. Implementing an 

Enterprise Social Network system is one option another could be a shared email account. 

11.3 Knowledge sharing and improvements to how the work is done 

The PhD project has demonstrated that intentionally developed CoP impacts positively on 

knowledge sharing and practice improvement. The following two examples from the studies 

demonstrate how conversations took place where knowledge was shared and ultimately the 

practice improved.  

11.3.1 New and quicker task sequence 

The results from study 1+3 document how the intentionally developed CoP resulted in improved 

knowledge sharing and improvements to how the work is done. 

In the analysis of the changes to guidelines introduced by the CoP a noteworthy change was a new 

task sequence (See Figure 34): The old guidelines specified that two tasks one automated (Task A) 

and one manual (Task B) were to be done sequentially. One CoP participant (number 1) did this; 

however, the other two participants (number 2 and 3) performed the two tasks in parallel, which 

solved the same tasks in a shorter amount of time. The author of the old guidelines (the subject 

matter expert) considered the parallel approach to be too complex for operators and felt that it 

posed a threat to quality; consequently, she used the sequential description in the guidelines. 
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Participants 2 and 3 considered the sequential approach a waste of time, and began to experience 

stress about the manual job as they knew the machine was ‘waiting’ for the operator to finish; 

consequently, participant 2 and 3 used the parallel approach. During CoP meetings, the CoP 

participants explored their different approaches and agreed on adopting the parallel approach 

because it was quicker. The new guidelines described the parallel approach that was quicker and 

reduced machine downtime. 

Before (The sequential approach):  

 

After (The parallel approach): 

 
Figure 34 – The task sequence as described in the guidelines before and after the CoP changed the guideline.  The 

‘after’ task sequence was quicker thus reducing the downtime. 

 

11.3.2 No more photocopying the computer display 

The results from study 4-7 demonstrate how during CoP meetings, the CoP participants engaged in 

conversations in which knowledge was shared and consequently they improved their practice. 

Overall, the participants reported having discussions in which knowledge was shared as the 

following quotes characterizing CoP activity demonstrate: 

- ‘We discussed how we work and how we should work’ 

- ‘We explored differences’ 

- ‘We got a new perspective on old habits’ 

- ‘It [the CoP conversations] made you reflect on your own practice’ 

- ‘We discussed how we work and how we should work’ 

 

The following example provides evidence of how intentionally developed CoP facilitate knowledge 

sharing between colleagues with substantial experience resulting in an improved practice. 

In the Pricing CoP (See section 9.3), the three participants discovered during a conversation that 

they all had different ways of doing the same task. The purpose of the task is to move information 

from one system to another by creating a PDF file and attaching it to a case. The participants 

shared their individual ways of working and had a collective discussion about the reasons for doing 

so, the pros and cons, and ultimately defined one best way of completing the task. The three 

approaches were as follows (see Figure 35): Participant 8 (P8) did the task by saving the file (e.g., 
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Word file) on his PC, printing a physical copy, scanning the physical copy and emailing it to himself 

in a PDF version, saving the individual PDF files on his PC, and then attaching the files individually 

to the case. Participant 9 (P9) saved each Word file on the PC, opening the files and converting 

them to PDF, and then attaching the files individually to the case. Participant 10 (P10) directly 

saved the files as PDFs on her PC using the programme ‘CutePDF’ and then attached the PDFs to 

the case as a bundle in one upload. The participants agreed that the approach by P10 was the 

smartest and an improvement of the practice, thus P8 and P9 adopted the approach and the 

guidelines were subsequently updated accordingly. The example illustrates the CoP as a 

collaborative practice of ‘thinking together’ (Pyrko et al., 2017). 

 
Figure 35 – The three approaches by the individual participants. 

 

11.4 Continuous CoP development 

CoP develops over time and move through different stages of maturity and each stage calls for 

different initiatives as CoP enablers. Study 8 (See page 97) presents the initiatives of a global 

engineering company that has intentionally developed 20 global CoPs which during a decade had 

been subjected to identical CoP development initiatives. The study reports on nine initiatives that 

contributed to CoP development (Figure 36) through four maturity stages, and four of these findings 

are of particular interest in terms as theoretical contribution.  

 
- Establishment of 
Technology groups 

- QMS introduction 
- From TG to COI with 
competence focus 
- COI roles 
  

- COI mentoring 
- COI board 

- Strategically linked 
- Connect 
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Figure 36 - COI development main initiatives at NNE according to maturity stage. The COIs did not enter the adaptive 
stage. 

The four findings of particular interest are: CoP mentoring, Competence as practice, Virtual 

community support and Continuous management dialogue. These four findings are of relevance 

for managers developing CoP and the findings feedback to the literature as updates to the Gongla 

and Rizzuto (2001) maturity model. 
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The study propose ‘CoP mentoring’ as a people behaviour enabler in the engaged stage. Assigning 

each new employee a mentor introduces the new employee to the CoP and together they train 

how to interact with the CoP and apply the knowledge developed by CoP. Mentoring supports the 

continuous recruitment of new participants and through interactions similar to Legitimate 

Peripheral Participation (Lave and Wenger 1991) new employees train to be CoP participants. 

The study propose ‘Competence as practice’ as a process support enabler in the potential stage. In 

organizations characterized by knowledge work initiation of CoP development can leverage a 

shared interest in a competence instead of a practice or task. The criteria for participating is being 

knowledgeable within the competence area. Furthermore, organizations can identify competences 

through a voting process identifying those competences that all e.g. units can commit resource to.  

The study propose ‘Virtual community support’ as an enabling technology in the potential stage, 

however this finding is limited to organizations with a workforce distributed across time and 

space. One solution is development of an Enterprise Social Networking platform where employees 

can communicate, have discussions, and locate each other during the potential stage.  

The study propose ‘Continuous management dialogue’ as a people behaviour enabler in the 

engaged stage.  In a continuous dialogue between the CoP and a CoP board key CoP member 

presents plans for activity and resource allocation take place. Furthermore, the board supports the 

CoP in their internal development. Also, a continuous dialogue between CoP board and the CoP 

supports congruence between business objectives and CoP focus. 
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12 Discussion 

12.1 Intentional CoP development and impact 

This PhD project has presented evidence that application of the I-CoP framework results in the 

intentional development of CoP. Still, considering the at times critical debate regarding 

intentionally developed CoP (Cox 2005; Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017; Li et al. 2009a) the 

discussion start by comparing CoP definitions with the CoP developed. 

CoP is defined as ‘groups of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a 

topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing 

basis’ (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002, 4). The discussion compares the definition by 

Wenger et al. with the enablers leveraged in the I-CoP framework to demonstrate that in fact CoP 

were developed. The CoP developed in this PhD project was founded on the participant’s shared 

interest in both the focus area and in sharing knowledge. Indeed, the participants confirmed that 

they were there voluntarily. The participants’ interactions included rich conversations through 

which different ways of working was discussed, knowledge was shared and the practice improved. 

Also the interactions were not defined to end at a specific time or when a task was completed, 

instead the CoP were established with the purpose of sharing knowledge. However, especially in 

case 1 and 3 the constrained resources made it impossible for the organization to sustain several 

CoP thus the CoP level fluctuated. Still, the comparison between the CoP definition and the 

developed CoP reveals a great overlap. 

The developed CoP can also be discussed from the perspective of how they differentiate from 

other organizational structures by applying the five defining CoP characteristics (See Table 10). 

Table 10 – Excerpt from the overview of how CoP compare with other organizational structures. (Wenger, 
Snyder, and McDermott 2002, 42) 

What’s the purpose Who belongs? How clear 
are the 
boundaries? 

What holds them 
together? 

How long to they last? 

To create, expand, 
and exchange 
knowledge, and to 
develop individual 
capabilities 

Self-selection based 
on expertise or 
passion for a topic 

Fuzzy Passion, commitment 
and identification 
with the group and 
its expertise 

Evolve and end organically 
(last as long as there is 
relevance to the topic and 
value and interest in 
learning together) 

 

CoP have a dual purpose; ‘create, expand, and exchange knowledge’ and ‘to develop individual 

capabilities’ (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002, 42). The developed CoP are framed according 

to this purpose and realize it as the participants shared knowledge, learned from each other and 

developed individual practice to the benefit of the organization (See e.g. Paper 2 from page 77). 

It is characteristic for CoP that participation is decided through ‘Self-selection based on expertise 

or passion for a topic’ (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002, 42). To develop the CoP voluntary 

participation was an explicit requirement to both manager and participants (Framework Step 1 

and Step 4), and confirmed by the participants during the EMA workshops. Also, the invitation to 
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employees informed that when deciding to participate they should consider; experience with the 

CoP focus and interest in sharing knowledge (Framework step 4). Thus the framework application 

is aligned with self-selection and passion.  

The boundaries between the CoP and the organization are fuzzy (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 

2002, 42). The boundaries between the CoP and the organization were to some extent fuzzy and 

diffuse in the sense that anyone relevant could participate however, the SME conflict in study 1 

(reported in Paper 1) highlights the need for some clarification of responsibility. Indeed, defined 

roles and responsibilities within the CoP and formalized relationship between CoP and 

organization is considered a characteristic of increased CoP maturity (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001), 

which to some extent contradicts the idea of a fuzzy relationship. 

A CoP is held together by ‘Passion, commitment and identification with the group and its 

expertise’ (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002, 42). Participation was voluntary, an interest in 

the topic and relevant experience or knowledge defined if participation was relevant, and at times 

there was a tenacious effort to participate (e.g. study 1, 2 and 3) despite lack of resources. 

Consequently, passion and commitment are relevant terms to describe the developed CoP. The 

exercises in Step 5 Facilitated start-up workshop was intended to develop a group identity by 

identifying and discussing reasons for participating and future activity. The results from study 4-7 

where the participants considered the start-up workshop an important starting point for the group 

supports that the purpose was realized.  

A CoP ‘last as long as there is relevance to the topic and value and interest in learning together’ 

(Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002, 42). None of the CoPs developed in this study had a 

defined time span and a task to complete. Their relevance was defined by the shared interest of 

the participants and the value for the participants and the organization.  

Another perspective on the CoP developed in this study come from considering the interaction 

that took place and its characteristics. The process of thinking together is proposed as a central 

CoP characteristic that essentially brings a CoP to life. Thinking together is ‘where people mutually 

guide each other through their understandings of the same problems in their area of mutual 

interest’ (Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017, 389). In both study 3 and study 4-7 the participants had 

conversations that explored different perspectives on the same focus area, and through shared 

sense making of the individual accounts developed one shared approach. The participants in study 

3 characterized their participation: 

- ‘During the meetings we discussed our different approaches.’ 

- ‘… by talking about why we do as we do we get things talked thoroughly through.’ 

- ‘In the group we have shared our experience, what we do,and why we do it.’ 

Thus the conversations in the developed CoP have similarities with a process proposed to be at 

the heart of CoP.  
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The PhD project has not analysed how the knowledge sharing and practice improvement in the 

CoP has impacted beyond the CoP e.g. the employees performing tasks from the CoP focus 

without being participants. Passively disseminating guidelines is not an effective knowledge 

sharing approach (Barwick, Peters, and Boydell 2009; Grimshaw et al. 2004) and active approaches 

like meetings or 1:1 conversations would to a greater extent support that knowledge is shared 

beyond CoP participants. This problem relates to the larger question of knowledge management 

and not directly towards CoP, but it points a finger at the limitation of CoP which must be 

managed through supportive initiatives.  

12.2 Discussion of factors and steps 

The PhD project identified seven factors for CoP development. The seven factors were synthesised 

in to the framework version 1.0 (See paper 1 from page 59) and the steps were informed by one or 

several factors. Table 11 provides an overview of which factors inform the specific steps of the I-CoP 

framework, and this relationship is discussed in the following.   

Table 11 – The relationship between critical factors for CoP development and the steps of the I-CoP framework 

STEP 
 
 

FACTOR 

1 (S1) - 
Manager 

introduction 
  

2 (S2) - 
Practice 

definition 
  

3 (S3) - 
Coordinator 

identification 
  

4 (S4) - 
Invitation 

to 
participate 

5 (S5) - 
Facilitated 

start-up 
workshop 

6 (S6) - 
Establishing 

management 
collaboration 

1 (F1): 
Voluntary 

participation 
   x x  

2 (F2): CoP 
Coordination   x  x  

3 (F3): 
Allocation of 

time 
x    x x 

4 (F4): 
Allocation of an 

undisturbed 
space 

x    x x 

5 (F5): 
Focussed 

organisational 
knowledge 

responsibility 

 x     

6 (F6): 
Choosing 

Information 
and 

Communication 
Technology 

(ICT) 

    x  

7 (F7): Soft 
management x   x  x 
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approach 

 

Factor 1 Voluntary participation informed Step 4 and Step 5. The results confirm that voluntary 

participation is important for CoP as this was frequently mentioned as important for participation 

and motivation (E.g. Study 1+3 in paper 1). In step 4 the employees were invited to participate via 

an email and a physical meeting to ensure a 100% reach among the relevant employees, however 

other communications methods may be relevant if a workforce is geographically distributed. In 

study 1+3 the participants only recalled the information at the physical meeting, which indicates 

that this approach is favourable when developing CoP in an organization with no prior experience 

with CoP. In study 1-7 the invitation came from the manager to ensure that the manager 

supported the project. However, in other studies the coordinator is proposed being responsible 

for recruiting participants (e.g. (Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011)), which is supported by how NNE 

relied on CoP participants to facilitate recruitment through CoP mentoring. Given the importance 

of management support to the CoP a manager should have a central role in inviting participants 

voluntarily, however in practice a CoP participant could deliver the invitation. A potential risk of 

having management recruit is that employees consider CoP participation a task and do not 

participate voluntary, however the results from this project demonstrates that participation can 

be voluntary despite management recruiting participants. 

 

Factor 2 CoP coordination informed Step 3 and Step 5. The results confirm that a coordinator is 

indeed important for the CoP by e.g. organizing meetings, liaising with stakeholders, and updating 

written guidelines. The study does not find evidence for the coordinator having to adopt the role 

of a facilitator that is responsible for relationship between participants (e.g.(Akkerman, Petter, and 

Laat 2008; Barwick, Peters, and Boydell 2009)). This could be due to the positive pre-existing 

relationship between employees in the cases, and in other cases where participants have no or 

limited pre-existing relationship an active facilitator might be more important for CoP 

development. 

 

Factor 3 Allocation of time informed Step 1, 5 and 6. This study confirms that allocation of time is 

important for CoP development, knowledge sharing and practice improvement. The study offers 

nuances regarding allocation of time: Operations employees often need to have their manager’s 

permission and a shift replacement to participate in the CoP, whereas in an engineering company 

employees have a higher degree of autonomy however time is still a constraint. This study also 

confirms that allocation of time must be made an explicit topic with management to avoid starting 

CoP that cannot be sustained. The allocation of time is particular important for the participants to 

interact, share experiences and develop a shared understanding. The importance of time 

highlights the importance of management support, because time is necessary for CoP to develop 

and function, and study 1, 2 and 3 demonstrates that the daily work and work environment does 

not cater for prolonged conversations.  
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Factor 4 Allocation of an undisturbed space informed Step 1, 5 and 6. The results confirm that the 

CoP benefit from a physical space that allow for undisturbed conversations and thinking together 

to take place (Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden 2017). A busy work environment does not accommodate 

this need as illustrated in study 1+3, where the conversations embedded in the daily work were 

superficial and focused on solving problems and moving on. This raises questions about the 

emergent perspective of CoP and how in-depth conversations can take place if the CoP is not 

allocated a room. It also raises questions about how CoP with an online forum available for all in a 

company as in study 8 can have in-depth conversations without being disturbed. 

 

Factor 5 Focussed organisational knowledge responsibility informed Step 2. This PhD project 

confirm that the CoP share knowledge and improve the practice and, if necessary, improve the 

written guideline when being allocated decision competence. Participants in study 4-7 reported 

that they wanted to make a difference by e.g. improving written guidelines that were considered 

incomprehensible, by improving how the work was done, or by passing on their experience. Study 

8 confirmed how CoP have strategic relevance when it comes to developing organizational 

knowledge. The study also confirms that if management define the CoP focus (i.e. the knowledge 

responsibility) CoP participants can be attracted. This factor links the codification and 

personalization strategy as the continuous development in the CoP in the form of improvement 

suggestions, results in updates to the guidelines that is part of the standardization requirement. 

Thus, the CoP develops and maintains the organisational knowledge repository (i.e. the written 

guideline). 

 

Factor 6 Choosing ICT informed Step 5. The results confirm that ICT and connectivity 

(Nithithanatchinnapat et al. 2016) is particularly important when the workforce is distributed 

geographically as in study 8 and partially in study 4-7. However, in study 1, 2 and 3 the ICT was less 

important because employees shared the same workspace and mainly relied on physical meetings. 

Indeed, the results indicate that the participants strongly favoured physical meetings which 

confirms previous findings (Schenkel and Teigland 2008). The study confirms that the choice of ICT 

must be aligned with ITC literacy and need of the CoP participants (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 

2009).  

 

Factor 7 Soft management approach informed step 1, 4 and 6. The study did not investigate the 

individual behaviour or practice of the responsible managers, however the circumstantial evidence 

as letting the CoP decide how often to meet, relying on voluntary participation, and not giving the 

CoP tasks, indicates that the managers had a soft approach. The approach by the COI board in 

Study 8 where the CoP defined their own tasks confirms this factor as important. 

 

The combination of factors and steps confirms that the underlying mechanisms behind CoP can be 

intentionally brought to use.  

 



145 

145 
 

12.3 Discussion of contextual factors 

The PhD has identified and presented six contextual factors shaping CoP development and activity. 

This is not a complete list of contextual factors for intentional CoP development, but a list of the 

contextual factors identified during the studies thus limited to the specific cases of this PhD 

project. As mentioned earlier in the dissertation (See section 8.1 regarding organizational fitting) 

the framework is partially fitted to the specific organizational context (Karina Nielsen and Noblet 

2018). The framework relies partially on a contingency approach as some of the steps are fitted to 

the organizational context, however some of interventions also follows a predefined process  

(Bauer and Jenny 2013). The identified contextual factors could be considered additional and 

unplanned organizational fitting during framework application. The influence of the organizational 

context demonstrates the importance of adopting a contingency approach, and also demonstrates 

that a detailed universal theory of CoP development is not possible. The contextual factors 

identified in this study should inform the intentional development of CoP, however more 

importantly their presence exemplifies the need to consider context when developing CoP.  

12.4 Discussion of research methodology 

The PhD project follow a replication logic which is a characteristic of multiple case studies (R. K. Yin 

2009). After each study a re-design loop took place informed by important findings comprising 

changes and confirmations of the framework steps (R. K. Yin 2009). 

Study 1-7 followed a literal replication expecting similar results from framework application. For a 

literal replication with a straightforward theory 2-3 cases suffice and if the theory is more subtle or 

a higher degree of certainty is necessary, 5 or more cases can be necessary (R. K. Yin 2009). This 

study does not consider CoP theory straightforward consequently the results of the replication 

logic are promising and solid but more cases could expand knowledge about contextual factors 

and the long-term effect.  

 

Construct validity concerns the identification of ‘operational measures for the concepts being 

studied’ (R. K. Yin 2009, 42), which in this PhD project concerns analyzing the three main variables: 

CoP activity, knowledge sharing, and practice improvement. Regarding CoP activity the PhD 

project has consistently referred to the CoP definition by Wenger et al (2002) and applied this in 

the discussion of the developed CoP, to have the same point of reference within and across 

studies.   

To further support the construct validity the analysis relied on multiple sources of evidence; 

meeting minutes, workshops transcripts, and written guidelines. These sources have been used to 

build a coherent argument and explanation about the observed changes and effects across the 

studies, and the replication of using the same data sources further supports the construct validity. 

One shortcoming of the data collection is the lack of measures regarding changed performance 

e.g. improved quality or productivity. 
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A chain of evidence has been established from initially synthesizing the framework from literature, 

to the continuous evaluation and validation of the framework through re-design loops after each 

study. The results are therefore informed both by research and empirical data. The results present 

a coherent argument from framework application, CoP activity, knowledge sharing, and practice 

improvement, and the casual explanations of the framework rely on solid evidence. There is 

however an important limitation given the context specific factors that might exist in cases where 

the framework has not been applied. 

Lastly, key informant discussions triangulated preliminary results, which further supports the 

construct validity. E.g. in study 1+3 and study 2 the results were discussed with the coordinator 

over telephone, in study 4-7 the coordinators provided written feedback, and in study 8 the results 

were discussed with the participants. 

The internal validity is important for the PhD project given the purpose of developing casual 

explanations about intentional CoP development (R. K. Yin 2009). Building internal validity involves 

‘seeking to establish a causal relationship, whereby certain conditions are believed to lead to other 

conditions, as distinguished from spurious relationships’ (R. K. Yin 2009, 42). To strengthen the 

casual explanations studies 1-7 was concluded with an EMA workshop where participants was 

asked to identify and evaluate any events, both part of framework and not, they found important 

for; CoP development, knowledge sharing and practice improvement. The purpose was to 

establish a chain of evidence from framework application, change in CoP to a change in knowledge 

sharing and practice improvement. EMA workshop addressed rival explanations by identifying and 

evaluating events that was and not was part of the framework application. The results are 

coherent and the chain of evidence is built across several studies.  A limitation of the internal 

validity is the factors that were not included in the study. The study did not include the 

organizational culture, company size, management change capabilities or the financial 

performance of the case companies, which are factors that could potentially influence CoP 

development. 

External validity concerns the definition of the ‘domain to which a study's findings can be 

generalized’ (R. K. Yin 2009, 42), and this is supported by the replication logic particular for study 

1-7. In studies 1, 3 and 5-7 the framework was applied and yielded similar results, and in studies 

where the CoP failed to develop or sustain the evidence points to context as a main contributor 

and additionally the framework was adjusted. To further strengthen the external validity 

contextual factors were identified and described to provide guidance when applying the 

framework. The results from study 8 strengthen the external validity as results from a relatively 

different context gave support to elements of the framework. A limitation to the external validity 

is that the case companies are mainly primarily Danish, thus other cultures or company sizes might 

experience different contextual factors. 
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Reliability concerns demonstration ‘that the operations of a study - such as the data collection 

procedures - can be repeated, with the same results’ (R. K. Yin 2009, 42): The reliability of the 

study comes from the transparent study protocol describing how an identical CoP development 

approach took place in each study and the consistent use of similar data collection methods and 

analysis. The limitation of the reliability is that RJ acted as the CoP promoter in each study, and to 

strengthen the reliability the framework should be applied by another person e.g. a manager or 

internal consultant.  

13 Conclusion 
The purpose of this PhD project from an academic perspective was to improve knowledge about 

intentional CoP development in organizations. From a practitioner perspective, the purpose was to 

develop a framework for practitioners to improve knowledge sharing and practice improvement in 

a regulated organization, and support managing the duality of standardization and continuous 

development. One overall question and four research questions framed the PhD project: 

 

The overall question: How can operations managers in regulated organizations improve 

knowledge sharing and how the work is done through intentionally developed CoP? 

 

The answer to this overall question is informed by four research questions: 

 

Research question 1: Which initiatives, in the form of steps, are necessary to intentional 

develop a CoP? 

Research question 2: What are the contextual factors affecting intentional CoP 

development? 

Research question 3: What is the impact of intentionally developed CoP on knowledge 

sharing and practice improvement? 

Research question 4: What initiatives support continuous intentional development of a CoP? 

 

The PhD project adopted a case study research strategy based on an abductive reasoning. Theory 

and practice informed the research questions and the PhD project initially proposed a theory 

informed framework. The proposed framework had six sequential steps that a CoP promoter can 

apply; Step 1- manager introduction, step 2 - practice definition, step 3 - coordinator identification, 

step 4 - Invitation to participate, step 5 - start-up workshop, and step 6 - manager communication. 

The framework was subsequently tested and applied in the course of seven studies in 3 case 

companies, resulting in the development of CoP where employees engaged in rich conversations, 

sharing experiences, exploring different ways of working, developing a shared approached and 
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improving their practice. Given that participation was voluntary and that the participants 

expressed an interest and passion in the topic, the study confirms that application of the 

framework resulted in the intentional development of CoP.  

The framework test in study 1, 2 and 3 refined and validated each of the six steps of the 

framework, confirming that the framework application results in intentionally developed CoP. 

Study 4-7 confirmed that the framework application developed CoP that improved knowledge 

sharing and practice improvement. Study 4-7 also informed further changes and confirmations of 

the framework steps. Study 8 facilitated a comparison between the framework and the 

development initiatives of a successful CoP development yielding further refinement of the 

framework steps. Each of the studies also identified contextual factors that shaped CoP. The result 

is the framework for intentional CoP development (I-CoP framework) that comprises six sequential 

steps: Step 1 - manager introduction, step 2 - defining CoP focus, step 3 - coordinator identification, 

step 4 - Invitation to participate, step 5 - facilitated start-up workshop, and step 6 - management 

dialogue.  

The study presents new insights regarding specific CoP development steps: Having management 

define the CoP focus can attract CoP participant, and the coordinator does not need to function as 

a facilitator to have the CoP develop and function. The PhD project confirms that particularly 

voluntary participation, CoP coordination, and resource allocation (time and an undisturbed 

space) are important for CoP development. This provides an answer to research question 1. 

In addition to the framework steps six contextual factors influencing CoP and knowledge sharing 

was identified: CoP responsible for written guideline, fluctuating CoP activity, SME introduction, 

Standardization shaping conversations, boundary spanning, and globally dispersed workforce. 

Because these factors are found to influence CoP development and CoP activity they must be 

considered and handled when intentionally developing CoP. If for example a workforce is 

distributed across different countries, the CoP must be supported by a collaborative ICT e.g. an 

Enterprise Social Network solution. This provides an answer to research question 2. 

The PhD project has demonstrated the organizational benefit of intentionally developing CoP: In 

CoP that are responsible for developing knowledge employees engage in conversations that 

explore different ways of working, develops a shared understanding, improves how the works is 

done, and updates the guidelines. One example is from the Danish Tax administration (SKAT 

MOTOR) where the CoP participants had three different approaches to the same task; one 

approach was very cumbersome and clearly ineffective whereas another approach was much 

more effective. All three participants agreed that the latter was the best way of doing the job. 

Another example is from the Danish healthcare where the study demonstrates how guidelines 

developed by practitioners in the CoP as opposed to a non-practitioner is more understandable 

and reflects a faster approach. The study demonstrates that the codification strategy and 

personalization strategy can supplement one another, as CoP conversations inform development 
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of written guidelines. Essentially employees whose work involve the CoP focus must be involved in 

the development and implementation of the written guidelines. Through the CoP individual 

experience is added to the organizational knowledge repository, and a collective way of working is 

developed. Thus employees’ engagement in sharing and developing knowledge is increased and 

their experience can be brought to benefit of the organization. It is beyond the scope of this PhD 

project to analyse how the knowledge is disseminated to the employees also doing the work but 

not participating in the CoP. But an active dissemination strategy supports that knowledge in 

written guidelines are brought into use (Barwick, Peters, and Boydell 2009), and intentionally CoP 

is proposed as an element of an active dissemination. The above provides an answer to research 

question 3. 

The PhD project has linked CoP development initiatives with maturity stages and continuous CoP 

development confirming the maturity stage model, and contributing with new CoP development 

initiatives based on an analysis of a contemporary CoP development. Four initiatives are new 

theoretical insights: CoP mentoring, Competence as practice, Virtual community support and 

Continuous management dialogue. These four findings are of relevance for managers developing 

CoP and the findings feedback to the literature as updates to the Gongla and Rizzuto (2001) 

maturity model. The above provides an answer to research question 4. 

The main academic contribution is the I-CoP framework that provides a coherent approach to CoP 

development including casual explanations and contextual factors. This result meets the call from 

previous research regarding the need for a coherent framework for CoP development that is 

empirically tested, and that has demonstrated how purposeful interventions leads to successful 

CoPs. Practitioners are offered a step-by-step guide to CoP development with guidance regarding 

specific steps and important contextual factors, that can be applied to improve knowledge sharing 

and how the work is done. As the study has demonstrated a personalization strategy approach in 

the form of CoP can be intentionally developed and combined with a codification strategy in the 

form of written guidelines, and improve how public and private organizations manage knowledge. 

There are limitations to this PhD project. Only RJ acted as a CoP promoter and future studies 

should have managers apply the framework. Another limitation is that the PhD project has given 

little attention to studying CoP development from a strategic perspective e.g. as a part of a 

knowledge management strategy (Except study 8). CoP development initiated from a strategic 

level requires consideration of a broader range of elements; e.g. system integration, type of 

knowledge, business strategy (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009). A future study topic could be 

the how the I-CoP framework can be embedded in a knowledge management strategy by 

combining the application of a higher-level CoP management framework (e.g. (Scarso, Bolisani, 

and Salvador 2009)) with application of the I-CoP framework. A third limitation is the limited study 

period given that a CoP that is under 12 months old is considered young (Agrifoglio 2015, 32). The 

data from study 8 revealed that the I-CoP framework have similarities with a successful CoP 

development, and study 4-7 indicates application of the I-CoP framework develop CoP that lasts 
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more than 52 weeks. Still, future studies with a study period lasting more than 2 years could focus 

on how the I-CoP framework develops CoP that become old (Agrifoglio 2015, 32).  

The risk of over-engineering CoP is important to consider as this poses the potentially biggest 

threat because knowledge sharing fundamentally relies on voluntary participation (Amayah 2013). 

This perspective is critical to have in front continuously when discussing steps and factors of CoP, 

as the heart of CoP is connecting people that share an interest and want engage in conversations. 

As Lotte the GBP manager from NNE stated ‘the COI’s must be employee driven and management 

supported as opposed to employee supported and management driven’.
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15 Appendix 
 

15.1 Transcripts from Study 1+3 

 

15.1.1 Transcripts: Study 1 

X1 Jeg syntes jeg har brugt meget tid på det. Vi har jo godt nok haft de der møder, men 

man kan jo slet ikke nå det på møderne. Og vi skulle jo gerne være færdige og få lagt den ned. Så 

jeg syntes det har taget meget tid. 

R Hvordan har det været? Har det været givtigt? Har det været frustrerende? 

x1 Nej, jeg syntes det har været fint der har bare ikke været tid til det. Altså så jeg har 

måttet sidde meget i min aftenvagter og nattevagter når der har været en pause og sætte mig ind 

og arbejde med det. Hvor de andre så har kunne sætte sig ind og drikke kaffe. Så det har været 

sådan lidt frustrende for vi skulle være færdig ikke. 

 Jeg syntes jeg har haft travlt 

X2 Møderne har også været for korte ikke.. Nogen gange vi haft en halv time. Fire 

møder af en halv time. Det syntes jeg er meget kort til at gennemfå en procedure som i sig selv 

tager 1.5 time og lave. Altså så er det meget kort tid at have til at sætte op hvordan man gør det 

her smartest, 

x1  Ja selv om vi bliver sat af til at starte mødet klokken 2 ja men så er man jo bare ikke 

færdig og inden man bliver samlet så er klokken måske….. Ja så er der gået et kvarter-20 minutter 

og inden man får sat sig ned og fundet ud af hvor vi kommet til, så er halvdelen af tiden gået og så 

når man ikke ret meget. 

x2 Jeg tror at et møde i lang tid i stedet for de her små møder ville have været bedre, 

for så havde man ikke skulle finde ud af hvor kom vi til, så kunne du bare arbejde der ud af. 

R Så hvis man nu havde startet med at sige; nu får i en halv dag og så have nogle 

samlinger efterfølgende af en halv times varighed. 

X1 Ja 

x2 Lige præcis, man skal have lidt længere tid til at få statet op. 

R. Når i har så mødtes. Har det så været givtigt for samarbejde og samtaler? 

x1 Ja 
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X2 Ja - vi er meget fokuseret på hvad sker der nu og hvad kunne vi smartere og hvorfor. 

Ja, jeg syntes vi var meget fokuserede. 

x1 Ja vi var meget fokusrede på at formulere det bedste muligt, og jeg syntes vi har 

brugt hinanden. 

R Har der været noget nyt i at få mulighed for at tale sådan sammen? Har i haft nogle 

nye samtaler? 

x1 Ja - på nogle ting har diskuteret hvorfor gør vi som vi gør. Ja på den måde har vi fået 

talt sammen, men ellers syntes jeg vi er gode til at bruge hinanden i hverdagen. 

R Giver det noget specielt at mødes i et lokale eller kunne det fungere i hverdagen? 

x2 Ja - ellers kunne vi ikke have fået lavet de ændringer vi har. Vi kan ikke lave det i 

hverdagen. 

x1 Ja 

x2 Ja det er helt sikkert nødvendigt at sætte sig ned og tale sammen og skrive det ned. 

R Okay - mange tak. Nu skal vi den rigtige del, hvor jeg stiller jer en række spørgsmål. 

Det første er… 

  

R Hvilke betydelige ændringer har der været i eller omkring afdelingen indenfor den 

seneste periode? Altså forsøgsperiode. Og så spørger i måske "hvad er betydelige ændringer?" det 

er dem som i vil fortælle om hvis nogen spurgte jer. 

x2 Det er ikke kun i relation til det her vi laver nu? 

X1 åhh…. Det er svært… 

X2 Sundhedsplatformen… Den har været der… 

X1 er det for hele laboratoriet eller kun ved koagulationen… 

x1 Altså vi har fået nogle nye kolleger.. 

x2 Ja så er der nogle som holder op. Der er to rutinerede kolleger som stopper, altså de 

er ikke stoppet endnu, men vi har fået at vide at de stopper. Og så er der ansættelsessamtaler og 

man tænker over at de stopper. 

R Er der blevet ansat nogle nye? 

X1 Ja - så der er både nye og ansættelsessamtaler 
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R Du har skrevet apparatur nedbrud? Har der været flere end normalt? 

X1 Ja jeg syntes der har været rigtig meget - det er både vores gibbersorter som pakker 

prøver ud og vores kemiudstyr som har drillet meget ppå det sidste. Centaur har haft nogle 

problemer som nu er løst, så der har virkelig været rigtig mange. 

x2 Ja gibbersorter har drillet rigtig mange 

X1 Så der har været rigtig travlt og der har været lange svartider. Vi måtte pakke prøver 

ud manuelt. 

R Flere ting? 

X1 Så har vi fået ny overlæge. Men han er lige startet….. 

X2 Ja det betyder ikke så meget.. 

X1 ja og så har der været en masse sygdom, så vi har haft rigtig travlt. 

R Hvad med jeres gruppe? Er gruppen en betydningsfuld ændringer. 

X1 Altså fordi vi har haft så travlt, har det været svært at gå fra til møderne, fordi man 

ikke når at komme frem. Man skal lige gøre sine patienter færdige. 

X2 Men vi har haft vores møder, men det har været svært at nå. 

x1 Ja. Men også fordi vi skulle tænke anderledes. 

R Okay. Men vil i så sige at det at have de her grupper er en betydningsfuld ændring? 

X2 Nej - det syntes jeg ikke. 

X1 Øhm…. Det ved jeg ikke… men vi har fået lavet noget som vi ikke har lavet før. Så på 

den måde har det betydet noget. 

R Har i fortalt nogen om det? 

X2 Der bliver tit nedsat grupper. Smågrupper som skal noget 

x2 Nej. Det syntes jeg ikke. Så anderledes er det ikke at være i smågrupper. 

R Okay. Så det er måske mere formen? 

x1 Ja det er mere formen, og det at skulle tænke anderledes. 

x1 Ja og jeg har brugt meget tid. Som facilitator har jeg brugt meget tid. 

x1 at være facilitator er anderledes 
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x2 ja at være til 4 møder betyder ikke noget. 

x1 og bagefter skulle jeg skrive det hele rent, tage billeder og klippe klistre og sådan 

nogle ting og det har taget lang tid. Til de møder sad vi bare og skrev det ned i hånden 

x1 og det tog lang tid. Rigtig lang tid. 

x2 Så for dig har det være en betydelige ændring 

x1 Ja - det var svært at finde tid, men vi skulle jo også være færdige for vi skulle også nå 

at have den afprøvet ikke. 

R men vil du så ikke skrive det ned? For det er faktisk ret interessant at det måske er 

mere det at være facilitator end.. 

x1 jeg kalder det lige projektleder 

R Så i kalder det projektleder? 

x1 ja 

R ****Opsummerer findings**** 

R Har du (til x2) har du oplevet noget specielt 

x2 hmmm….n ej det syntes jeg ikke. 

R Godt. Så skal vi til næste spørgsmål. Hvilke betydelige begivenheder/ændringer har 

du oplevet i forhold til arbejdet med vejledninger og vidensdeling? 

x1 Det tager længere tid end man regner med 

x2 Hvad tager længere tid? 

x1 At lave en vejledning - det tager længere tid end man havde regnet med. 

x1 Det er også fordi jeg ikke har lavet vejledninger før, så jeg havde ikke forestillet mig 

at…..jeg havde ikke troet det tog så lang tid at lave sådan en vejledning fordi den ikke er så stor. 

x2 og det tog også lang tid 

x1 men det var jo kun en lille del af den vejledning, og så tog det så lang tid 

x2 ja ja - det var heller ikke for at negligere det 

R Så det tager tid at lave vejledninger, så det er faktisk din tid at lave vejledninger der 

er central? 
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x1 Ja det syntes jeg. 

R Er der sket andet i forhold til vejledninger  og vidensdeling? 

x1 ikke andet end at det var svært at få passet ind i vores arbejde. Altså gå til møder. Jeg 

ved ikke om det skal med også? 

R Jo det er relevant. Det at gå til mødet er interessant. 

R Er det generelt når i mødes i grupper? 

x1 hmmm det ved jeg ikke. 

x2 ja så egentlig er det jo et generelt problem at folk ikke kan sige at de skal til møde 

klokken og gå nu. Man skal jo være færdig med den her patient eller det her man lige laver, så 

man kan ikke bare sige nu går jeg. Sådan er man jo ikke 

x1 ja vi har jo patienterne i den anden ende så vi bliver nød til at sørge for at det kører 

der inden vi går ikke 

x1 det er generelt tror jeg. Det er svært at komme afsted hvis man står med noget der 

haster. 

x2 Det er også tit man bliver hentet i et møde fordi man skal et eller andet. Så skal man 

lige.. Møder er ikke så højt prioriteret 

x1 det er jo nok fordi vi arbejder med mennesker og det er jo ikke så anderledes de 

sidste 4 måneder. 

x2 det er rigtigt 

R Er der sket noget specielt omkring centaur? 

x1 nej det…. Men der er jo ikke så mange som kommer derned, fordi det ugentlige 

vedligehold sker kun to gange om ugen, så der er ikke så mange der har prøvet. 

R Okay. Hvor lang tid har den ligget dernede nu? 

X1 Ca 14 dage 

x2  nej det må være mere en 14 dage 

x1 ja det må være 3 uger  

R Okay. Har i brugt den dernede? 
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x1 jeg har ikke været dernede endnu, men jeg ved Karin som også har været med i 

gruppen hun har brugt den dernede, men det er jo også lidt svært når man har været med til at 

lave den, for så ved man hvordan den er bygget op 

x1 men jeg ved de andre som har prøvet den, de syntes den har været nemt at prøve 

x2 Men det er ikke mange 

x1 jeg tror det er 2 eller 3 

x2 ja så skulle det have været sket i dag men det er droppet da hun er helt ny 

R Okay. Det at i har talt om vejledningen er det noget nyt? 

x2 ja det er noget nyt. Normalt plejer vi bare at bruge de vejledninger der er, med 

mindre man er specialst eller et eller andet og går ind og blander sig vejledning, så bruger folk jo 

bare vejledningen. 

x2 men folk har lagt kommentarer ind til vejledninger hvis der var noget de ikke var 

tilfreds med, som man som specialist så skulle rette op på. 

R Okay. Tak. Er det nyt at andre end FK og specialister har talt om vejledning? 

x1 nej det syntes jeg ikke men vi er jo også specialister begge to så de syntes ikke det er 

mærkelig at vi går og spørger dem om vejledningen. Dem der har været dernede har vi spugt 

"hvad yntes det?" men det kuynne jeg også have fundet på før. 

R Okay. Fint. 

R Har der været nogle andre ændringer i hvordan I opbevarer vejledninger, hvordan 

folk møder dem, ligger de et andet sted… kan der have været noget som har haft en indflydelse? 

x1 Ja nu hænger den på køleskabet og det er nyt, men om det er ok og alting skal samles 

i en mappe det ved jeg ikke.. Syntes du ikke? 

x2 Det ved jeg ikke for jeg bruger den faktisk ikke.. For jeg møder anderledes så jeg har 

mere tid og gør det anderledes. 

R Hvad med den her form med hvad, hvordan, hvorfor. Har det været en 

betydningsfuld ændring? 

X2 Det syntes jeg, og jeg syntes det er rigtig godt at hvorfor er der så folk ved årsagen. 

Jeg syntes det er rigtig vigtigt. 

r Hved med det her med at få mulighed for at tale sammen? Altså i gruppen? 
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x1 Jeg synte faktisk vi er rigtig gode til at tale samnmen. Det kan godt være at vi ikke 

sådan taler så meget om vejledninger og sådan. Vi bruger meget hinanden til at hjælpe hinanden 

hvis der er noget man er i tvivl om. Og spørge og få hjælp. 

R Men hvis vi fokuserer på at udarbjede en vejledning, har det så haft en afgørende 

betydning at mødes som i gjorde? Eller kun det være sket i hverdangen? 

X2 Vi kunne ikke gøre det uden at mdøes. Vi er npd til at sætte os ned og sige nu er det 

det her vi laver. 

x1 Den skulle jo også skrives ned ikke. Det var jo ikke bare noget vi skulle have i 

hovedet, vi var nød til at få det konkret ned. 

x2 Så den kunne ikke være lavet uden vi havde den tid. 

X1 nej 

R Og vil i have haft den tid uden den gruppe? 

x1 nej 

x2 nej 

x2 så ville det slet ikke være kommet på tale at vi skulle lave vejledninger, så ville det 

være Conny der rettede ind efter de grønne sedler folk sætter ind. Måske ville Conny gå tilbage til 

personen der skrevet det. 

x1 men man ville ikke have lavet det i en ny form. 

x2 det har i hvertfald haft en betydning at vi har prøvet at lave den i en ny form. Altså 

vejledningsform. 

R Giver det noget at mødes? Altså så i ikke bare aflverer noget til en faglig koordinator? 

x2 det gør at vi har haft nogle debatter om hvordan vi syntes det skulle skrives. 

x1 ja og hvorfor vi skal gøre som vi gør. Der er jo nogen ting der tror man jo bare det er 

sådan. Men nu kunne man jo ligesom sidder og snakke om det og finde ud af at det er måske slet 

ikke som jeg troede, der er msåke en anden grund til at vi gør det. Så på den måde syntes jeg det 

har givet noget. 

R og hvordan har det været at have den debat? 

x2 ja det var sådan lidt en debat ikke? (griner) 

x2 det har været hyggeligt og godt. Det har været meget godt at få snakket om det. 
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x1 ja - der er ikke nogen der blevet trynet - nej det syntes jeg ikke. 

x2 nej 

r Har der været uenighed hvor i har fundet frem til noget? 

x1 Ikke ret meget - nej. Det kan godt være der er nogle ting man ikke helt har forstået 

som så er blevet forklaret, men der har ikke været noget som man har helt misforstået. 

R Har i lært noget nyt? 

x1 nej 

x2 nej 

R Hvad med de andre gruppemedlemmer? 

x2 jeg tror annette ind i mellem har fået en 'nåh derfor' for hun er ikke specialist. 

x1 ja Karin også. Altså de to andre 

x2 det tror jeg også. 

x2 Men det er også to specialister, en ressourceperson og en normal. 

R Hvordan var den her proces med at det var frivilligt at deltage? 

x1 det syntes jeg er vigtigt så man har en interesse for at lave det, for hvis man bliver 

bedt om kan det nemt blive sådan noget negativt. Nu skal jeg også sidde her og det har jeg slet 

ikke tid til. Nu var det nogen som selv havde sagt de ville med og så giver det en meget mere 

positiv indgangsvinkel til at få lavet noget. 

x1 For tit er der noget som har den der "alle de der møder" og kommer der nogensinde 

noget ud af det. Nogen har den der indstilling at nu er igen at møde som vi ikke får noget ud af. Så 

den der med at man selv melder sig til det syntes jeg var meget vigtigt så man slipper for alle dem 

der ikke gider. 

R Har det haft en afgørende betydning? 

x1 Ja det syntes jeg. For alle var vi indstillede på hvad vi skulle gøre og alle var 

indstillede på at lave den her vejledning fra start af, så vi brugte ikke tid på at finde ud af hvorfor 

skal vi nu også sidde her. Så vi var allerede fokuseret på at nu skal vi have lavet den her vejledning. 

x2 Vi havde en interesse i det. 

x1 ja vi syntes det var lidt spændende. 
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R Hvordan er det at deltage frivilligt anderledes fra grupper hvor det ikke er frivilligt? 

x2  så er det positivt. Det er en god indgang til tingene 

x1 Jo. 

R Er i blevet spurgt på den måde før? 

x2 ja det syntes jeg det generelt er her. Normalt bliver man spurgt. 

x1  ja - men nogle gange bliver man også peget ud. Vi skal i gang med det og det og vi vil 

gerne have at du deltager. 

x2 men det er jo også i kraft af at du er tilknyttet børneafdeilng og har en interesse i det. 

x1 ja 

x2 normalt siger man når der kommer grupper eller kurser op, hvem har lyst til at 

deltage i det her 

x1 ja det er meget normalt. 

r Har det været sådan omkring vejlednigner før? 

x1 nej -  det har altid været vores faglige koordinatorer 

x2 ja det er faktisk lidt en hæmsko, og jeg skulle næsten mase for atkomme med 

x2  og det er det stadig sådan generelt. 

x1 ja 

R Gør det noget for vejledningen? 

x1 ja for tit har de jo ikke samme kontakt med apparatet. Selvfølgelig har de haft en 

masse undervisning men den praktiske erfaring mangler de. 

x2 ja de mangler praktisk erfaring. 

x1 FK vil meget gerne spørges og vil meget gerne være med på gulvet, og de har lidt 

svært ved at give fra sig. 

x2 men det er jo meget person relateret. Nogen personer kan det lægge fra sig, mens 

andre kan sige 'det spørger jeg specialisten om'. 

R Så skal vi til sidste spørgsmål: hvilke betydelige ændringer har der været omkring 

videndeling? 
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x2 Vi har snakket meget erfaring i gruppen.  Vi har snakket om det vi gjorde og hvorfor. 

R Og det er anderledes end det har været før? 

x1 Det er i hvertfald nogle andre snakke 

x2 ja vi har i hvert fald ikke sat os ned og snakket om hvad vi gør og hvorfor 

x1 ja måske har vi snakket om hvad vi gør men ikke hvorfor 

x1 det bliver meget du skal gøre sådan sådan og sådan men ikke hvorfor. 

R Har der været andet omkring i gruppe i har lagt mærke til? 

x1 vi har været hurtige til at komme i gang. Vi har ikke snakket om alt muligt andet. Vi 

har ikke brugt tid på at tale om den syge moster. Vi har været meget fokuserede når vi mødtes. 

x2 ja 

x2 vi var også meget sådan "det er dig (x1) der skal skrive ned" 

R Hvordan var det? 

x1 Ja men annette fik den en dag. Hahahaha. 

R Har der været noget udenom gruppen? 

x1 vi har snakket på møder at vi var i gang med at lave den der vejledning 

x2 ja og melde tilbage 

x1 melde tilbage og sådan nogle ting, men der er ikke nogen der har sagt noget udover 

dem som har prøvet dem. 

x2 men det er fordi at hvis du ikke dernede men laver noget andet, så ligger du ikke 

mærke til det, men er fokuseret på dit arbejde. 

x1 ja vi har rigtig travlt hele tiden 

R er det anderledes at sige det højt? 

x1 nej -  det er normalt. 

x2 alle de der beskeder er det vi har team mødet til. 

PAUSE  

x1 Hvad var det nu vi snakkede om nu? 
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R Det var begivenheder omkring vidensdeling og forsøgsgruppen. Altså jer som 

gruppen. Det i husker som bemærkelsesværdigt. 

 eller betydningsfuldt 

x1 nej… jeg kan ikke sådan lige.. 

x2 vi skal finde på noget.. Haha 

r nej man kan ikke mangle nogen.. Haha 

x1 Nej jeg kan ikke komme i tanke om mere 

x2 nej. 

R (Forklarer metoden og hvorfor den er relevant) 

R Det var det - har i andre kommentarer? 

x1 nej - det var skægt at prøve men også tidskrævende 

R Hvis i nu skulle lave mere.. 

x1 Det første møde skal være længere.. Det skal være 3 timer eller en halv dag 

x2 det tager lang tid at spore sig ind på hvordan den skal sættes op og hvor skal vi nå 

hen.  Vi skal forstå hvad vi skal ramme. 

R Ok 

 

15.1.2 Transcripts: Study 3 

 

R Hvordan er det at tale så meget? 

x3 det åbner for nogle vidensting der ellers kun ville befinde sig i kroppen. Man finder 

ud af at man ved ret meget men ikke bliver brugt altid. 

R Er det i samtalen mellem jer i gruppen eller er det også i gruppen? 

x3 Det her har jo startet nogle tanker og nogle måder at tænke på som man kan tage 

med ud i team'et og så kan man få noget feedback og tage det med tilbage til gruppen 

x1 Det ved mest dem der har prøvet det op man har fået noget feedback fra ik… 
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x3 jo men jeg syntes også at folk har været gode til gå ind forbi og læse og komme med 

en kommentar. 

x2 Jeg har stort set kun fået positive kommentarer til den i hvertfald. 

R Og hvad har folk sagt? 

x2 Den var nem at gå til. 

R Har de sagt noget om forandringen. Altså hvad man kom fra og til? 

x2 nej 

x1 men det har også mest været folk under oplæring. 

x2 ja 

x2 men Karin og Bente har prøvet det. 

x3 Karen havde heller ikke problemer. 

x1 det var kun Bente. Men der er jo forskel på os og Bente er sådan lidt… Det skal gå 

hurtigt. 

x2  ja og FK bliver ved at de der VB12'er det har været hendes kæphest. 

x2 Lige siden jeg begyndte på de der VB12 har fk været på nakken af mig. Men det er 

smartere. Apparatet kommer hurtige i gang 

x3 ja du kører det hurtige 

x1 ja og du har fred til at lave det for du kan lige som godt sidde sammen. 

x3 ja apparatet er i gang med at køre det og du kan lige som slappe af med de der 

afpipetteringer 

x1 men det kan jo laves om hvis det går helt galt 

x2 det kan det jo, men der er ingen grund til det 

x3 nej 

x3 nej. Hvis folk kan find ud af følge det punkt, det punkt og det punkt så tror jeg også 

det giver noget mere ensrettethed i det vi gør 

x1 Man kunne jo også tænke det dem som aldrig har prøvet noget andet der kan jo i 

hvertfald godt finde ud af at gøre det sådanh 
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x2 ja der fungerer det fint - og det er ikke sådan at du sidder og venter på kontrollen på 

vb12 den er jo færdig sammen med de andre alligevel. 

R Har det nogen betydning hvornår man laver vb12. hvad er argumenterne for de to 

forskellige måder at gøre det på? 

x2 jeg kan ikke se Pernilles argumenter jeg kan bedst se vores egne argumenter. Det er 

at du sætter alle de andre kontroller i gang og når de kører går du ind og sætter dig stille og rolgit 

og laver de her vb12er du selv skal fremstille i hånden 

R Er det fordi de er svære at lave? 

x3 neejj 

x2 nejje - det er fordi det tager noget tid 

x1 og hvis du ikke kan huske det skal du lige sætte dig ind i det  igen 

x3 du kan hurtig bruge 10-15 på at  

x2 så kører alle de andre kontroller i gang mens du sidder med det og det syntes vi er en 

fordel at du ikke venter med at sætte alle de andre kontroller over de her 10-15 der går med at 

lave det her. Når det er i gang så har jeg ro til det 

x1 jeg tænker i hvertfald at jeg lige skal skynde mig og det kan gå galt. 

x3 og vores fokus har været at lave kontroller hurtigt så maskinerne kommer hurtigt i 

gang 

R ok - hvad er FKs måde at gøre det på? 

x2 den ene dag havde hun skrevet om vb12 ikke var lige så vigtig som de andre. Jo det 

er de og de er jo færdige samtidige med de andre alligevel. De er jo færdige stort set samtidig 

x2 så har hun argumenteret med 'at hvis der nu ikke var noget vb12 så kan den heller 

ikke begynde at køre de andre kotnrolelr til vb12'. Men så akn alle de andre kontroller køre. 

x1 og det er meget sjældent at der ikke er mere vb12 

x2 ja 

R og det er fordi i vil have ro til at gå ind og blande det manuelt. 

x1 ja så er der ikke noget spildtid 

x2 den tid vi er i gang der kører apparatet med noget ikke 
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x1 ja det er sådan vi ser på det 

x1 og så bliver vi også lidt stædige… haha 

R Det er en interessant situation for hvem har ret til at bestemme hvad der skal gøres. 

x1 ja og det kan jo være at vis vi tog hele star teamet så vil den en ehelavdel sige det 

ene og den anden det andet. Ikke. 

x3 jeg tror også det er fordi at FK er vant til at køre centaur og have styr på sine ting. Vi 

andre i teamet kører den hvert halve år så vi skal lige læse noget vejledning og vi skal lige ind i det 

igen og hvad er rutiene. Og den tid vi skal bruge på at læse op koster tid, og så vil det være rart 

hvis man kan spare noget tid ved at sige... 

x1 jeg vil da sige at jeg godt kan starte den op uden vejeldninge, men hvis je gikke har 

været der er lang tidf så går jeg da altid ind og ser hvad jeg skal pyutte i de her b12'er vor at være 

helt sikkert på at je gikke gøre noget forkert 

x2 det gør jeg så ikke engang men jeg syntes stadig det her er hurtigere 

x1 ja så bruger man noget tid der 

x2 men det er stadig hurtigere. 

R Hvilke betydlige ændringer eller begiveneder har der været i og omkring afdelingen  

indenfor de sidste 5 måneder 

x3 der har været meget snak omkring vores ledende overlæge… ahaha 

tænke tid  

x1 den først jeg kom i tanke om er at Lone er holdt op. Det betyder rigtig meget. 

R Hvornår stoppede hun helt præcist? Og hvornår fik i det at vide? 

x2 Det var 1. november og vi fik at vide ved at team møde i september 

R Kan i sige om det har haft en speciel positiv eller negativ effekt? 

x3/x1 Negativ 

x1 Vi er meget kede af at hun er rejst for hun har været rigtig god på alle fronter 

x3 der er faktisk flere kolleger der har grædt 

x1 men i forhold til vores gruppearbjede har vi fået lov til det hvis vi har kunne finde 

tiden. 
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x1 det kunne man illers godt have frygtet lidt. Men det syntes jeg vi har fået lov til. 

x3 ja 

R Så hvordan har effekten været på gruppen? 

x2 På mig er den neutral 

x1 neutral 

x3 neutral 

R Ok. Hvad har der ellers været. Du kan forstætte x1 

x1  der har jeg det psykiske arbejdsmiljø og det har jeg på grnd af ledelsen 

x1 Jeg er ikke så involveret i det, men det er på afstand 

x2 jeg har skrevet det samme 

x3 jeg har skrevet det samme men det er på afstand dog hører jeg om det 

R Har det haft en postiv eller negativ effekt? 

x1 neutral 

x3 neutral 

x2 ja neutral på gruppen 

Hvad med på afdelingen  

x3 der er meget muggen og sukken 

x2  men jeg syntes alligevel at vi i vores teams har det ok og passer på hinanden 

x3 vi er blevet bedre som koleger til at støtte hinaden også i forbindelse med Lone. Vi er 

blevet bedre til at støtte hinande og lytte 

x1 ja det syntes jeg også 

x1 til gengæld syntes jeg at jeg har hørt kommentaren skal i n til møde igen? 

x3 ja 

x2  ja det er rigitg 

x2 Ja det kan vel ikke tage så lang tid, det har je gogså hørt 
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x3 Jeg er også overrasket over så lang tid vi har brugt på det. Men sidder til gengæld 

også og diskuterer meget om vi skal brugen den sætning eller dena ned sætningn. 

x1 jeg er også overrasket. 

x3 og hvordan er det bedst at forstå det, og hvad bedst. Sp klipper vi jo også ud fra den 

vejledning og klipper overi den anden. Og hvad skla med og hvad skal ikke med. 

x1 så er vi jo heller ikke vant til det her vel. Det er en ny verden for os at finde ud at 

x3 ja bestemt. 

R Hvilke betydelige ændringer har i som gruppe medført? 

x2 i forhold til hvad? 

R I forhold til samarbejde mellem jer i gruppen og ud til kollegerne 

R Lad mig prøver at forklare det: har gruppen givet anledning til nye samtaler eller 

måder at være sammen på? 

R Lad os høre hvad i har svaret 

x1 Jeg har skrevet det er postivit at få noget tilbagemelding på vores arbejde. Det er 

ligesom os noget anerkendeslse - det ar så mest fået positivt. Der er ingen der har sagt at det er 

noget lort i har lavet. Det virker tilat folk har taget godt i mod det 

R og det er noget som kan henføres til jer som gruppe? 

x1 ja 

x1 jeg syntes også det har været postivit at være inde i gruppen. Det har været lærerigt 

og det har været godt med nogle nye udfordringer, for det er ikke så tit at vi får ov til at gøre 

naddet end det vi gør nede på gulvet go det er ligesom også os der går og arbejder med det 

x1 og så syntes jeg det har været rart at samarbejde på en anden måde. Det er ikke så 

tit vi tre samarbejde men jeg syntes vi har været gode til at give hinadne plads og sige hvis der er… 

det er ikke sikkert vi er enige, men vi kan tale om det. 

R Og er det unikt at få feedback for gruppen eller foregår det også i sammenhænge 

x1 ja det foregå også i andre sammenhænge 

R Det jeg forsøger at spørge til er hvad giver det egentlig at lave sådan en gruppe, eller 

er det bare det samme som altid? 

X1 ja - det er det jeg har svaret på.. 
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x3 det har også givet en ansvarsfølelse af at det faktisk er vigtigt det vi har gang i her. At 

vi får lov til at få et ansvar for at producere noget som kan være relevant for vores kolleger. 

x1 ja det mener jeg med anderkednesle 

R hvordan har fet vædet at få det ansvar? 

x3 jeg syntes det har været ok - men det har været svært at få samlet os. Jeg kunne godt 

tænkte mig at det var gpet hurtigere, men det har trukket langt ud. 

x3 Vi  syntes ikke at det (vejledningen) er et færdigt produkt. Vi ville gerne have testet 

den på flere inden vi i dag. 

x1  det ville have været rart at have haft en dag fx, så i dag er vi taget fra til det her. Vi er 

ikke vant tila t side og lave de her ting på en computer, så dette ville gå hurtigere, så vi ikke skulle 

burge tid på at logge ind og ud 

x2 je g syntes i vhertfald at det der med kun at have en time - inden vi fik ryddet tingere 

frem. I starten hvor vi kune havde en time, det var for kort tid. 

x1 ja og så tit kommer man fra en stresset arbejdsplads som man lige skal lukke ned. 

x2 og så det der med at den pludselige var langt frem det syntes jeg heller ikke var ok. 

Lige pludselig var den printet ud og langt frem og det var ikke ok for vi havde ikke lavet den færdig. 

Det var ikek ok at man bare printered den ud. 

x2 amina havde spurgt om hun ikke måtte få den og arbjde efter fordi den var så godt, 

og så havde fk været inde og printet den ud ogsamtmdig havde hun en masse kommentarer. 

x2 for vi var nare slet ikke færdige og det blev jeg lidt ærgerlig over. 

x3 men jeg har lært nogle flere sider af centauren at kende ved at være med i det her. 

Der er flere genveje elelr ting der tingene lidt lettere i hverdagen som jeg egentlig ikke var klar 

over, som jeg voervejer at være ved at bruge. 

R Og hvordan har du fået det at vide? 

x3 ja men nu fx det her current som jeg havde lavet fejl, det fik jeg tydlige forklaring på 

af FK.  

x1 og det ville være rart hvis det blev delt ud til alle. Jeg vidste det heller ikke. 

R er der flere? Har du (x2) skrevet noget ned? 

x2 Nej… 
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R Har i som gruppe haft nogle snakke i ikke villle have haft før og hvordan var de 

snakke? 

x1 Det har vi jo fordi vi sidder sammen på den her måde. Vi kan måeske godt have en 

snak over kaffen eller i et vagtskifte, men ellers ikke 

x3 vi har ikke i den forstand snakket.. Altså… hvordan skal jeg sige det.. Vi har jo vendt 

punkter et for et og i den frobindelse har vi snakket i gennem jhvad er godt og hvad er skidt. Og 

hvad ved du og hvad ved jeg. Det ville ikke være opstået hvis vi ikke var i den her gruppe. 

selvfølgelig nogle af spørgsmålene ville vi nok støde på hvis vi har et problem eller en udfordrign 

og gå til en af min kolleger, men jeg tror ikke man ville få samme dydbegående diskussion ud af 

det i dagligdagen. 

x1 Men jeg syntes noget man har fået er nåh men jeg gør sådan og jeg gør sådan, den 

sytnes jeg faktisk har været en del oppe ikke. Det er tankevækkende når vi har en vejledning - vi er 

20 mennekser. 

x3  ja lige præcis - vi bruget det på mange forskellige måder. 

R Hvordan har i så håndteret de her forskelligeheder og gjort det til én måde at gøre 

det på? 

x3 vi har lyttet til hiannde og givet pldas og anerkendt hinanden "det var da egentlig 

meget smart2 

X1 JA 

x1 prøvet at sige til sig selv at dea ndre er gode nok. Der er jo også noget man skal lære. 

Det syntes jeg vi har været gode til. 

x2 ja - jeg syntes vi har haft nogle gode snakke 

x1 vi er ikke kommet op og slås. 

R Jeg vil gerne vende tilbage til tid. Hvorfor er det problematisk kun at have en time? 

x3 vi skal finde pc og starte den og finde dokumenterne. Bla. Vejeldnigner og gamle 

vejldnign og klippe og kliste og lige og sætte sig ind i det praktiske hvordan det fungerer ikke.  

x1 vi har heller ikke atlid siddet det samme sted, det tager jo også noget ekstra tid ikke. 

x2 jeg tror kun det er dig og mig der har siddet et andet sted. 

x3 det tager hurtigt 5-10 minutter og starte op 
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x2  og plus at vi måske kom fra en arbejdsplads og gerne kom 5-10 minutter for sent her 

op. Og det var som regel mellem 1 og 2. Jeg syntes det er for kort tid inden man få det i gang 

x3 ja og så skal man lige huske hvor man kom fra og hvor langt er vi kommet. Lige starte 

fra staten og sige ok vi er kommet her til og så starte på processen. Og så har vi kun en halv time 

tilbage. 

x1 ja og så var vi måske ikke alle sammen til stede 

x3  ja så skal man lige informeres om 

x1 hvad der var skiftes ud 

R Hvor lang tid tager det at tale sig varme? 

x3 jeg tænker i vhertfald et kvarter efter opstart af computner. Det rtager gerne et 

kvarter før vi er var,e 

x2 det kommer også an på den mellemliggende tid. Hvis der er gået en uge gør det ikke 

så meget, men hvis der er gået 14 dage skal man lige… 

R Hvor lang tid ville i geren have og hvorfor ville det være en bedre løsning 

x1 enetne en hel dag eller halv dag og så bliver vi også mere konstruktive og blive bedre 

til at beslutte sig. 

x3 ja. Jeg forstiller mig at vi kunne komme hurtigere i gang med tre halve dage, så ville 

den næsten være færdig var jeg lige ved at sige ikke 

x1 ja 

x3 fordi man er mere koncentreret efter opstartsttiden 

x1 man bliver også lidt. Man er lige kommet i gang og så skal man stoppe ikke fordi nu 

er klokken over 3 og man skal hjem. 

x3 ja vi er blevet pludselige afbrudt efter man er kommet så godt i gang. 

R Er det fordi i er en del af et vagtskema? 

x3 ja - så skal man nemlig planlægge med det og tage os fra. 

x1 ja man mangler ved mennesker til sådan noget 

x1 ja vi skal ikke være med på arbejdsplanen 

R er der flere sedler i ikke har fået læst op? 
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x1 og 3 Nej 

R Sidste spørgsmål: Det er om der nogle specifikke begivenheder der ledte til jer som 

gruppe. Altså hvad ledte til jer som gruppe? 

x3 Jeg tænker at det er før sommerferie at vi blev præsenteret for at lave en gruppe,m 

men jeg kan ikek huske vhornår rpæcist og så sprugte jeg Lone hvornår der skete noget og hun 

havde fået besked om jeg gerne ville med og så dagen efter meldte hun ud. 

x3 og så tænkte jeg at det også var på grund af videndseling. Vi skulle blive bedre til at 

vidensdele og så var det her samarbnejde med dig en god mulighed. Andet? 

R Hvorfor meldte du din interesse? 

x3 Fordi jeg var interesset i centauren og gerne ville vide noget mere om den. 

R hvad med det at det var frivlligt. 

X3 jeg vil gerne deltage om det var frivlligt at blive bedt om det 

x1 Det var også på teammnødet jeg kan huske vi blev opfordret til at søge. Det var 

måske foråret 17, jeg kan ikke helt huske det, men det var i hvertfal meget lang tid siden. 

x1 og så havde jeg meldt mig til og så lige pludeslige va rnogle af os kaldt til møde men 

ikke mig men jeg var måske røget af pinden. Så jeg troede ikke jeg var, men det var jeg så. 

x2 Det er lidt det samme jeg har skrevet. Jeg hørte om det på et teammøde og fordi vi 

skulle have centauren hurtigere i gang, og så hørte jeg måske om det fordi jeg er specialit 

r Har i bidt mærke i at det var frivilligt. 

x2 og 1 Næh det har jeg ikke bidt mærke i 

x3 jeg tror det gør noget for hvordan man går til opgaven, for der er forskel på at blive 

bedt om eller spurgt om 

R Har i mere? Ellers var det det for mig.. 

 

  



180 

180 
 

15.2 Transcripts from study 4-7 

 

15.2.1 Transcripts: Visitation 

M. Toldstyrelsen 1975. SKAT Motor 2007 

L. SKAT 1979. Motor 2012. 

C. SKAT august 2018. 

 

Hvorfor har i deltaget i procesgruppen 

M: Det har vi for at gøre tingene nemmere for de nye 

L: De vidste vi jo ikke dengang 

M: Nej det vidste vi jo ikke den gang, men så for at ensrette arbejdsgange 

 Hvorfor er det vigtigt? 

M: Det er det fordi alle mennesker skal have samme behandling. Alle kunder. 

L: Altså jeg har arbejdet med processer lige siden jeg startede i motor, derfor var det naturligt at 

være med. Jeg kan godt lide det bogholder type. Jeg arbejder i kasser. Jeg kan godt lide det kan 

være systematisk. Og så skal vi jo have et værktøj så vi gør det ens, det er vigtigt når vi sidder 

forskellige steder i landet, eller har gjort. Men det forsvinder selvfølgelig når det hele bliver flyttet 

til ålborg og så kommer der nogle nye som skal lære det. 

M: Vi gør det jo alle sammen fordi vi kan lide det. Ellers ville vi ikke melde os. Sådan er det. Altså 

finde ud af hvordan arbejdet gøres bedst. 

Hvad forandrede sig da i fandt ud af at udflytningen skulle finde sted? 

L: Så blev målet jo ligesom noget andet. At lige nu tænker vi mere i at gøre det klart til alle de nye 

kolleger vi får i Ålborg så de kan komme hurtigere og nemmere ind i de nye opgaver. 

M: I hvert fald også ensrettet 

L: Ja ensartet ja. 

M: Lige nu sidder der ingen i Ålborg og visiterer. 

L: Der kommer ingen med her fra og det gør vejledning endnu vigtigere. 

C: det er lige pludselig vigtig at få alle trin med for de er nye medarbejdere. Det gør en stor forskel. 
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L: Det betyder så også at pixien nu fylder 16 sider og før fyldt den 2 

Hvorfor er den blevet sådan? 

L: Illustrationer tager meget plads 

C: Det kommer hurtigt til at fylde mere i punktform 

Er der kommet flere eller færre ord? 

M: Jeg syntes det jeg har lavet er der blevet færre ord, men flere linjer. Men den der hvorfor er 

der kommet nyt med. 

Hvad har i brugt jeres møder til? 

L: Diskuteret 

C: til at starte med har vi brugt lang tid på at finde ud hvordan vi overhovedet skal gøre det her og 

nu er så vi begyndt at dele dem (Pixi’er) ud og gennemgå og rette dem til. 

Hvilke nogle snakker har? Nu sagde i diskuterer 

L: Ja men det er fordi vi kommer ned i meget faglig snak. Hvordan vi nu mener at vi arbejder og 

hvordan vi mener vi burde arbejde. 

C: Der mange måder man kan gøre tingene på og vi gør det forskelligt og så skal vi jo vælge en 

måde at beskrive det i processen man som hovedregel skal benytte og det er der mange af de her 

diskussioner kommer ind 

L: Ja vi havde jo en specifik en. Ja men det er note kontra påtegninger i captha  

M: ja. Og kontra notatpligt. 

L: Ja og vi var ovre og finde offentlighedsloven 

C: Ja offentlighedsloven 

L: Ja vi brugte meget lang tid på det, en hel dag, for til sidst at konstatere at det havde vi faktisk 

trukket af på tidligere. 

Hvad er baggrunden? 

L: Baggrunden er at vi har notatpligt. Hvis vi skriver det i det der hedder en note kan man slette 

det og andre kan skrive videre på det og slette den. Og så forvsinder det der med notatpligten. 

Hvis man laver en påtegning kan man gå ind og låse den så er der ikke andre der slette den eller 

skrive i den. Og så opfylder notatpligten for i forbindelse med aktindsigt så skal man kunne gå 
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tilbage, særligt ved telefonisk kontakt. Der var vi ikke enige fordi vi havde forskellige 

arbejdsmetoder. 

C: Men det er til forskellige typer af informationer 

L: Ja ja. Men vi skulle lige som finde ud af hvilken type information der skulle stå i noten som kan 

slettes og hvad for nogle der skulle stå i påtegningen som absolut ikke må slettes. Der er jo den 

der definition og snitflade som vi skulle finde frem til. 

M: Men det har jo været nødvendigt at få den diskussion for vi havde den jo også på 

morgenmødet, og så blev der trukket af på at der skulle være påtegning. 

Hvordan var det at have de snakke? 

L: Det var fint. 

M: Ja fint. 

L: vi skulle have stoppet tidligere, og sige det bliver vi nød til at få afklaret udenfor vores gruppe. 

M: Ja 

L: Vi tre kunne ikke beslutte det. Vi snakkede meget for og i mod og hvad vi egentlig vil foreslå 

Var den samtale speciel for procesgruppen? 

L: Ja, vi kom ind på det fordi vi var ved at lave de der beskrivelser 

Kunne i have den samtale i jeres almindelige hverdagsarbejde eller er det specielt fordi i samles? 

M: Ja fordi vi er samlet for at lave nye vejledninger. 

L: Så fandt vi ud af at vi ikke gør det ens. 

M: Ja. Så ville det være tilfældigt. 

C: Ja vi blev nød til at tage stilling til det [måden at arbejde på og forskelligheden]. Det eneste 

andet sted vi tager de her diskussioner er til vores møder. Vi kan ikke sidde to og to og træffe 

beslutninger. 

L: Ja men på mødet skal nogen tage det op som et emne, og hvis vi bare havde siddet to og to og 

lavet hver vores arbejdet, så var det sikkert ikke blevet taget op. 

Har der været tilfælde som har ligget inde for jeres beslutningskompetence? 

L: Vi kan ikke tillade os at lave ændringer uden at høre de [dem i gruppen som laver det samme 

arbejde] andre. 



183 

183 
 

M: Ja. 

 

Hvad har der været af betydelige ændringer de sidste 4-5 måneder på jeres arbejdsplads? 

M: Vi har fyringen i hovedet. 

L: Hvad med pristjek? Nej, det er længere tilbage… 

C: Jeg startede i august og kom med i pristjek. 

L: Det er udflytningen til Ålborg. 

M: Ja. Vi går og venter og undersøger. Skal man gå af eller finde nyt arbejde. 

Har processen været en markant ændring? 

M: Nej ikke for mig. 

L: Jeg har været lidt egenrådig. Jeg har bare rettet dem til og fået dem verificeret. 

M: Ja du har fået nogle flere indover. 

L: Der lettere at lave dem selv, end der er fire som sidder sammen. 

Hvad med dig Celine? 

C: Det hele har jo været nyt. Det her minder for mig meget om at gå i skole og lave opgaver, så på 

en eller måden føler jeg mig hjemme i det. Det der med opsætning og nu skal vi diskutere hvordan 

tingene skal være var jeg tryg ved, så det var mere processerne jeg ikke kendte. 

Hvordan var indflydelsen på jeres arbejde? 

C: Jeg har fået et bedre indblik fordi jeg får indsigt i detaljer. 

M: Vi har haft lidt tidspres. 

L/C: Ja 

L: Der går rigtig meget tid med det. Nu for eksempel den her der gik en hel dag, ja 9-14. Vi følte vi 

var nød til at gennemgå den skridt for skridt. 

Har timerne være godt givet ud? 

L: Jeg syntes det har været mange timer. 

M: Men jeg syntes alligevel de diskussioner vi har haft giver bonus i den anden ende. 
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C: Jeg syntes alligevel det har været vigtigt at rette til fordi der var nogle procesting der skulle 

rettes til. 

L: Ja du er ikke så proceserfaring. 

Hvad har i lært? 

L: Tålmodighed 

LCM: Griner! 

Hvorfor er det vigtigt at få de snakke? 

C: Man begynder at tænke over sin egen proces når man hører hvordan andre gør det 

L: Ja, ellers får man ikke del i andres gode idéer. 

 

Hvordan kom i til at eksistere som procesgruppe? 

L: Ja det var jo egentlig Jes. Han mente jeg var selvskrevet fordi jeg havde været med i 

procesgruppen før. 

C: Han opfordrede mig til at være med. 

L: Ja du var ung og frisk 

LCM: Griner. 

Kunne i sige nej? 

M: Ja det kunne vi godt. Vi er ikke blevet peget på og har selv valgt. 

Gør det noget specielt? 

L: Ja det forpligter jo 

M: Det gør det jo heller ikke hvis du ikke har lyst. Du vælger jo ikke at gå ind til sådan noget her 

hvis du ikke har lyst. 

Hvordan er det her anderledes? 

C: Det har noget med motivation at gøre. Når man selv vælger så er motivationen større 

Hvorfor? 

C: Der er jo ikke mange som kan lide at få at vide at man skal. Det er der ikke mange som kan lide. 
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Kan i huske andet der skete end Jes spurgte jer? 

L: Næh 

Vi holdt en opstartsworkshop. Gjorde den noget? 

L: Ja. Vi kiggede på hvordan du forestillede du at vi kunne arbejde 

L: Du havde processen med for at indsamle input og forslag. 

Hvad nu hvis vi ikke havde holdt en opstartsworkshop? 

L: Så tror jeg langt hen ad vejen vi havde gjort det samme. 

Kan i huske andet fra opstartsworkshopen? 

C: Jeg kan huske vi snakkede om hvad vores forventninger var til det hele. Hvor vi ligesom alle 

sammen kom med vores tanker og det var rart at høre hvad vi alle sammen forestillede os, men vi 

har ikke brugt det så meget. Men jeg tror det var en god måde at starte op på, for så er vi lige som 

i gang i stedet for at vi selv skulle planlægge et møde. 

Er det tiden værd? 

L: Ja det er der ingen tvivl. Det er ligesom at vi får et fælles indspark. 

M: Man bliver boostet. 

L: og så har man ligesom en base at arbejde ud fra. Syntes jeg for hvis vi bare får at vide at nu er i 

en procesgruppe og så skal vi starte, og så skal vi først lige hen og finde os selv og så har du 

ligesom hjulpet os på vej til hvordan vi kan gøre. 

L: Så jeg syntes det har haft stor effekt. 

Kan i sætte flere ord på ’at finde jer selv’? 

L: ja men det er hvad er egentlig meningen at sidde her og hvordan skal arbejde… hvad skal vi lave. 

Arbejdsform. Hvad er det for nogen resultater vi skal nå frem til. Vi starter på et punkt, på samme 

stadie. Noget grundlæggende som vi kan starte fra. 

C: Altså du kom jo med nogle forslag til hvordan vi kan lave sådan en vejledning, så vi skal ikke 

sidde og diskutere en hel masse om hvordan det skal sættes op 

L: Ja jeg syntes stadig væk den god. 

  

Hvad betyder forskellen i erfaringen? 
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L: Det betyder noget 

C: i starten var det som om man [jeg] ikke rigtig blev hørt. Men det er ligesom blevet meget bedre 

for nu kan vi ligesom snakke om alle mulige ting. 

LM: Ja 

C: Mange af de spørgsmål jeg kommer med er fordi jeg ikke er helt inde i processen. Jeg lærer 

meget af de svar jeg har fået. Det handler meget om at blive hørt og vi kan snakke om tingene. Jeg 

kan også bidrage med opsætning når jeg ikke kender processen 

 

Hvad hvis der ikke var en procesgruppe? Er der en situation hvor det ikke giver mening at have 

en procesgruppe? 

M: Det gør det ikke hvis vi er færdige med pixi’er, så er det bare rettelser. 

 

Har snakken i gruppen gjort en forskel? 

M: Det gør det ikke når ikke alle sammen er i gruppe hvor vi snakker sammen, og det kan vi ikke. 

Nogle gang er vi 12 når vi sammen alle sammen og med to på telefonen, jeg får ikke ret meget ud 

af de møder. De store møder er ikke det samme som at sidde her og snakke sammen. 

L: Når vi har været med i den gruppe og lavet pixier, så vil vi nok være mere tilbøjelige til at bruge 

pixier. Men det er ikke alle der bruger pixierne. Nu kommer der nye fra Ålborg, og så er det vigtigt 

at bruge vejledningerne så de lærer at bruge dem. 

15.2.2  Transcripts: Export 

Eksport historieværksted 

Navn og ansat år 

L – Ansat 1979. Motor siden 1995 

K – Ansat 1980. Motor siden 2014. 

S – Motor 2016. Odense 2017. 

 

Hvorfor er i med / Hvad fik jer til at melde jer? 
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S: For mit vedkommende var det det at fordybe sig i noget som er en smule projektorienteret. 

Igennem de fag jeg har læst på har fundet ud af at processer generelt er rigitg spændende. Særligt 

interne processer. 

Hvad gør det spændende? 

S: Hvordan man med relativt små interne ændringer kan gøre en service relativt 

bedre. 

K: Jeg gjorde det fordi jeg syntes det lød spændende fordi jeg ikke har prøvet det før. Det er en 

mulighed for at prøve at lære noget nyt. Igen være med til at gøre noget nemt for andre…. Nye 

kolleger. 

L: Jeg var med i den gamle processgruppe. Der syntes jeg å’ det var meget spændende altså 

ligesom at gøre det ensartet fordi man ligesom mange gange kommer fra den ene pool til anden, 

og for at du ikke skal til at opfinde den nye tallerken, hvordan udfører jeg nu lige den her 

arbejdesopgave kan jeg tage meget af det med. Der er selvfølgelig nogle forskelligheder men jeg 

vil sige 50-75% er ens – det er lige meget om det er import eksport pristjek. 

Hvordan opleves mangel på ensartet (eller opleve procesvariation?) Hvordan kommer mangle 

på ensartede processer til udtryk i hverdagen. 

S: Det kommer udtryk ved at der kan sidde kolleger og gøre ting fuldstændig forskelligt. Som ny 

kan man spørge nogle og få forskellige svar, og nogle gange kan man sidde i en situation hvor det 

er svært at finde svaret på det man egentlig skal bruge og du kan spørge nogle og igen få 

forskellige svar. 

 Hvordan opleves det at få forskellige svar? 

 S: Frustrerende 

K: Altså jeg syntes det er nemmere at gå fra den ene pool til anden ved at du har noget som er ens 

når du læser det. Det er sat op på samme måde – det er nemmere at følge.  

K: Jeg har været frem og tilbage. Til import, til eksport, til visitering og det er rart at finde en 

vejledning frem, men frustrende når det står forskelligt når man læser. 

K: Pixierne har ikke været ensartede. Og igen undgå frustrationer i at det står forskelligt 

 

Hvilke betydelige ændringer har der været på jeres arbejdsplads de sidste 6 måneder? 

S/L/K: Udflytning. 

K: Det er også det der bliver talt meget om til frokost 
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L: Det må være udflytningen. 

 Hvad med det at være en del af procesgruppen? Hvordan vil i karakterisere den 

ændring? 

L: Der gik lang tid inden vi kom i gang fordi vi var i gang med alt muligt forskelligt alle sammen. Vi 

kom i gang her i januar 18. Da vi så ligesom havde sat os sammen og vi tænkte at vi prøver at køre 

den her linje, og vi fik sat nogle ting sammen og fik nogle ting ned. Så syntes jeg faktisk vi har haft 

et rigtig rigtig godt samarbejde. Og det vi så har gjort, når mødet ligesom er slut har vi lavet en 

opsummering om den tager sig af det og den tager af det, og når vi så kommer til næste møde så 

indledningsvis så samler vi lige op på de hængepartier vi har haft og går videre med det vi har. 

Hvordan har det været at have den opgave oven i jeres normale arbejde? 

S: Jeg syntes det har været godt 

L: Det syntes jeg også. Altså, det skal siges den her gang, vi har ligesom fået tid til. Det er virkelig 

blevet taget godt i mod. Det skal altså bare på plads. Det er ikke noget jeg har følt at det bare lige 

skal tage kort tid. 

S: Vi har fået lov til at bruge tid på det. 

 Sasha du sagde det har været godt. Hvorfor har det været godt? 

S: En ting er jo variationen sådan helt overordnet set, men også det her med at fordybe sig i noget 

som egentlig er så vigtigt. For mig som forholdsvis ny har det været en stor frustration hvordan det 

har været lidt rodet med de her vejledning når jeg ikke helt har forstået det som har stået i den og 

ikke helt har vidst hvad man har ledt efter. På den måde syntes jeg det har været helt vildt fedt at 

være en del af, også den her med at andre i import og visitering har anerkendt det vi har lavet og 

kan bruge det til noget. 

K: Jeg kan godt slutte op om det du [S] siger. Plus så vil jeg sige at der er da nogle af tingene det 

har da gjort at man lige er begyndt at tænke lidt anderledes end man er vant ting fordi man bare 

har gjort sådan når man er lært op af nogen som har siddet med det i 10 år. Fra min egen side har 

det givet noget at se tingene fra en anden vinkel. 

L: Jeg syntes også at vi i den her proces har prøvet at ligesom altså vi besluttede os tre at vores pixi 

på eksport den bliver godt nok lang og den bliver godt nok stor. Men i stedet for at skulle ind og 

lede efter en helt masse, så når den kommer ind i Sharepoint så har de nogle intetsigende 

overskrifter. Så har vi ligesom prøvet at tænke ind i vores overskrifter, ja det er de her 

problemstillinger man kommer ud for og så prøve at give dem nogle overskrifter man kan nik 

genkende til. 
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Hvordan vil i karakterisere samtalerne i gruppen? 

K: Jeg syntes de har været godt og jeg syntes vi har givet plads. Og nu Sasha der er ny, jeg syntes 

da også du har fået lov at sige hvordan du gjorde og der er blevet lyttet. 

L: Ja men også den her med at ”jamen det her forstår jeg ikke helt”, så ligesom prøve at gå med en 

anden indgang til det. Men jeg må så indrømme at nu S og K kommer fra Odense og mig fra Århus, 

men jeg syntes bare at den gang vi kom i gang har vi samarbejdet rigtig godt. Der har ikke været 

noget med at vende øjne eller noget som helt (L og K: Enig!).  

S: Jeg syntes vi har suppleret hinanden. Ja jeg er  nyere end jer men jeg har også meget den her 

sådan her ”hvorfor” hvorfor gøre sådan vil det ikke være nemmere at gøre sådan. Det gør det 

nemmere for mig at forstå hvorfor tingene er som de er og samtidig fornemmer jeg også det giver 

jer noget at jeg spørger.. 

L: Helt sikkert! 

S (fortsat): for det bliver hurtig noget man gør. 

L: for man skal alligevel have sat det i gang. 

K: Derfor er det også sundt at vi sådan set er sat sammen som en gruppen med en ny, gammel og 

en midt i mellem 

L: Det kan jeg nikke genkende til. Det der med ’derfor’. 

K: Vi har også gjort noget andet med det. For vi har ligesom valgt at lave vores pixi i én. Ikke at 

dele det op. 

Undervejs i jeres samtaler, har der været nogle steder hvor i har opdaget nogle uenigheder i har 

brugt tid på at afklare? (altså forskellige måder at gøre det på) 

S/K/L: Ja! 

L: Der er mange veje der fører til Rom. 

K: Det er arkivering af handelsprisskemaet. Vi har sat det i pixi’en på den måde som S og L gør det, 

jeg gør det på en anden måde. Jeg kan huske dengang vi lavede det, for mig var det fint nok at vi 

satte det ind som de gjorde fordi det var jo også rigtigt, men nu kan jeg se at de gør det i én 

ekspedition. Deres (L og S) er også en rigtig måde at gøre det på. Jeg talte med GTH og de spurgte 

hvorfor vi havde gjort sådan, og så sagde jeg bare til dem at det var fordi jeg var i mindretal. Nej 

sådan var det jo heller ikke ment, men vi gjorde det på hver sin måde, og det var jo lige så rigtigt 

og når vi nu får talt om det kan jeg godt se det smarte i at gøre det på den anden måde.  

Hvordan var det at have de snakke? 
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K: jeg tænkte ikke på det. 

L: Men igen som Sasha siger det, det er sådan noget som giver frustration ved nye medarbejdere. 

K: Der er noget andet vi gør vi har sat ind. Når vi laver ”søgningen” der har vi sat ind at vi går ind 

og finder, der har jeg en knap liggende på proceslinjen og der har Therese efterfølgende været at 

sagt den vil hun gerne have vi får skrevet ind, for den sparer nogle klik. 

Har jeres samvær i procesgruppen været anderledes end den måde i normalt er sammen på i 

hverdagen? Har i haft en anden type samtaler? 

L: Altså det er jo meget koncentreret når vi er sammen og så videre. Men det der så er det gode 

ved det er når nu Sasha og Kirsten sidder i Odense, så er det også rart nok at høre hvordan det går 

på det sociale plan, for jeg hører jo under Therese. 

S: Jeg syntes det har været rart at sidde nede og have en faglig snak som man får noget ud af. 

Hvorfor har i ikke den type samtaler i hverdagen? 

S: Altså jeg oplever ikke at vi har det. 

L/K: Nej det har vi altså heller ikke. 

L: Men altså nu er vi to i Århus med eksport og vi udveksler jo hele tiden ping ponger, men det er 

jo noget andet som omhandler priser. Det her (Procesgruppen) er selv processen hvordan man gør 

ind i de forskellige systemer. 

Er det det værd at mødes i gruppen (det bruges en masse tid)? 

K/S/L: Ja det er det. 

L: Jeg syntes ikke det kan undværes. 

S: Jeg syntes det er rigtig godt. Inden vi har siddet ned og snakket på den her måde, så syntes jeg 

hurtig hvis man prøvede at få en snak om det så blev det ”du skal gøre sådan for det plejer vi at 

gøre”. Og når man spurgte til hvorfor ”nej, nej sådan der”… 

Hvad tror i effekten er for MOTOR? 

L: jeg tror det er en mere positiv indgang fordi man får at vide hvorfor.  

S: Det gør det mere ensformigt og nemmere at gå til.  

L: og få forståelse for hvorfor i stedet for bare at få at vide. 
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S: jeg syntes også det er rart at der er kommet nogle kolleger som har sagt, lige det her kunne jeg 

tænke mig var uddybet i pixien eller vi er lidt i tvivl om hvordan vi gør det det og sådan. Altså man 

kan bruge det på den måde for at gøre det nemmere.  

Hvordan har kontakten været til jeres kolleger som ikke har været en del af procesgruppen? 

S: Minimal, Men de har jo heller ikke været en rar stor del af det. 

L: Nu har jeg jo talt lidt med Sudan. Egentlig har det været positiv respons. 

K: Jeg tror det giver mening. For så er det ikke kun ens erfaring og udtryk der kommer ned i den 

(pixi’en). Når vi sidder flere så er det et fælles udtryk 

S: Jeg tror godt de andre kolleger kunne være inddraget mere. Men vi kan selvfølgelig ikke mødes 

alle sammen. 

K: Derfor håber jeg da når den (pixi) kommer ud så håber jeg at vi får nogle tilbagemeldinger fra 

kollegerne hvis de mener noget skal være anderledes. 

L: Hvis nogen syntes noget skal være anderledes så vi er helt åbne. 

K: Helt sikkert! 

Kan i huske der skete noget specifikt i forbindelse med opstarten med procesgruppen? 

S: Jeg tror der blev spurgt hvem der ville være med. 

 Hvem spurgte hvornår? 

K: Therese. (S og L: Ja!) 

L: Det var i august eller september. 

L: Jeg blev spurgt ved en 1:1 om jeg ikke ville være med 

S og K: Det var et enhedsmødet 

K: Jeg var ovre og tale med hende på kontoret efter mødet. 

 Er i her frivilligt? 

LKS: Frivilligt 

 Gør det noget specielt? 

LKS: Ja 

S: så er man jo med i det fordi man har en interesse i det. 
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L: Altså gejsten ved det. Vi vil gerne have et så godt værktøj som muligt. 

 Kunne i sige nej? 

LKS: Ja 

Skete der noget andet? 

S: Therese spurgte om jeg ville have koordinatorrollen men jeg syntes det blev for meget 

 Kan i huske opstartsworkshopen? 

LKS: Ja 

 Gave den mening og hvilken effekt havde den? 

S: jeg tænker at hvis vi gået direkte til anden gang vi mødtes så havde der manglet en opstart, men 

samtidig har jeg også lidt svært ved at sige sådan lige at sætte ord på hvad det var der godt. Men 

jeg tror den havde manglet hvis vi ikke havde haft den. 

K: Ja det tror jeg altså også. 

L: Ja. For der anden møde var der noget andet der faldt på plads. 

S: Den (opstartsworkshop) sat nogle tanker i gang som man havde med videre. Altså hele den her 

hvorfor er vi, hvilke forventninger har vi til det og hvad vil vi gerne opnå med det? Altså bare få 

nogle tanker i gang med det. 

 Kan du [Sasha] huske noget specielt? 

S: Jeg kan huske det der var meget vigtig for mig var at gøre noget meningsfuldt. Så det ikke bare 

blev noget man gjorde fordi det skal gøres, men at det sådan set gav mening at gøre det. Altså 

havde en effekt. Man kan bruge det til et eller andet. 

 

 

Ekstra optagelse: 

Hvorfor der vigtig hvilke nogle ord man bruger? Hvilke nogle ord har i talt om? 

K: Var det klik og tryk. Og vælg og indsæt? 

S: Ja. 

L: Det var i hvert fald den her Klik og Tryk. 
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Hvordan har i talt om det? 

S: Vi gjorde det for at finde ud af hvad ser bedst ud og hvad lyder. Men størstedelen var for at gøre 

det ensformigt så man ikke skriver klik det eneste og tryk det andet 

LK: Ja ensartethed. 

S: Ja. 

S: Det er også sjovt det der med tryk eller klik det begynder lige pludselig at fylde rigtig meget. 

Man begynder at analysere på om man nu bruger tryk eller klik og hvorfor var det nu lige så vigtigt 

men det ene bliver bare lige pludselig mere positivt eller korrekt end det andet. 

15.2.3 Transcripts: Import 

Import 

B, M og K. 

Hvornår stoppede Lone? 

B: For en måned siden. 

M: Lone har været udlånt i en månedstid. 

Hvornår stoppede hun med at være en del af gruppen? 

B: Gruppen har jo haltet voldsomt 

Hvor mange møder har i holdt? 

B: Intet. Det er sådan blevet holdt lidt nede. Der er ingen ressource til at lave noget som helst. 

Lone var sat på til at lave de praktisk ting, men hun er blevet fjernet og der ikke ressource til at 

gøre noget. 

Hvad har i haft travlt med? 

M: Sagsbehandling er bare eksploderet i forhold til antal hænder 

B: Der kom jo den her nye lovgivning de smed op her 3/10. Så gik alt import og eksport i stå og så 

gik der et par måneder inden autobranchen kunne sige ok det er det her som er sket. Ok nu skal vi 

have bilerne i gang og så er det så væltet ind. Og nu er det så forår og så skal veteranbilerne ud og 

køre. Alle de der specialleasingbiler skal også ud og køre. 

B: Så der bliver ikke frigivet til noget som helst. Og der bliver ansat folk men de bliver ikke sporet 

ind på opgaven, og det her er slet ikke kommet op til dem endnu. 

Så lovgivning har ophobet opgaver? 
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M: Ja det lange forhandlingsforløb der gik alting i stå. 

B: Så alt det der der skete i branchen og ny lovgivning har væltet læsset. Og det man troede der 

var bare lige, med tilpasning af rengemaskiner og systemer har vist sig at være en kæmpe 

udfordring og vi er ikke i mål endnu. 

M: Klaus og jeg blev pludselig sat i gang med noget eksternt til lovgivning. 

Hvorfor valgte i at deltage? 

B: Jeg valgte at deltage fordi de nye mennesker der kommer i SKAT de skulle have noget bedre og 

starte på en jeg starede. Min opstart var sidemandsoplæring og så skulle jeg læse pixivejledninger 

og de var ganske udforståelige. Alle de ting var har håbet med har været meget mere tilgængelig 

og overskueligt. Jeg syntes det var nogle gode oplæg. Så de nye der starter starter på samme 

måde igen; her er en tør pixi vejledning uden billeder. Derfor meldte jeg – vi kunne tage i mod nye 

kolleger – velkommen – det er den her måde vi arbejder på. 

M: Jeg meldte mig på fordi jeg egentlig stod som ny. Jeg kunne se at nogle af de her pixi 

vejledninger kunne gøres bedre. Jeg kom fra et job fordi jeg var vant til at tage hånd om elever og 

standardisering. Jeg har været med et projekt hvor vi standardiserede processer i TRYG. Da jeg 

startede i TRYG var det hold opstart – vi var 8 samme. Nu i SKAT bliver folk bare kastet ud på glatis. 

Min indgangsvinkel var friske øjne og jeg kom med erfaring omkring noget som fungerede og ikke 

fungerede. 

M: Sådan noget arbejde her tager tid. 

Har i haft en dialog med Ulla omkring tid? 

B: Ja men hun bliver målt på driften. Hvis hun siger at vi skal bruge ressourcer på at lave en pixi 

vejledning så bliver hun ikke populær. Så det vi har gjort er at stjæle tid her og der, men vi kan ikke 

rykke to dage ud. 

Hvilken effekt har gruppens arbejde haft? 

B: Den effekt den havde i Odense var at det var det vi skulle og det her vi skal gøre. Men så er det 

ligesom gået i stå. 

BM: hmm. Ja vi vi aner ikke hvad der sker i andre afdelinger. Lizzie som var med i Odense har vi 

slet ikke hørt noget fra. Er hun stadig i SKAT? 

Hvordan blev i etableret? 

B: jeg hørte om det via et enhedsmøde. Jeg kastede selv bolden op fordi jeg spurgte til hvad vi gør 

med de nye. 
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M: Jeg hørte om det ved et enhedsmøde. Jeg tænkte at hvis ikke andet kan jeg være et sætte 

friske øjne. 

Meldte du dig frivilligt? 

M: Ja. Jeg kunne sagtens sige nej. 

B: jeg har frivilligt meldt mig 

Er det anderledes at melde sig frivilligt? 

M: Hvis det nu er ens leder som kommer og spørger om man kan og vil det her, så vil det nok få 

mere bevågenhed fra lederen. Så vil der måske komme et større skub nede fra, og få tildelt 

ressourcer. Vi har heller ikke fået feedback og det kommer der måske mere af. 

Hvordan kunne det være anderledes? 

B: Det skulle have været meget mere konkret med aftaler og ressourcer og for gud skyld brug de 

ressourcer. Det er blevet lidt for løst det hele uden en plan og opgaver. 

M: Noget design på pixi’er. Det ville hjælpe med procesbeskrivelser og enkelte trin der skulle 

udføres, så ville det blive mere konkret. 

Hvorfor er dette sket? 

M: Når det trækkes ud i en driftafdeling så går der ressourcer til drift og ikke til udvikling. Særligt 

fordi ledere ikke bliver målt på proces. 

B: ja, der mangler projektfolk og ressourcer ligesom de havde i Høje Taastrup. I HT var rigtig 

mange folk ansat fordi det var Motors hovedsæde 

 

15.2.4 Transcripts: Special Vehicles 
Hvor lang tid har i været her 

S: Jeg har været ansat siden 1983 

G: Jeg har været ansat siden 1976 

S kan desværre ikke være her i dag på grund af ferie. Ca. 1975. (Motor 1995) 

 

Mit første spørgsmål til jer: Hvorfor deltager i en processgruppe. 

G: Det gør vi jo fordi vores arbejde skal videregives til motor Aalborg. 
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S: jeg har været med i den anden processgruppe siden 2013. Altså den landsdækkende. Det var ensartethed på 

landsplan. Vores pixivejledning til indrettes så alle kunne læse og forstå dem. Det syntes jeg var interessant at få sat på 

skinner, så vores kolleger kunne skifte fra eksport til import. Når vi har siddet på import i flere måneder, og sagerne 

hober sig op i eksport og man bliver spurgt ”ej. Kan vi ikke lige sætte dig på import” så hiver man lige pixien frem og 

det gør det bare så utrolig nemt at komme i gang med igen.  

Her og nu og syntes jeg faktisk. Ja det skal overleveres til ålborg, men der ikke nogen andre som ved noget om G til H 

og G og Sv sidder med det hver dag. Altså det skal jo videreformidles så det er let forståeligt og det kommer godt 

videre. 

Deltager I i procesgruppen fordi i er særligt interesseret i en metode eller er det en overordnet interesse? 

S: Nu når vi siddet og arbejdet med det så giver det anledning til at diskutere arbejdsmetoder. Altså hvordan vi gør 

tingene hver især og så tænker ”ej det er sku da smartere at gøre sådan” ”ja det havde jeg aldrig tænkt”.  

G: Ja det er sundt 

S: ”Sv. Ja det er sku egentlig også da smart”. Så man får lige vendt nogle ting hvor man har siddet med nogle 

indgroede vaner. Man får vendt arbejdsprocessen 

05:32 G: Ja det der eksport. Jeg lavede acute pdf og gemte den på min computer. Nu spekulerer jeg ikke på hvor den 

er på computeren. I captha kan jeg nu knytte en fil direkte til sagen i stedet for at.  Sven gik ud og printede. 

06:57. S: Ja man tillægger sig nogle dårlige ting  

G: Vaner! 

S: Ja vaner. Det er jo ikke noget man tænker over i hverdagen. Så siger man hvorfor gør du ikke sådan og sådan, ja det 

har jeg egentlig ikke tænkt over. 

S: Ja når man gemmer for eksempel. Så kan man foreksempel også gå ind i den der acute pdf kan du lægge alle 

sammen over i captha på en gang og give dem numre efterhånden. Så siger Sven ”ja jeg går jo ind og klikker på en af 

gangen, jeg vidste ikke man kunne det andet. Det er jo egentlig smart”. Så der er jo egentlig mange gode ting i det. 

Vil i relatere forbedring til procesgruppen. Det kunne jo også foregå i hverdagen? 

G: Der er jo mange gange så tror jeg ikek man videndeler ligesom i det her. Fordi man tænker at det ved folk. Vi tror 

faktisk at kollegaer er klar over det. 

08:30: S: nogle gange har vi jo noget hvor vi fundet ud af noget og tænker ” det skal alle sammen jo vide” som vi tager 

med på fællesmødet. Sådan nogle småting (pdf/capathc) det ville vi ikke tage med til et fæælessmøde. Alle arbejder jo 

bare derud med vores vaner. 

08:35 Er det specielt at være i en procesgruppe? Hvordan er det at åbne op for ens ? 

G: Jeg syntes det er positivt. 

S: det syntes jeg også 

G:Det er da dejligt at find ud af ting man kan gøre nemmere 

S: jeg tror også det er godt at sidde i en gruppe. Man kunne måske godt have tænkt sig at.. nu for eksempel.. Hanne og 

hans der også laver  GTH kunne også have godt af det. 
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S: jeg har ikke noget imod at sige det vidste jeg sku ikke. Der er ikke nogen af os der…. Andet end at vi suger til os. 

G: omkring det her kunne vi godt… nu ved vi godt.. vi ved jo nogenlunde hvordan eksports beskrivelse ser ud og den 

har vi sådan set os lænet os op af, bortset fra at det jo er to vidt forskellige ting. Men nogle af tingere er jo det samme 

og det vil det være for både import, eksport og GTH. Og der kunne vi måske godt have tænkt os at have... altså vi 

sidder og siger til os selv altså hvad gør import. Men det ved vi jo ikke. Fordi der er jo mange af tingene som bør være 

ens. For hvis vi får nye kolleger så vil de sige hvor laver man import sådan og eksport sådan. Men det kan jo godt at 

man på længere sigt får dem ensartet – det bør man i hvert fald gøre. 

S: Men vi er langt fra færdige.. hold da op! 

G. men det er jo også fordi på GTH er der så mange undtagelser. Eller sådan små.. ja … petitesser. 

S: Ja det er spændende. 

Hvad er forskellen på at sidde og tale sammen i et lokale som i har gjort her og udforsket/forstå jeres forskellige 

metoder. I kunne jo også bare lave den gode vejledning og sende den ud til folk og læse. 

S: [I samtalen] får vi vendt hver eneste lille ting jo. Faktisk.  

G: Ellers ville der jo være en som lavede vejledningen og så ville det være sådan. 

S: Vi er lige pludselig tre der skal blive enige om at er det sådan her vi har forstået det alle tre, og hvis vi skriver sådan 

vil resten så forstå hvad det er vi mener. Jeg syntes det er spændende… 

Hvor har i været mest enige / uenige? Hvor har i oplevet størst forskelligeheder som er blevet til en fælles måde? 

G: Det er nok acute pdf. 

S: Det er jo nok fordi Sv har den der med at tage kopi. Han sagde jo i går at han måtte sku nok bøje sig at det var nok 

vejen frem at man tager den over pdf. 

S/G: Sven har printet, scannet til sig selv og så klippet ind. 

G: Så skal det lige siges at der har været en god lange periode hvor CMR ikke har regnet rigtigt så man måtte lave en 

udregning på varebilen og så på personbilen. Ligesom lidt lave et manuelt regnestykke. Men det var dengang.. 

S: Det er jo smart med cute pdf og det ved Sv også godt nu. 

Hvad har det været af betydelige ændringer på jeres arbejdsplads de sidste 6 måneder?: 

S: Flytning til Ålborg fylder allermest 

S: Så er det selvfølgelig sikker drift. Det får vi alle skudt i skoen. Vi skal huske at opretholde og producere og producre. 

G: Plus at vores kolleger falder væk. 

S: Ja vi bliver færre og færre 

S: Vores nye direktør er blevet præsentet. Og underdirektør. 

G. Jeg er på skolen nu. Jeg har tidligere været 20 å i inddrivelse, så derfor hvis jeg ligesom skulle sige ”hvor kan jeg se 

mig selv i alt det her”, med til Ålborg skal jeg i hvert fald ikke. Men gældsstyrelsen er i Middelfart og det kan jeg finde 

ud. At komme på skolebænken fylder også meget. Det er dagskole. Det er en dag om ugen indtil den 9. april. 
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G: man får tankerne helt væk. 

S: det er jo det der med at.. (Historien om at snakken i saunaen hovedsageligt drejer sig om flytning og det syntes S. er 

træls) 

S: en anden ting er alle vores gode kolleger som har rejst. De har sagt op fordi de har fået andet arbejde. Det er trist 

når man skal sige farvel til dem. Så bliver det lige pludselige virkelighed. 

G: Vi syntes Motor har været et rart sted at være. Når folk så smutter.. det er hårdt. 

S: Vi er en stor familie. Folk rejser kun fra motor for at gå på pension. 

Har procesgruppen været en betydelig ændring? 

S: Nej ikke en betydelig. Men der bliver vi også koblet fra alt andet. 

G: Ja – som egentlig er rart (at blive koblet fra). Det er rart med afveksling. 

S: Vi fordyber os i det. 

Hvad har effekt været af at have en procesgruppe for jer? 

S: Det giver et afbræk. Vi har en samhørighed. 

G: Det giver noget input med at man ændrer måden at gøre tingene på. 

G: Det giver en ny opfattelse af det samme. Der er jo mange ting. Det kan jo gøres på mange måder. Det kan jo være 

at en person siger, det der er det nemmeste for mig, hvor en anden person siger det der er ude i hampen. 

S: Ja det er jo heller ikke sådan at man siger at det skal jeg jo kun arbejde med 1.5 år endnu. Vi er jo også 

interesserede i at det kommer godt videre til de nye. Det lægger vi et godt stykke arbejde i. Det skal bare være i orden 

og sidde lige i skabet. 

Har i vist noget til nogen andre? 

G: Vi har vist noget til eksport gruppen. 

S: Det var en eller anden arbejdsgang hvor vi havde lavet noget som vi syntes eksportgruppen burde gør 

G: Hun (E1) var enig med os, men det syntes de to andre ikke så hun var i mindretal. Så det kunne hun ikke få 

gemmenført. 

S: Hun var fuldstændig enig med os. 

Kunne hun forklare hvorfor flertallet syntes noget andet? 

S: Hun kunne ikke forklare hvorfor. 

S: Vores var hurtigere eller enklere. Var det ikke det? 

G: Jeg tror Kirsten kan huske det. 

S: Det skal jo være ens hos os og import og eksport 
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Hvordan har procesgruppen påvirket videndeling mellem jer (deltagerne i gruppen)? 

S: Jamen altså. Vi taler jo fuldstændig ud af posen. 

G: Altså nu kender vi hinanden.. 

G: Altså vi har jo ikke de her barrierer så vi ikke tør.. [sige hvad vi tør] 

S: Vi er da bare gode sammen til at videndele og tale ud af posen 

G: Ja, men derfor kan vi alligevel sidde i den situation at vi alligevel tror at vores kolleger tror vi ved hvad de ved. 

Selvom vi siger vi er åbne. 

Men hvorfor er det så anderledes nå i sætter jer ind i et mødelokale fremfor bare at sidde på kontorpladser ved 

siden af hinanden? 

S: Jeg ved ikke hvad det er der gør det når vi kommer herind og sidder.  

 Men det er anderledes når i kommer herind og sidder? 

S: Ja det er det. Det er klart når vi sidder her bare os med fokus rettet på én ting. 

G: én ting 

Har det givet anledning til anderledes måder at arbejde på? 

G. Ja jeg er jo så begyndt at importere 

_________________________ 

32:10 Ghita forklarer omkring ”Bindende svar” som er opgaven de har arbejdet med.. 

((((((((((((G: Det som vi har beskrevet her er bindende svar. Kunden siger vi vil gerne vide hvad det koster. )))))) 

_________________________ 

Har i nogle specifikke eksempler på ord i har diskuteret? 

G: Nej ikke sådan rigtigt. 

I forhold til at i blev etableret som en procesgruppe. Hvad kan i huske det skete for at få jer etableret som 

procesgruppe? 

Ligegyldig snak… 

Hvorfor gik i overhovedet i gang med det? 

S: Jeg har været i processen gruppen 

G: Jeg syntes det var vigtigt at give arbejdsopgaven videre. 

 

Hvordan fik i information om at den her procesgruppe fandtes? 
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G: Jeg tror at Jes spurgte mig om jeg var interesseret. 

S: Ja Jes var rundt og spørge om der var nogle som var interesserede 

 

Spurgte Jes alle? 

S: Nej. Det gjorde han ikke. 

S: Han spurgte mig fordi jeg har siddet i procesgruppen 

 

Ca: 40:00 Blev i spurgt om i havde lyst? 

S: Lige sådan i starten tænkte jeg ”skal vi nu i gang igen”. 

G: Det havde måske ikke lige nået at bundefælde sig at arbejdet ryger. Tidspunktet var sådan lidt ”I [ledelsen] kan da 

bare rende os”. 

 

41:12 vil i sige at i meldte jer frivilligt til det her? 

G: Ja vi blev ikke tvunget. 

S: Ja vi meldte os frivilligt. 

41:30 Betyder det noget for jer? 

S: Selvfølgelig hvis det betyder noget for så har man en anden indgang til det end noget man bliver tvunget til, så har 

man en anden tilgang til det end noget man bliver tvunget til. 

 

G: Ja men det tager jo tid det her 

S:  Ja men ledelsen er jo også klar over at det skal jo laves det her jo. 

G: Ja men derfor kan du alligevel godt have en eller anden telefon du er blevet rykket godt. Det tager jo tid. 

S: Ja det tager tid og kommer til at tage tid, men der er jo grønt lys for det. 

Men tid er ligesom blevet allokeret til det her? 

S: Ja. 

G: Ja men derfor kan jo alligevel godt have det lidt med en selv fordi man jo er lidt fraværrende fra sine faste opgaver. 

 

Vi holdt en opstartsworkshop. Gav den anledning til noget? 

S: Nej ikke umiddelbart. 
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G: jeg må erkende jeg kan ikke huske det. 

 

Hvad nu hvis opstartsworkshoppen ikke var der? 

S. Det er måske meget naturligt. 

 

S: Altså jeg savner at vi kan sidde alle sammen import, eksport og visitering med det arbejde vi har nået og sige hvor 

langt er vi kommet og er det ensartet. Går vi ud af den samme vej alle sammen? Det er tit vi sidder og siger ”hvordan 

mon de gør i eksport?”. 

G: Altså jeg syntes når de er færdige alle sammen skal gå dem igennem. 

S: Jeg syntes vi skulle fra start af.  

 

Vi har været til tre møder. Vi har været der alle sammen. 

 

Hvad har du fået ud af den?: 

- Vidensdeling. Ja! 

o Sven, Gitta og Susan havde tre forskellige måder at gøre ting på. Nu er det én måde. 

o G: Selvom vi sidder sammen så har vi antagelser om at vi ved hvad hinanden gør. 

- Man kan få tid, men opgaven ligger der måske endnu. 

- Steps: 

o Opstartworkshop. Måske. 

o Frivillige deltagelse. Ja! 

o Tid. Ja! 

o Mødelokale. Ja! 

- Ja det er anderledes: Delta videndeling. 

 

15.3 Workshop results and transcripts from study 2 

 

CW 2017.06.21 

Tilstedeværende: Anni, Louise. (Der var ingen med fra produktionen. Anni og Louise sidder i 

supportafdeling men er begge DO’er) 

 

Mødeaktivitet 
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Der har været afholdt 2 møder  

1. møde: LOBA (Fast daghold), Malle, Jimmy, Peter bak 

2. møde: LOBA (Fast daghold), Anni (Fast daghold), Henning (I produktion), Jimmy  (I produktion), 

Michael Skotte  (I produktion) 

(Mark deltog ikke i nogen møder) 

 

CW outcome 

 

Del 1 

1A og 1B. I de sidste seks måneder har der været meget aktivitet omkring oprettelsen af et nyt lab. 

Det har lagt beslag på CoP medlemmers tid. Det har også haft betydning for design af nye 

procedurer, da prøveudtag proceduren bliver anderledes ifbm det nye lab. Der var ingen 

projektleder på ’Nyt lab’ – citat LOBA. 

1C. Benny er DO som har varetaget mange koordineringsopgaver, men han blev syg og 

efterfølgende blev mange af hans opgaver lagt over på LOBA/Anni. Benny varetog blandt andet 

kasseprojektet. 

1F. Nu skal vi selv til at afsende. Før afleverede DO bare prøver i et køleskab. Nu skal DO selv tage 

stilling til hvilket køleskab samt pakke prøverne i kasser med bobbelplast. 

L

A

1. Hvilke betydelige ændringer/begivenheder har der været i og omkring afdelingen indenfor de sidste 4 måneder?"

2. "Hvilke betydelige begivenheder/ændringer har du opdaget i forhold til jeres instruktioner og videndeling?"

3. "Hvilke betydelige begivenheder har der været omkring videndeling/forsøgsgruppen?"

3D Koordinator

3E Mødelokale (I 

kontrolrum er der ingen 

ro)

3F Længde/stoppede 

(Længde på gruppens 

møde)

3G Opstartsworkhsop

Louise

Anni

3A Lav bemanding / 

nattevagt

3B De rigtige på arbejde - 

prøveudtagere

F. Ny procedure for 

prøveaflevering.

(Sammenhæng med nyt 

lab.)

2A. Mundtlig info - 

Oplæring
2B. Interesse for ny JTP

A. Nyt laboratorium

(Tung for LOBA. Blev 

præget af manglende 

projektleder)

B. Ny procedure for 

prøveudtagning. (Nu skal 

kasser på frost)

(Sammenhæng med nyt 

lab. Tung for Anni)

C. Benny syg
D. Opdatering af SOP 

050508

E. Nye metoder

(Sammenhæng med nyt 

lab. Tung for LOBA.

3C Anderledes m. nyt 

ansigt
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Del-konklusion: Deltagerne identificerede ikke gruppen som en væsentlig aktivitet. Projektet 

omkring oprettelse af nyt laboratorium og de afledte aktiviteter har lagt beslag på mange 

ressourcer. 

Del 2 

2A. Anni fremlagde på et møde omkring brugen af kasserne. Det var godt at høre om at kasser 

skulle bruges, og deltagerne syntes det var godt at høre om. PÅ CW workshop fortalte Anni at hun 

præsenterede på mødet at DO’er skulle til at afsende prøver i kasser, og RJ spurgte Anni hvad 

responsen var fra DO’erne der deltog i mødet: Det var dejligt at høre om inden man fik trukket det 

ned over ørerne – Anni. 

Hvis gruppen ikke havde været der: Så havde man bare fået SOP’en ud og så kunne man læse 

SOP’en – Anni 

Louise: Vi kaldt folk ind og forklarede dem om ændringer og gik bagefter ned og viste dem 

ændringen, og bagefter gik vi op så de kunne stille spørgsmål. 

Nogle gange tror de (RJ: DO’er) at det bare er os to der finder på alting – Louise (Ved at DO’er får 

viden igennem ISOTrain og læse SOP så bliver årsager til forklaringer ikke givet, og Louise/Anni kan 

stå for skud da de laver opdateringer af SOP’er). 

Del-konklusion: Det at samle praktikere er nyt. Effekten er bl.a. at SOP forfatter ikke pålægges 

skyld, at medarbejdere er forberedt samt DO’ers mulighed for at stille opklarende spørgsmål . 

2B. Henning har opdateret en JTP (RJ: er det en JI?) 

Henning var taget ud til JTP opdatering (det betyder at han sidder meget ved computeren) og hans 

kolleger spurgte ham om han bare sad og surfede på nettet (Side 9). I gruppen kunne han forklare 

hvad han lavede, sige at han gerne ville have hjælp og dermed få interesse fra sine kolleger. 

Del-konklusion: Gruppen blev en måde for en DO’er at kommunikere til sine kolleger omkring 

opgaven han løser. Effekt: Udtaget DO’er kan bede om hjælp og forklare hvorfor han ikke er i 

produktionen men sidder bag computeren. 

Fase 3 – hvad i implementeringsforløbet har haft betydning? 

Ikke mødes:  

De rigtig folk skal være på vagt, derfor har bemanding betydning for gruppens virke. Vi kan ikke 

mødes hvis folk er kaldt ind på nattevagt for så mangler der bemanding i dagtimerne hvor gruppen 

skulle mødes. Når gruppen f 

Mødes:  
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Gruppen blev prioriteret – gruppen mødtes når det blev prioritetet, men case virksomheden har 

gang i mange projekter, derfor bliver det ofte en prioritering på den pågældende dag. 

De rigtig folk skal være på arbejde (Dem som kender til prøveudtag). Ved skifteholdsarbejde er det 

svært at få tid/mulighed for at samle de relevante mennesker. 

Et mødelokale er relevant. Der er ikke ro i kontrolrummet, for der er gang i mange ting, og der skal 

gerne være ”rum” til at stille spørgsmål og have samtaler. 

En koordinator sørger for at kalde ind og finde et mødelokale.  Ved at have en som er ansvarlig, så 

bliver der taget hånd om de praktiske forudsætninger for at gruppen mødes. 

Længden på møderne – Når der ikke var mere at tale om, så gik folk i gang med at arbejde, så det 

er fint at have 2 timer da det er tid nok. 

Opstartsworkshop’en: Det gjorde det til noget specielt. Folk viste hvad det handlede om.  

Hvis ikke man viste hvad det handlede, så var der sikkert slet ikke kommet nogen til de to 

møder – Anni (Forklarer betydningen af en opstarts workshop. Det gav viden til deltagerne om 

gruppen.) 

 

Dem som havde mulighed for det mødte op – Louise. (Forklarede at folk gerne ville deltage når de 

havde tid) 

 

Diverse kommentarer: 

 

Anni og Louise syntes det var en god idé at mødes i gruppen. Der træffes nogle gange beslutninger 

som ikke giver mening.) 

 

Fremadrettet hvis der er noget med den måde vi tager prøver på eller noget, så tænker jeg at det 

der med at indkalde dem som er på arbejde, så de får samme information af samme person - 

Louise. (Det er en refleksion fra Anni og Louise omkring betydningen af gruppen, og det at samle 

praktikere til fælles information). 

 

Diverse citater:  

 

Møder og møder og møder - Anni. 

Ingen ledelse men det er som det plejer at være - Louise. 

 

Telefoninterview med Henning 2017.07.25: 

Når vi arbejder skift så har vi ikke mulighed for at deltage på alle. Når vi er på arbejde eller holder 

fri, så kan vi ikke 

Henning gennemgik job-instruktionen på mødet. Hennings kolleger fik et indblik i hvad han laver 

og hvor lang tid det tager. Fik du faglige relevante input – Nej, for den er ikke færdig. 

Ved at mødes får man et ens verdensbillede af hvad der foregår. 
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Der er ingen der sidder og snakker bare for at snakke, så når der ikke er mere at tale om så går vi 

tilbage til vores arbejde. 

Man kunne lave en indmelding til fx en koordinator, så man ved at der er noget at snakke om. 

Det vil være godt at indkalde hver 14. dag. 

Når vi kommer mere i gang med job instruktioner så kan vi få alle til at give deres besyv med 

samlet. 

Ved at gøre indsigelser så får man bedre ejerskabsfølelser, det er relevante at få samlet folks idéer 

men det vigtigste er at DO’er får mulighed for at blive hørt. 

Ved ikke at have en gruppe, så bliver det ligesom nu hvor nogle enkelte bliver hørt og resten får 

trukket det ned over hovedet når JI’en kommer i ISOTrain. 
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Abstract 

With increasing pressure on creating more value with fewer resources, many organizations pursue 

continuous improvement culture and practices in daily operations. In operations management Lean 

and the Toyota Way have been continuous improvement role models for describing tools and 

culture. However, the cultural transformation has been reported difficult to achieve. This study 

investigates how practices in daily operations can be used to purposely support the cultural 

transformation. During an explorative case study 9 practices were identified and analysed. The 

study showed that positive practices based on appreciative inquiry and positive psychology were 

particularly effective in accelerating cultural transformation. 

 

Keywords: Lean, Culture, Transformation 

 

 

Introduction 

For the past decades, companies have pursued becoming more Lean in order to optimize their 

resource utilization and increase competitiveness (Arlbjørn & Freytag, 2013), and Lean is found to 

have a positive influence on company performance (Netland et. al, 2015). However, many 

companies only get short-term gains and fail with the Lean transformation, and often cultural 

change is mentioned as the hardest to manage to a sustainable change (Liker, 2004) and as difficult 

to study (Liker and Morgan, 2011).  

Successful Lean implementations are found to follow a comparable process consisting of five 

steps that are independent of implementation stage, size and location (Netland, 2016). When 

comparing successful with unsuccessful lean implementations successful companies have an 

organizational culture characterized by higher levels of institutional collectivism, future orientation 

and human orientation. Also, the successful companies tend to favor “soft” Lean practices as small 

mailto:rajor@dtu.dk


207 

207 
 

group problems solving, supplier partnerships and training employees to do different tasks 

(Bortolotti et al., 2014). When comparing how different management practices influence Lean 

implementations at the factory level softer practices as non-financial rewards (e.g. “town hall 

meetings” to celebrate employees achievements) or frequent evaluation at the shop floor with 

performance visualized (Netland et. al, 2015). 

In operations management Lean and the Toyota Way have been role models for describing 

continuous improvement tools and behavior (Liker and Convis, 2011). The Toyota Way explains 

the cultural foundation through five values: ‘Challenge, Kaizen, Genchi Genbutsu, Respect and 

Teamwork’. Together they represent the ideal for Toyota (Liker and Convis, 2011) and for outsiders 

they could be understood the constituents of a ‘Lean improvement culture’. Even though good 

examples of Lean implementation exist many companies still fail so knowledge is still needed to 

support the cultural transformation. Since cultural transformation requires a long-term investment, 

the focus of this paper was on operational practices. The practices investigated should support the 

cultural transformation into a continuous improvement culture based on the five Lean values. This 

means that the relevant practices to study should directly support continuous improvement culture. 

Therefore, the practices examined were limited to actual continuous improvement practices that 

directly worked on realizing improvements. Based on these reflections the purpose of this paper 

was to answer the research question: What practices in daily operations enables and support cultural 

transformation to a Lean improvement culture? 

 

Methodology 
In order to investigate how a cultural transformation can be enabled and supported by daily 

practices on the factory level, the research was conducted as an exploratory case study in a single 

organization. In the researchers’ network an appropriate case company was identified. The company 

was a Danish medical devices manufacturing company working with Lean manufacturing and 

explicitly on improvement culture. The manufacturing company had realized that a strategic focus 

on becoming a ramp-up specialist with daily continuous improvement was their only way to survive 

as a manufacturer. Consequently, the management had focused on creating a lean improvement 

culture for several years. The time period of the research project was characterized by many 

changes at the facility where managers encouraged active development of the culture through 

different approaches and practices. Because of that the company was an ideal case for exploring 

practices and analysing their impact on enabling and supporting improvement culture.  

Due to an interest from the company in accelerating cultural transformation, the researchers were 

granted extensive access in the manufacturing plant. For a period of one year, the researchers had 

open access to investigate daily operational improvement practices through observation at the shop 

floor, interviews, and focus group discussions. The practices that were relevant to investigate to 

answer the research question were defined as continuous improvement practices that directly 

worked on realizing improvements. In order to answer the research question the following research 

design was used: 

1. During interviews and shop floor observations, every continuous improvement practice in 

daily operations was registered 

2. Each practice was then further investigated by direct observation 

3. Each practice was described 

4. An scale was established to assess how each practice could support the cultural 

transformation 

5. The practices were scored on the scale, and the top two practices were selected 

6. The top two practices were further analysed in-depth through interviews and direct 
observations to describe and understand how they worked. 
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Identified practices 
Based on the explorative case study at the shop floor of the manufacturing plant, 9 practices were 

identified that were continuous improvement practices in daily operations. The identified practices 

are described in table 1. 

 

Table 1 – Identified practices at the shop floor. 

Practice Purpose Participants How 

Daily 

performance 

meeting 

Supporting that the production 

runs smoothly by solving acute 

problems, coordinating tasks 

and resources and build/support 

a strong relationships. 

Responsible 

manager and 

employees  

People meet for 15 minutes at a 

board visualizing performance. 

Some meetings included a daily 

joke. 

Problem 

solving (A3) 

Long term problem solving 

through scientific thinking. 

Supports the short term problem 

solving at the Daily 

performance meeting. 

An expert, manager 

and problem 

owners. 

Problem solving teams presented 

weekly and received feedback 

from expert and relevant 

managers. 

Success 

solving 

Facilitate learning from 

performance successes through 

scientific thinking and 

appreciative questions. 

A manager and 

employees 

Managers could ad-hoc initiate the 

process and a assign a responsible 

comparable to a problem solving 

process. 

Shift 

handover 

meetings 

That all relevant knowledge be 

transferred from outgoing to 

incoming shift so appropriate 

action be taken and handed over 

to experts on day shift. 

Employees and 

production 

coordinator. 

Key personnel would assemble 

briefly at the performance board 

and exchange information. 

Performance 

check-in 

Do a complete process 

performance evaluation during 

shifts and take action in proper 

time. 

Employees and 

production 

coordinator. 

Production coordinators would 

meet and evaluate all process and 

either take action or relay 

information through handover. 

Quality pit-

stop 

To create a forum for 

effectively coordinating the 

necessary actions to act on a 

non-conformity (NC) event. 

Quality Control 

and all relevant 

stakeholders for the 

concrete NC. 

Daily meeting where new and 

critical NC’s were presented and 

discussion focused on solving 

them took place. Actions recorded 

and coordinated. 

TWI training 

system 

Maintain and develop the 

workforce’s skills and also 

support implementation of ideas 

from daily production. 

Employees, trainers 

and managers 

Daily between managers and 

employees about learnings that 

could be implemented to establish 

new work routines. Trainers would 

update instructions and train 

employees. 
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Role card 

(introduced) 

Establish clear roles and 

responsibilities among 

employees in a production area. 

Employees, 

manager and a 

facilitator 

Employees and manager 

developed through several 

iterations a role-responsibility map 

to clarify who did what and what 

to do under special circumstances. 

Go-see 

meeting 

Support daily coordination and 

problem solving between 

production and support 

functions to establish alignment 

between departments. 

Managers Daily meeting for 15 minutes 

where important task would be 

discussed and prioritized. 

 

Analysis 
Based on the Toyota Way values a scale was established in order to assess the practices’ potential 

for accelerating transformation to a Lean improvement culture. For each value, three binary sub-

scales were defined to quantify the practice’s focus on supporting the value in practice. The practice 

was given a score of 0 if no positives on the subscales, was given a score of +1 if 1-2 positives on 

the subscales, and was given a score of +2 if all three sub-scores were positive. The Lean Value 

Assessment Scale is defined in table 2. 

 

Table 2 – The Lean Value Assessment Scale. 

Team Work 

 
 The practice requires and supports the work in a team 

 The practice requires the engagement of different people’s strengths 

 The practice creates development opportunities, e.g., through coaching or 

new types of engagements 

Respect 

 
 The practice engages the people who know about the process 

 The practice enables different perspectives to be heard and enables efforts 

to understand each other 

 The practice builds mutual trust 

Challenge  The practice support a constant strive for improvement 

 The practice actively challenges the status quo and apparent goals 

 The practice maintains a long-term vision 

Kaizen  The practice empowers people to take initiative 

 The practice uses active experimentation (scientific thinking) 

 The practice enables create solutions 

Genchi 

Genbutsu 

 The practice happens at the source (Gemba) 

 The practice involves the people who work with the process 

 The practice makes decisions by building consensus 

 

Each of the identified practices were then assessed using the Lean Value Assessment Scale. The 

results are summarized in table 3. 

 
Table 3 – Assessment of the practices’ focus on the five Lean values. 
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Practice Teamwork Respect Challenge Kaizen Genchi 

Genbutsu 

Total 

TWI training system +2 +2 +2 +2 +2 +10 

Success solving +2 +2 +2 +2 +2 +10 

Go-see meeting +2 +2 +2 +2 +1 +9 

Problem solving (A3) +2 +1 +1 +2 +2 +8 

Role card (introduced) +2 +2 0 +1 +2 +7 

Shift handover meetings +1 +2 0 +1 +2 +6 

Performance check-in +1 +1 +1 +2 +1 +6 

Quality pit-stop +2 +1 +1 +1 +1 +6 

Daily performance 

meeting 
+2 +2 +1 +1 0 +6 

 

 

Descriptions of the practices TWI training system and success solving 
The two practices most focused on all the Lean culture values were TWI training system and 

Success solving. They were both characterized by scoring the maximum of positives for all the sub-

scales. 

The success solving practice can be further described by the following example: 

A Monday morning in June 2013 the whole moulding management team was gathered at the 

daily performance meeting, where the last 24 hours performance was reviewed. Normally 

Monday’s performance is poor because following the weekend shutdown, and more than often one 

machine or more was not running and the KPI would be in red and problem solving initiated. But 

this Monday was special since all 12 machines were up and running at full capacity. So for once the 

KPI was green on a Monday! The department manager asked out loud: “What is causing this best-

in-class performance?” The team leaders then looked at each other puzzled. After an awkward 

moment of silence, one of them answered: “We actually don’t know why? We really don’t have the 

necessary knowledge to answer that question!” 

They then decided to do a reversed A3 in order to solve this success. The new approach was 

coined “A3+” to indicate a success solving instead of problem solving. Success solving focuses on 

understanding an unexpected positive deviation from the expected with the purpose of learning 

what happened, and then changing the system permanently making the success a new standard for 

the process. The consequence of only solving problems is that focus is on reactively understanding 

and avoiding problems from recurring, and reinforcing unwanted behaviour. But with success 

solving it is possibly to strengthen and improve processes by reactively understanding a success, 

reinforcing desired behaviour and making it recur. 

  
The TWI training system (An abbreviation for Training Within Industry) was a practice focused 

on collecting and sharing ideas among factory workers on a daily basis, with the purpose of sharing 
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best practice, standardizing processes and improve performance. The practice was observed by a 

production worker training a colleague situated at the relevant workplace using a standard 

training method and the relevant work instruction. It was also observed how managers observed 

employees doing a job and comparing it to the work instruction, and afterwards having a 

conversation about improvement suggestions, questions or doubts. Also, it was observed how 

production workers got feedback on their improvement suggestions from a training department as 

a part of the implementation process. It was found that the employees experienced that following 

the implementation of the TWI training system they had a greater control over the written 

instructions because their improvement suggestions were considered and often implemented. The 

lead time for implementation of new ideas was also mentioned as having a great influence on the 

motivation to bring forward improvement suggestions. For an improvement suggestion to get 

accepted for reviewing it had to be accepted by three employees, and during review it would get 

feedback from stakeholders involved in the practice like engineers, quality department and 

managers. The management expressed that they experienced having a greater operational insight 

because they could join their employees on equal terms when reviewing the written instruction 

while actual work was taking place.   

 

Discussion 
The two practices that were most focused on supporting the cultural transformation were also 

characterized by being practiced at the manufacturing plant in a certain way. It is worth noting that 

the way they were practiced were based on the research and experiences of Appreciative Inquiry 

(Cooperrider et al., 2005) and positive psychology. These positive practices might become a 

relevant new contribution to the operations management field, as only few operations management 

papers have been published on their application (see e.g. Johnston and Beck, 2012; Hansen, 2015). 

Previous research has also shown that positive practices, such as inquiring into what already works 

and generative conversation, has the potential to enable learning cultures and transformational 

change (Barrett, 1995; Bushe & Kassam, 2005). The mechanisms for these findings might be 

explained by e.g. the cognitive psychology research by Kirschenbaum et al. (1982) on how the 

learning of new skills is accelerated by focusing on success factors rather than on problems, or by 

the neurology research by Rock & Schwartz (2005) showing that the learning of new habits is 

enhanced by explicit attention and mental focus. These research pieces add relevance to further 

investigation of whether positive practices can further accelerate cultural transformation. 

 

Conclusion 

The study shows how practices in daily operations can be used to purposely support the cultural 

transformation into a Lean improvement culture. Two such practices were analysed in depth. The 

first practice used systematic learning from positive deviances as starting point for continuous 

improvement. The analysis of this practice showed that: 

Cultural transformation can be supported by systematic analyses of positive deviancess 
These positive deviances can be identified and developed at the operational level 
Continuous improvement activities based on positive deviances simultaneously improve 

performance and reinforce improvement culture, including collaboration and mind-set 
Management plays a key role for the cultural transformation 
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Another practice focused on collecting and sharing contextual knowledge and ideas from 

between operational workers. The analysis of this practice showed that: 

Cultural transformation can be supported by a deliberate learning focus supported by practical 
training systems 

Sharing of ideas and coaching at the operational level also support cultural transformation. 
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Abstract 

 

With pressure for creating more value with fewer resources, many organizations pursue becoming 

Lean. However, many are unsuccessful in the transformation necessary for sustainable change, such 

as creating an improvement culture. This study investigates how operational meetings, offering 

frequent touch points, can be used to intentionally support cultural transformation. An explorative 

case study identified more than 30 types of meeting activities in five categories: Information, 

Action, Sparring, Learning, and Relational. A comparative case study then investigated meeting set-

ups and their role in supporting cultural change. The analysis shows how meeting set-ups can be 

designed to support cultural transformation. 
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For decades, companies have pursued becoming more Lean to increase their competitiveness and 

optimizing resource utilization (Arlbjørn & Freytag, 2013). 

However, many companies only gain short-term effects and are not successful in the cultural 

transformation necessary for sustainable change, such as creating an improvement culture (Liker, 

2004; Liker and Morgan, 2011). There seems to be a lack of explicit practices focused on leading 

the culture change through human-focused management practices. Studying lean transformations, 

Bartoletti et al. (2015) identify successful organisational cultures as characterised by higher levels 

of institutional collectivism, future orientation and human orientation. Also, the successful 

transformations tended to emphasize the softer Lean practices such as small group problem solving, 

supplier partnerships and training employees to do different tasks. These softer practices also 

include  non-financial rewards such as “town hall meetings” to celebrate employees’ achievements 

or frequent evaluation at the shop floor with visualisation of performance (Netland et. al, 2015). 

This explicit management of organizational culture involving human-focused and soft lean 

management practices thus seems to be associated with successful transformation. Still, some of the 

most obvious touch points for managing the organizational culture; operational meetings (e.g., 

Hansen & Møller 2016), have received little attention from scholars of Lean (e.g., Shah & Ward 

2007; Spear & Bowen, 1999; Liker 2004), even though they appear to be an occasion for managers 

to influence organizational culture (Bititci et al. 2015).  

The purpose of this paper is to investigate the role of operational meetings in enabling and 

supporting Lean culture transformation and is focused on answering the following research 

question: How can operational meetings be used to support cultural transformation to a Lean 

improvement culture? 

 

Operational Meetings and Continuous Improvement  

The forms and content of operational meetings are, and have long been, stressed as critical elements 

in enabling and driving continuous improvements within an organization. Imai concluded already in 

1986 that all the Kaizen (continuous improvement) programs implemented in Japan needed several 

factors related to the form and content of operational meetings such as: Formation of small-group 

activities such as Quality Control circles; Support and recognition for worker’s kaizen efforts; 

Conscious efforts for making the workplace a place where workers can pursue life goals; and 

bringing social life into the workshop as much as practical  

Furthermore, the small-group activities, then defined as “informal, voluntary small groups 

organized within the company to carry out specific tasks in the workshop” (Imai, 1986, p.96) were 

described as taking a variety of forms such as: big-brother groups, QC circles, ZD movements, no-

error movements, level-up movements, mini think tanks, suggestion groups, safety groups, 

workshop involvement movements, productivity committees, management-by-objectives groups, 

and workshop talk groups. Each group, and corresponding meeting form and content, having a 

critical role in creating the cooperative atmosphere and culture that is an inseparable part of any 

Kaizen program. 

It can also be noted that the differences between Japanese and Western approaches of quality 

management suggest that there could still be a catch up to do in relation to Japanese group and 

meeting practices. The review of Dahlgaard-Park (2011, p.513) concludes that in the Japanese 

approaches to quality management the focus area has been “building people, organizational culture 
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and process (focus on enablers)” while in the Western approaches the focus area has been 

“Measurement and results”. 

In relation to the current practices of quality management, there is currently a large interest 

among practitioners and consultant in understanding, applying and sharing insights concerning the 

emerging practices of Toyota Kata (Rother, 2009). It is described to come from a desire to explain 

and understand the underlying management system at Toyota that can show sustainable continuous 

improvements and adaptability to internal and external changes. The research behind Toyota Kata 

was according to Rother (2014) driven and initiated by the question: “What are the unseen 

managerial routines and thinking that lie behind Toyota's success with continuous improvement and 

adaptation?”(Rother, 2014, p. 1). The most widespread practices from this source are the two 

interlinked “Katas”, with one being “the improvement kata” and the other “the coaching kata” 

(Rother, 2009). The improvement kata is driven during frequent operational meetings by the use of 

five specific questions in a “coaching cycle”. It can also be described as consisting of the four 

phases: Understand the direction or challenge, grasp the current condition, establish the next target 

condition, and lastly experiment toward the target condition. This is a structured method to solve 

problems by iteratively develop solutions and knowledge about the situation and the process under 

study.  The second kata, the coaching kata is a master-apprentice coaching model aiming at 

teaching the improvement kata to the apprentice and indirectly also to the system or organization. 

The two Katas indicate that the focus can be understood as not only being related to the realisation 

of operations but also as being strongly related to learning and building new capabilities. 

In research of continuous improvement maturity many other elements relevant mentioned as 

having an impact on the development of improvement culture such as operational meetings 

(Bessant & Francis, 1999). 

 

Understanding and Approaching a Lean Improvement Culture  

Lean improvement culture has been studied at Toyota by many scholars such as Liker (2004). The 

studies have identified and described continuous improvement tools and behavior (Liker and 

Convis, 2011) as well as how the foundation of the behavioral codex of the Toyota Way consists of 

the five values: Challenge, Kaizen, Genchi Genbutsu, Respect and Teamwork. These descriptions 

help us understand what a Lean improvement culture looks like and its effect. 

However, even though these good examples are well described, knowledge about how to create 

the cultural transformation is scarce. Liker and Morgan (2006) highlight a number of challenges for 

researching and developing Lean and improvement cultures, which include understanding systems 

perspective and how learning cultures evolve. The challenges are further discussed in Liker and 

Morgan (2011), who present three methodological challenges to address in Lean research: 1) Lean 

and improvement culture exists as an emergent system: In order to be effective Lean requires 

integration of people, processes, and tools, which means that hypotheses of individual best practices 

cannot be tested since a systems view assumes complex interactions between the variables. A 

reductionist view of isolated elements of the system might lead to misleading conclusions. 2) Lean 

and improvement culture is a dynamic evolving process: Measurement at one slice in time only 

represents a stop in the journey, thus research needs to be longitudinal. 3) Lean is an evolving 

culture: Lean should not be judged only on the structure of work processes since the culture is an 

essential feature of the system, and thus, people’s way of thinking should also be captured. Based 

on these challenges they suggest that research should be based on in-depth cases studied over time 
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with action research and non-deterministic research questions (Liker & Morgan, 2011). Based on 

these research implications, this study focused on setting up a research design that would be able to 

capture and discuss the daily behavior that influence an evolving culture. 

Hansen (2015) presents a framework for describing different improvement strategies, i.e., 

approaches to continuous improvement, see figure 1. 

 

 

Figure 1 – Improvement strategy framework  

 

The improvement strategy framework show four main archetype approaches to organisational 

improvement: Fire fighting meaning ad hoc improvement when necessary, expert-driven 

rationalisation meaning emphasis on realisation of specific changes, employee empowerment 

meaning emphasis on developing improvement competencies and other organisational improvement 

capabilities, and effective continuous improvement meaning a simultaneous focus on realisation of 

changes and building improvement capabilities. 

In order to create a Lean improvement culture transformation an improvement strategy 

characterised as effective continuous improvement is necessary. This strategy requires activities that 

support people in immediate realisation of improvements and activities that support the 

development of organisational improvement capabilities. Hansen & Møller (2016) show that the 

development of organisational improvement capability is an evolving process that is supported by 

the development of organisational settings around the improvement activities. These organisational 

settings include operational meetings. The improvement framework thus provides a way of 

investigating the development of Lean improvement culture by investigating how different 

operational meetings emphasize the two dimensions. 

     

Methodology 
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The role of operational meetings for enabling and supporting cultural transformation was 

investigated in two ste ps: First, by creating categories of meeting activities through an 

explorative case study and second, by using the categories to analyze Lean transformation efforts in 

a comparative case study of three organizations. 

The explorative case study used an inductive approach inspired by Glaser and Strauss (1967) 

where a large number of observations were used to iteratively to create categories for meeting 

activities. This was carried out over a period of one year where the researchers attended over 100 

operational meetings to identify and analyze what meeting activities were carried out and how each 

of them could be assessed into a position in the improvement strategy framework. Iteratively, 

activities were mapped creating a pattern of distinct categories. Saturation was reached when all 

observed meeting activities could be clearly categorized, creating distinct categories of meeting 

activities. 

The comparative case study was carried out by using the categories to analyze all operational 

meetings at three case organizations. The researchers visited each case organization at least 5 times 

to map all operational meetings through observations and interviews. The analysis was done by 

mapping the meeting practices for each organization according to the activity categories and using 

the mapping to compare different meeting set-ups. Then, the consequent role for supporting culture 

transformation was assessed based on the improvement strategy framework. 

The case organization for the explorative study was identified due to an explicit focus on 

developing an improvement culture and their active use of operational meetings. The three 

organizations for the comparative study were chosen due to their focus on Lean and due to their 

differences allowing for the opportunity to study operational meetings in three distinct cases. The 

first organization was a medical device manufacturer with approximately 100 operational 

employees. The second organization was a unit of a governmental organization with administrative 

responsibilities and approximately 30 operational employees. The third organization was an 

analytical unit at a hospital with approximately 35 operational employees. 

 

Results of explorative study 

The explorative study was used to identify meeting activities and to assess their focus in terms of 

capability building or realisation. Some examples are shown in Table 1. 

      

Table 1 – Examples of some of the identified meeting activities. 

Meeting 

activity 

Short description Focus 
[capability; 

realisation] 

Initiate action Deciding on and describing the actions that should be taken 

subsequent to the meeting. Often adding a date and the initials of 

the responsible. 

0;6 
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Initiate 

problem 

solving 

Deciding on and describing the actions that should be taken to 

clarify a situation and then decide on actions to take. 

1;8 

Follow up on 

action 

The person responsible for an action informs if the action has 

been taken and the effect 

2;5 

Coordinate 

action 

Two or more persons agreeing on who does what when 

responsibilities overlap 

1;3 

Information 

from partners 

Persons that collaborate with the team inform about actions that 

will influence the team (e.g. a large rebuilding project, external 

audit, new equipment) 

3;3 

Tell a joke A wheel was spun to decide who to tell a joke, in the particular 

environment building up trust and connections. 

2;0 

Relational 

talking 

Meeting participants talking about something that builds up 

relations that can be leveraged for collaboration. 

4;0 

Discuss data Discussions between meeting participants about the relevance 

and validity of data used to visualize performance. 

4;1 

Discuss which 

data to take 

Discussions about which course of action would be feasible 

given the circumstances. The discussion can be informed by the 

data provided or the personal knowledge. 

3;5 

Align 

expectation 

Meeting participants clarify and align expectations to coordinate 

actions. 

7;2 

Cancel 

meeting 

Meeting gets cancelled underways for some reason 0;0 

 

These meeting activities were plotted into a chart to analyse patterns. This process was iterated 

until saturation was reached and no new meeting activities were identified that could not fit into the 

patterns. Figure 2 shows the result of the categorisation of meeting activities. 
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Figure 2 – Categorisation of meeting activities 

 

The study identified of five categories of meeting activities: (I) exchange of information, (A) 

delegation of operational action, (S) sparring/coaching on key challenges, (L) learning through 

sharing and reflection, and (R) development of relationships. The meeting activities I and A 

primarily support direct realisation, where L, R, and S activities primarily support development of 

organizational capability. The categories form the acronym LIRAS. 

Based on the pattern study, the five meeting activity categories were given an average score in 

terms of their respective focus on realisation and capability-building. 

 

 

 

Table 2 – Average focus for each category.  

Meeting activity category Focus on 

realisation 

Focus on 

capability-building 



220 

220 
 

Information 4 4.8 

Action 5.7 1.6 

Sparring 2.3 4.8 

Learning 0.5 9 

Relational 0 4 

 

 

Results of comparative study 

The second analysis had the purpose of investigating different meeting set-ups. This was done by 

mapping the meeting practices for each organization according to the activity categories and using 

the mapping to compare different meeting set-ups. 

Each regular meeting was registered and after observations at the meeting its content was 

described using the LIRAS framework. The meeting was assessed as having either 1, 0.5, or 0 

content of each category of LIRAS denoted as upper case, lower case or no letter.  

After the meeting set-up was mapped at each organisation, a calculation of its total focus on 

realisation and capability, respectively, was carried out. The calculation was done by multiplying 

the content score with the weekly frequency and the average focus score of each category shown in 

table 2. 

 

Table 3 – Meeting set-up at organisation A.  

 

Meeting name Content Frequency/

week 

Department stand up meeting IASr 5 

Production operational meeting IA 5 

Problem solving coordination meeting iAS 5 
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Hand over meeting IAr 5 

Team meeting Iar 1 

Kaizen meeting ASL 2 

Calculated realization focus points: 230 51% 

Calculated capability-building focus points: 220 49% 

 

 

Table 4 – Meeting set-up at organisation B.  

 

Meeting name Content Frequency/

week 

Department meeting Ia 1 

Work distribution meeting As 5 

Coffee meeting Rs 1 

Calculated realization focus points: 42.2 57% 

Calculated capability-building focus points: 31.6 43% 

 

 

Table 5 – Meeting set-up at organisation C.  

 

Meeting name Content Frequency/

week 

Department meeting Is 1 
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Hand over meeting IAr 5 

Stand up meeting i 10 

Calculated realization focus points: 73.6 50% 

Calculated capability-building focus points: 72.5 50% 

 

 

The comparative analysis shows that organisations can create meeting set-ups that contribute 

differently to what improvement strategy is activily carried out. The study shows how the 

configuration of meetings can be an active support a transformation into a Lean improvement 

culture. Organisations that pursue an ad hoc improvement culture can design a meeting set-up with 

few touchpoints for improvements while organisations that want a highly effective Lean 

improvement culture can design a meeting set-up that quite actively contributes to this aspiration.  

The three studied organizations have distinct meeting set-ups which reflect their current 

improvement strategy and this in turn support the cultural transformation differently. The studied 

organization A is a good example of an organization that actively have decided to pursue a cultural 

transformation and to support it by considering what activities should take place during the 

operational meetings, consequently designing a meeting set-up that supports the improvement 

strategy. On the other hand, organization B has a meeting set-up that only contributes to ad-hoc 

improvements. Figure 3 illustrates the three organisations’ meeting set-ups described relative to 

each other through an aggregation of activities’ focus on realization and capability-building, 

respectively. 

 

 



223 

223 
 

Figure 3 – Meeting set-up focus relative to each other.  

 

 

These reflections only refer to the way operational meetings influence the cultural 

transformation. Many other activities could be used instead of meetings such as Kata coaching 

leadership as described in the introduction. Meetings should not be the only element to consider, 

although the study shows that they can be used as an important leverage for intentionally supporting 

cultural transformation. 

 

Conclusions 

The paper investigates the role of meetings in supporting the transformation to a Lean improvement 

culture. Through an explorative study, the paper contributes with categories of meeting activities 

that can be used to assess and design meetings as well as meeting set-ups to support particular 

improvement strategies. Researchers are welcomed to use the meeting categories to further 

investigate the role of meetings to support organizational culture transformation. Practitioners are 

encouraged to use the categories to better understand the role meetings and meeting set-ups can 

play, and to experiment with meetings as a driver for cultural transformation. 
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Structured Abstract  

Purpose  

Standard operating procedures (SOPs) are a part of healthcare operations but relying on explicit knowledge is not 

necessarily sufficient to continuously adapt and improve processes. The theory of communities of practice (CoP) 

proposes an approach to knowledge sharing that could supplement the use of SOPs. A CoP is a social community 

formed around a practice (e.g. ICU nursing) which induce a propensity to share experiences and thereby constitute 

knowledge sharing (Lave and Wenger 1991; Brown and Duguid 1991).  

CoP was conceived as a descriptive construct but has gained popularity and is found to improve practice performance, 

but knowledge about developing and measuring CoP is lacking (  Ison et al. 2014).  

We propose a method to develop a CoP and the method is tested in a blood analysis unit at ‘Nordsjællands Hospital’ 

in Denmark. 

Design/methodology/approach 

The interventions were identified from current CoP research. Interventions were initiated just after baseline 

measurement.  

The following interventions took place: The practice was operationalized narrowly as employees performing a specific 

operational task. The practice was chosen due to a high frequency and recurring problems. A voluntary CoP 

coordinator was identified. She then invited her colleagues to participate in the CoP and arranged CoP meetings.. 

The ‘Event Effect Method’ was used to control for effect modifiers by identifying events both part and not part of the 

intervention and estimating their effect on CoP. 

Originality/value 
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The development method improved knowledge sharing and the SOP. The method confirmed some earlier findings 

regarding CoP development and raises new questions regarding participant engagement, researcher role and start-up 

workshop. 

Practical implications  

The results indicate that knowledge sharing within operations can be improved by considering tacit and explicit 

knowledge sharing as supplementary. 

Keywords – Communities of Practice, best practice, health care 

Please for the full paper submission category indicate the nature of the proposed paper: Academic Research Paper 

 

1 Introduction 

Many public organizations are required to work accordingly to standard operating procedures (SOPs) that must be 

updated continuously. Managing knowledge under these circumstances involves overcoming the duality of continuously 

establishing and breaking up routines. This duality can be observed in healthcare which is characterized by a legal 

requirement to adhere to standards and also continuously adapt in response to changes in e.g. equipment and 

procedures, adversities and to improve productivity. For practitioners this means that they must continuously perform 

their practice as described in the SOP and developed new practices when adapting to changes or new insights.  

Standard operating procedures (SOPs) are written prescriptive procedures for practitioners to follow, and 

SOPs can be used to implement best practice and as a knowledge repository. But the development of practice and 

SOPs can benefit from practitioners that share experiences and develop their practice collectively (Orr 1996). Also, as 

knowledge sharing involves tacit elements of knowledge that is gained through contextual experience, explicit 

knowledge sharing could benefit from practitioner discussions and interactions. A management approach must then 

support that practitioners develop their practice by sharing experiences and tacit elements of knowledge, while 

adhering to the requirement of documenting in SOPs. A supplement to the explicit knowledge in SOPs could be 

Communities of Practice. The theory of Communities of Practice is known for inducing a propensity to share and 

develop knowledge as practitioners interact and build relations, share ideas and discuss experiences (Brown and 

Duguid 1991).  

Today models describing how Communities of Practice function, steps for implementation, methods for 

measuring and circumstances for their success are being studied (McKellar et al. 2014; Aljuwaiber 2016). However, the 

understanding about how to facilitate the development of communities of practice is still incomplete (Li et al. 2009b; 

Ison et al. 2014) and could benefit from empirically tests (McKellar et al. 2014).  This study aims to contribute to the 

field of CoP with knowledge about what might develop a CoP within an operational setting with SOPs being used.  

In order to do so we propose a method to develop CoP and the method is tested in a blood analysis unit at 

‘Nordsjællands Hospital’ in Denmark and the effect on knowledge sharing within operations is evaluated. 

To develop the CoP the following interventions took place (See figure 1): The manager was introduced to CoP 

theory. The practice was operationalized narrowly as employees performing a specific operational task frequently and 

experiencing recurring problems. A voluntary CoP coordinator was identified and introduced to CoP theory. She then 

invited her colleagues to participate in the CoP. The facilitator arranged the start-up workshop where CoP participants 

were introduced to the timeline, the purpose of the CoP and templates. The facilitator arranged the following CoP 

meetings and updated the SOP when needed. 

 
Figure 1 – Interventions part of the method for developing the Community 

 

2 Background of Communities of Practice 

1. Manager 
introduction 

2. Practice 
definition 

3. 
Coordinator 

identification 

4. Invitation 
to participate 

5. Start-up 
workshop 

6. CoP 
meetings 
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A Community of Practice is a group of people who interact on an ongoing basis to share knowledge and expertise 

about common practices, problems, or topics (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). From its conception in 1991 

(Lave and Wenger 1991) the definition has shifted from focusing on personal development to fulfilling organizational 

goals (Li et al. 2009a). This study is in line with the latter CoP focus since the to develop individual practice to the 

benefit of a workplace. 

Communities of Practice was conceived as a descriptive theory describing how employees developed and shared 

knowledge through interactions, either embedded in the work or during informal gatherings (e.g. talks about 

experiences during a lunch break) (Lave and Wenger 1991; Orr 1996). Today CoP theory is applied prescriptively to 

support knowledge sharing and development (Aljuwaiber 2016), including the elements involved in CoP processes and 

development (Li et al. 2009b). To inform the design of the CoP development method a study of the current research 

within the field was undertaken and the findings are presented below. 

Management support appears to be important for CoP development. Iaquinto et al. (2011) evaluates six purposefully 

established CoP and they find that support from management is related to the most successful CoP. Also Hemmasi & 

Csanda (2009) and Fung-Kee-Fung et al. (2013) find that management sponsorship and support have a role to play in 

CoP development. The importance of formal relationship between CoP and management is highlighted by McDermott 

& Archibal (2010). 

When the practice that the CoP is formed around is clearly defined and understood by members it has a positive 

impact on the CoP as this creates a common focus, defines membership and makes it easier to share ideas (Iaquinto, 

Ison, and Faggian 2011). In choosing the practice it is important to consider what management and employees finds 

relevant to ensure support (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). If the CoP practice is perceived as useful by the 

members then the CoP is likely to work better (Hemmasi and Csanda 2009).  

A CoP co-ordinator is identified in several case studies (Barwick, Peters, and Boydell 2009; Iaquinto, Ison, and 

Faggian 2011; Wolf, Späth, and Haefliger 2011). In the case study by Wolf et al. (2011) the term “facilitator” is used 

and the subject matter expert for the practice is asked to fulfil the role. Barwick et al (2009) describes that the facilitor is 

responsible for among other things steward meetings, facilitate discussion/presentation and community building 

activities as e.g. reflective practice. These finding are in line with Iaquinto et al. (2011). 

There are case studies of the role that CoP can play in spreading best practice described in SoPs and it appears that 

CoP can have an important role to play (Cordery et al. 2015; Schenkel and Teigland 2008; Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013; 

Thomson, Schneider, and Wright 2013). Verburg et al. (2006) also suggest that one outcome of CoP is documentation 

and Wenger (2002) defines the practice of the CoP to include documents. 

Face-to-face contact between CoP members appears important for the success of the CoP. In the study of several 

CoP in a large construction work Schenkel & Teigland (2008) finds that replacing physical contact with virtual contact 

deteriorates the CoP effectiveness.  

The finding presented above has been synthesized in to a CoP development method which is tested through a case 

study. 

3 Case description 

The case company was chosen due to the researcher’s relation to the established through previous collaboration. The 

case is relevant for this study because the work at the analysis equipment is shared between many different employees, 

who most have a standardized practice and also develop the practice based on everyone’s experience.  

Prior to the interventions the current state of knowledge sharing and SOP was mapped based on 4 semi-structured 

interviews with employees and observing two different employees in their work and taking notes continuously.  

The employees of the blood analysis unit are called bioanalysts and are divided into three categories: 

- Operators: 26 bioanalysts. They are responsible for daily operations which mainly involve running analysis 

equipment and collecting blood samples from patients. 

- Specialists: 6 bioanalysts. They are practice experts within separate parts of the analysis process and are 

responsible for training and problem solving on the line. They are part of the daily operations and have the 

same responsibility as the operators. 

- Faglig koordinator (FK): 2 bioanalysts. They are responsible for updating SOPs. They are not part of the daily 

operations and have an independent office but share coffee breaks and lunch with the operators and specialists. 
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The talk about work is embedded in the daily work life where bioanalysts ask questions, reply to them, and solve 

ad-hoc problems. Bioanalysts and their manager have meetings where the current status of work is discussed from 

different aspects. Examples of meetings are morning check-in, handover in the afternoon, and weekly department 

meeting. 

The department is running 24/7 and are under budget constraints making it impossible to gather all employees at 

once. Also, patient contact and intensive care tests make it challenging for people to meet at a specific time. 

In Danish healthcare it is a requirement to document processes in SOPs and for the practice a SOP existed. 

This practice was a weekly maintenance task on equipment called STA-R (Illustration 1) which is used for analysis of 

coagulation, and the maintenance task had a reputation among bioanalysts for being difficult.  

   

Illustration 1 – On the picture to the left a bioanalysts can be seen 

during maintenance of the STA-R. The interior can be seen of the 

picture to the right. 

4 Method 

4.1 Case study 

The purpose of this study is to test a method for developing a Community of Practice through empirical research based 

on a single case study. 

4.2 Method 

CoP level was measured at baseline and at follow-up 13 weeks after the intervention (See figure 2). Just after baseline 

measurement the community developing interventions were initiated.  Process performance data and the procedure 

describing the practice (SOP) were collected at baseline and at follow-up. 

 
Figure 2 – Method for the case study 

The ‘Event Modifier Assessment Method’ (Edwards and Winkel 2018) was used to control for effect modification 

by identifying events both part and not part of the intervention and estimating their effect on CoP. This was done 

during a workshop with CoP participants subsequent to the follow-up measurement.  
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5 Results 

5.1 Community activity and organisation 

The interventions led to the establishment of a group of bioanalysts of which two were specialist. Four meetings were 

held over a period of 13 weeks (See Table 12) and in between meetings the participants were active in developing the 

new SOP and seeking feedback from colleagues. 

Meeting 1 2 3 4 

Participants A, B, C, D A, B, C, D A, B, C A, B, C 

Table 12 – CoP meetings and participants. Participant A was the facilitator. Person D 

was involuntarily absent the last two meetings. 

The community was designed to act as a knowledge-sharing arena where bioanalysts were invited to 

participate voluntary. FKs were excluded from participation due to their lack of practice experience. The set-up can be 

seen in Illustration 2. 

  

 

Illustration 2 – The complete workforce was invited to participate in the 

CoP (A). The CoP was responsible for the SOP (B), and for collecting input 

from the SOP use (C), other CoP members (D) and colleagues (E). 
5.2 CoP effect 

As part of the intervention the CoP participants were given the task of reviewing the existing SOP and changing it 

according to how the participants could agree the practice was done. 

Below the pre-intervention SOP (From now on referred to as the ‘Old SOP’) can be seen in Illustration 3 and the post-

intervention SOP  (From now on referred to as the ‘New SOP’) can be seen in Illustration 4. The layout of the SOP was 

changed based on the training received during the start-up workshop and the CoP participants defined the content. 
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Illustration 3 - Page 1 and 2 of the pre-intervention (Old) SOP 

 

Illustration 4 - Page 1 and 2 of the post-intervention (New) SOP 
Besides the changes in layout the written content has changed both in terms of words and sentences (See 

Table 13). One reason for the increase is that the new SOP layout divided the context into what, how, and why and 

the participants reported that including the why (The reason for a certain action) was new to them. In the old SOP 

very few cases of explaining why something is done can be found. 

 Old SOP New SOP Diff [%] 

Words 571 771 +26 % 

Sentences 62 80 +23 % 

Table 13 – The change of SOP context 
The practice description has changed both in terms of the task sequence and how things are named. One 

noticeable change of sequence is that in the new SOP “cleaning needles” is done before “cleaning wells” in the old 

SOP it is was opposite. When the coordinator was asked to explain the difference she replied: 

 

“Cleaning wells is only done weekly and therefore something you rarely do leaving many insecure about it. Maybe they 

do it every six months. Cleaning needles is done every day so you know it and feel confident about doing it. So instead 

of starting with the difficult task we now start with the easy, then you can clean the needles and go for your coffee 

break and then start the well cleaning” (Translated from Danish). 

 

So the reason for the change in sequence was knowledge about how the task felt doing. The CoP participants had 

identified the task sequence they found made their colleagues feel good (or less bad) about doing the maintenance. 

This was done through a consideration that bioanalysts rarely do the job and that the coffee break can be a way to 

relax one self before doing something difficult and also to ask for help. 

 Illustrations in the SOP such as screen dumps from the software and pictures from the machine is used 

to support the text. The use of these illustrations has increased. In the original SOP there was 0 pictures of the machine 
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and there were 20 screen dumps from the software and in the new SOP there are 6 pictures and 19 screen dumps. An 

example of the pictures used in the new SOP can be seen in Illustration 5. 

 

Illustration 5 – Example of how pictures are used in the new SoP. This 

picture shows how to push a rack back in to position and the blue 

pictures indicates the direction. 
When asked about the use of pictures in the SOP the coordinator replied: 

 

Pictures make it easier to know what to do. When you haven’t done the maintenance for a while then it can be difficult 

to remember what the “well” is when you have to refill hypoclorit. A picture makes it easier to follow the SOP. 

(Translated from Danish). 

 

Since a bioanlaysts only encounter the maintenance task approximately every six months then reading the word “well” 

does not prompt a picture of the object inside the STA-R. The pictures of reality make it easier to identify the physical 

object that they are supposed to interact with. The picture in combination with the word “well” used in the SOP might 

increase the chance that the object is also recognized by its name from now on. 

The number of screen dumps is approximately unchanged but the use of screen dumps has changed. In the old 

SOP screen dumps were small parts of the screen and in the new SOP screen dumps are larger and supported by arrows 

indicating where to press or write. An example of the difference in use can be seen in Illustration 6. The explanation for 

the change provided by the coordinator was similar to the explanation provided about the use of pictures. 

 

 

Illustration 6 – Screen dumps from the old SOP (to the left) and the new 

SOP (to the right). 
5.3 Process performance 

The time used on doing the maintenance task was collected before and after the intervention and the collected data can 

be seen in Table 14. The reasons behind the change in length could not be identified. The feedback from bioanlaysts 
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about the new SOP was that it was easier to follow, thus one could speculate that before the new SOP parts of the 

maintenance was skipped unknowingly. 

 
Average Observations 

Before intervention 01:31:00 14 

After intervention 01:48:00 5 

Change +17 minutes / 19%  

Table 14 – The length of doing the maintenance task as reported by the 

bioanalysts. 
 

5.4 Event modifiers 

During a workshop with two CoP participants the ‘Event Modifier Assessment Method’ was applied. The CoP was 

identified as a significant event together with a range of other events within the last 13 weeks.  

When asked what had influenced work processes and SOPs the CoP with voluntary participation and the change 

of SOP layout was among the identified events. The workshop participants explained that since it was voluntary they 

didn’t waste time figuring out what they had to do; those that showed up had already tuned in on the purpose. Also, they 

explained that making participation voluntary is a way of avoiding people showing up that “don’t really care”. 

When asked what had influenced knowledge sharing two events were identified; dividing the SOP text into what, 

how, and why and that meeting in a small group made it possible to exchange experiences with a specific focus. The 

participants explained that due to a hectic pace at work it is difficult to have the kind of discussion that the CoP 

provided them the opportunity to have. 

6 Discussion 

There are a number of case studies where Communities of Practice are developed purposefully; however, there is not 

agreement about a common CoP development method. This study reports on a CoP development method based on 

current research that is tested empirically, and contributes with insights about how to develop a CoP within 

operations in healthcare and how CoP can contribute to improve operational knowledge sharing.  

It was demonstrated that the established CoP improved knowledge sharing .The knowledge was contextual in 

the sense that it was only something that could be acquired through being embedded in context. Re-organizing the 

job sequence according to how it feels to do the job and also taking into consideration the spontaneous CoP during 

coffee break are examples of this. The value of contextual knowledge becomes clear when comparing the before-SOP 

with the after-SOP; the before-SOP made by non-practitioners only described actions, the after-SOP made by 

practitioners described actions and consider how to execute them.  

The Results seem to suggest that CoP should be consider as an integral part of an operational knowledge 

management strategy to promote and develop best practice. This is in line with other studies this (Cordery et al. 2015; 

Schenkel and Teigland 2008; Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013; Thomson, Schneider, and Wright 2013; Barwick, Peters, and 

Boydell 2009). One approach could be to consider CoP to support the Interpretation and Experimenting activities of 

organizational learning (Zietsma et al. 2002). 

Elements of the CoP development method was identified by practitioners during the workshop and the 

voluntary participation, the facilitator and having time set aside during CoP meetings seems to have a positive impact 

on the CoP. A different approach to planning the CoP activity and a different start-up workshop could probably have 

improved participant engagement and support a long-term change. Also, the role that the researcher played in 

introducing and promoting CoP within an organization could also be considered in a CoP development method. The 

move towards a uniform method for CoP development could be made easier by dividing the method into 

characteristics, processes and outcomes as proposed by Verburg & Andriessen (2006). 
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The theory of CoP has received criticism for not taking enough consideration of the relation between power 

and knowledge (Donald Hislop 2013). During the intervention period one of the FK had a negative reaction toward the 

CoP and felt left outside, and a future CoP development method should take more consideration of the relation 

between power, influence and knowledge.  

 

7 Limitation 

This study has limitiations and one is that this it is a single case study. Also, the effect on process performance is 

unknown and more data over a longer period is needed. 

The study only lasted 13 weeks. Future studies should be longer and follow up on the long-term effect on 

knowledge sharing, development of relations between CoP participants and process performance. 

The daily work of bioanalysts is characterized by tasks that can be described from a-z e.g. doing maintenance, 

machine start-up, and standardized tests. Clearly this is not the case with nursing or social work thus the replication of 

the results should consider the context. 

 

 

8 Conclusion 

A CoP was developed and it had an impact on knowledge sharing within operations as well as the written SoP but the 

effect of process performance and long-term effect requires further investigations. The development method proved 

successful and the study gave valuable insights for further studies but also revealed shortcomings that acquire 

adjustment. 
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Abstract 

Due to a lack of cross-sectional collaboration and standardization in job performance in a ‘Finance 
and Accounting department’, at a large public Danish University, the management decided on two 
interventions: Firstly, eight operations employees participated in a ten-hour Training Within 
Industry – Job Instruction (TWI-JI) course and secondly a trainer Community of Practice (CoP) was 
established.  

 

The study followed the case in a ten-month period. Qualitative data for the employee perceived 
organizational change and the employee-assessed causes of the change shows that TWI-JI was 
mostly related to changes in training and less to knowledge sharing. Analysis of the time trainers 
used on training and on the development of job instructions (JI’s) shows that trainers performed 
activity related to the change causes .  

 

The study documents that the case company experienced a substantial positive change within the 
organizational capabilities ’Training’ and ‘Knowledge sharing’, and that the TWI-JI intervention has 
played an important role. We propose that TWI-JI could play an important role in organizational 
knowledge sharing because the method can improve the organizational capability to develop 
knowledge through JI development and share knowledge through training sessions.  

 

The lack of data describing process change and by this being a single organization case study limits 
the results.  

mailto:rajor@dtu.dk
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Introduction  

Public organizations are continuously required to improve both efficiency and effectiveness and 
consequently public organizations adopts improvement methods from the private sector. A 
frequently used improvement method is to standardize how work activities are performed by 
describing processes in Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) that guide employees in how to 
perform their job.  

 

The Finance and Accounting department of a large Danish University, attempted to standardize 
processes across eight sections but large variation in job performance across teams and sections 
remained. In general, a lack of commitment and belief in standardized work was a dominant 
characteristic of the case organization. In response, the management decided on two interventions: 
First, education of a group of operation employees as trainers and making them responsible for 
writing SOPs, training employees and sharing knowledge cross-sectional. The education comprised 
a ten hour Training Within Industry - Job Instruction (TWI-JI) (Dooley 2001) course to equip the 
eight operations employees with relevant competences and certify them as trainers. Secondly it 
was decided to establish a trainer community of practice (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002) 
(Called ‘Trainerforum’) where trainers could meet and interact. 

 

TWI-JI is a method for educating operation employees in using a training method and writing SOPs 
to actively disseminate institutional knowledge (Dooley 2001). Despite TWI-JI’s popularity among 
practitioners, few scholars have studied TWI-JI and its effect on knowledge sharing in operations. 
This paper studies the effect a TWI-JI intervention has on an organization and discusses it from an 
organizational learning perspective. 

 

The study deploys a single organization case study method and follows a TWI-JI intervention during 
a ten-month period and qualitative data evaluates the effect of the TWI-JI intervention trough 
employee perceived change, Trainerforum meeting minutes and quantitative data for the time use 
for training and SOPs developed. 

Theory background 

Training Within Industry - Job Instruction 

Training Within Industry - Job Instruction (TWI-JI) consists of two parts: a method for breaking down 
a job in to a concise description of how the work is done (See figure 1) and a four step training 
method (See figure 2). The work descriptions are called Job Instructions (JI) and the text is divided 
into important steps (What you do), key points (How you do it), and reasons for key points (Reasons 
for doing it). TWI-JI trainers learn to break the work down into these elements. The four steps of the 
training method is prepare, present, try out, and follow-up and the trainers apply the method 
during 1:1 training sessions with employees.  
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Figure 1: This is an example of a guideline developed by the trainers after having learned to 
describe a job in what (important steps), how (key points), and why (reasons for key points). Visual 
aids in the right column support the text. 

 

Figure 2: A card for the trainer contains a description of the training method. There are four training 
steps (prepare, present, perform and follow-up) and is guide that the trainer follows to provide a 
comprehensive training (Dooley 2001). 

 

During the WW2 the ‘The training Within Industry Service’ agency established the TWI-JI program 
to support the American production of war material. The program was a response to the question 
asked by Army planners ‘What can be done to turn out more tools, to build more plants, to make 
more people productively useful?’  (Dooley 2001). Later adopted Toyota the program and 
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incorporated it as a part of their Lean manufacturing system and their continuous improvement 
system. 

 

Communities of Practice 

A Community of Practice (CoP) is a ‘Group of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a 
passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on 
an ongoing basis’ (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002, 128). CoPs are informal by nature as they 
thrive on a shared interest and a motivation to interact, consequently organizations approach CoP 
development and support through soft management approaches (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 
2002; Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009). An intentional CoP development process is 
characterized by focusing CoPs on issues that are important to the organization, establish 
community goals and deliverables, provide real governance, and setting high management 
expectation (McDermott and Archibald 2010). Intentional CoPs are found to improve problem 
solving and knowledge sharing (McDermott and Archibald 2010). In combination with SOPs CoPs 
are found to increase SOP compliance (Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013; Schenkel and Teigland 2008), 
SOP quality and transfer of best practice (Kirkman et al. 2011; Barwick, Peters, and Boydell 2009).  

Case organization 

The department of Finance and Accounting at the Technical University of Denmark employs around 
250 people divided into five divisions. The biggest of these divisions is the division of Institute and 
Project economy and the case organization refers to this division. The division consists of eight 
economy sections. Each of the eight sections serves a number of institutes (The Technical University 
of Denmark consists of 24 institutes) and manages all tasks related to economy e.g. budgeting, 
project accounting, financial statements etc. A Finance manager (head of the section), two Team 
leaders and 15-17 Project Controllers (referred to as the operations employees) forms a section. 

Today all economy sections sits together in one building in order to increase cross sectional 
collaboration and standardize processes. Historically, however, the eight sections were scattered 
around the DTU Campus in different buildings and not gathered in the same division. The current 
organizational setting is less than two years old. 

Method 

Interventions 

This study follows the project in a ten-month period. In April 2017 eight trainers (one for each 
section) participated in a two day TWI-JI training workshop, followed by two weeks of practical 
experience, then a half-day follow-up training workshop, then another two weeks of practical 
experience before each trainer was certified as a TWI-JI Trainer in May 2017.   

 

Primarily, the TWI-JI course offered a well-proven teaching methodology to equip the trainers with 
competences required to master training and develop Job Instructions (JIs); however, the course 
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also taught the trainers how the project plays a role in LEAN process standardization. The course 
was led by external consultant RJ assisted by internal consultant TH. Concurrently, and in 
coordination with the TWI-JI course, all employees went to courses in feedback and dialogue skills. 

 

After having completed the TWI JI course the eight trainers entered a forum (Trainerforum) 
purposely formed to discuss JIs, training, and related development projects. One internal consultant 
and one external consultant facilitated the Trainerforum meetings. In addition to the Trainerforum, 
JI development meetings took place in between the Trainerforum meetings. The JI development 
meetings devoted time to the trainers to develop and discuss details of JI’s without support from 
consultants. Only the trainers attended the meetings.  

Method 

The study is a single organization mixed method case study (R. k. Yin, n.d.). A case study method 
was adopted because there is little empirical evidence for TWI-JI application in university 
administration, and we wanted to study the application and outcome in real life (R. k. Yin, n.d.). 
Additionally a mixed method research approach was adopted to study both ‘how many’, ‘what’ and 
‘who’ and also to provide explanations of ‘why’ and ‘how’ (Kitchenham 2010). Prior to the 
intervention in April 2017 a baseline measurement took place with follow-up measurement ten 
months later. 

 

The collection of the baseline data occurred at a kick off presentation to present and introduce the 
project. The employees answered two questions: ‘what will stop happening?’ and ‘what will start 
happening?’ in order to document what change the employees hoped that the project would bring. 
TH and RJ divided and categorized the baseline answers into four themes. The follow-up 
measurement took place at a division meeting ten months later and employees were asked to rate 
the change on a scale from -3 to +3 for each theme. The employees then had to identify a 
significant initiative that had caused the change. 

 

Follow up measurements documents the time trainers used per month in the ten-month period on 
training and activities related to Trainerforum (including development of Job Instructions).  For each 
Trainerforum meeting TH wrote meeting minutes and RJ read and themed the meeting minute.  

Findings/results  

Exercise: “Away from - Start happening” 

Baseline measurement: Before the start of the projects all employees from the case organization 
answered two questions ‘what will stop happening?’ and ‘what will start happening?’ in regard to 
what change in the organization the project could lead to. The answers could for instance be “more 
working together as a unit”, “less differences in work processes” etc. RJ and TH later analyzed the 
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answers and grouped into four themes: knowledge sharing, cross-sectional collaboration, training 
and process standardization (see table 1).      

 

Follow-up measurement: 10 month after the baseline measurement each employee had to assess 
how the organization had changed by giving each theme a score that indicated whether a positive 
or negative change had been perceived. The score went from +3 (most positive) to -3 (most 
negative) on a numerical scale where 0 was perceived as neither positive nor negative.   

Each employee then chose one intervention among six selectable interventions, which had the 
biggest impact on the perceived change. In cases where no change had been noticed no 
intervention was selected. The six interventions were the following: A = Training within industry - 
Job Instruction, B = Organizational changes, C = Job Satisfaction measurements, D = Process 
Standardization, E = Implementation of new IT-systems, F = Employee seminar workshops.  

 

Table 1 - The results of the employee responses after analysis 

 
 

  

Training data 

At the end of the ten-month period, each trainer registered the total of hours spent on training and 
hours spend on activities related to Trainerforum (including development of job instructions) in 
each month. 
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Figure 3, shows that the hours used on training highly fluctuates. The reason being that training 
mostly takes place when new employees are hired and as the recruitment of new employees 
follows a nonlinear trend so does the training activities.  

 

Figure 4 depicts hours used on trainerforum and development of Job Instructions. The hours used 
on trainerforum includes development of the training plan, participation in trainerforum and work 
meetings and presentations related to trainerforum activities.  

 

 

Figure 3: Time used on training 
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Figure 4: Time used on Trainerforum and development of Job Instructions 

Trainerforum data 

Within the ten-month period, the Trainerforum met on ten occasions with a stable show of 
participants (See table 2). TH and an external consultant facilitated the meetings. 

The trainerforum data shows that the theme ‘JI development’ appears at each meeting. This theme 
covers either planning of which JIs to make or discussions about JI content e.g. use of words, 
graphics, or sequence. At 8 out of 10 meetings the theme ‘Developing training tools’ appears and 
this theme covers discussion about how to design a training plan or how the JI template should 
look. The trainerforum took responsibility for developing a training plan purposely designed for new 
hires.  

 

During the latter part of meeting, sequence ‘Training challenges’ becomes a recurrent theme. 
Discussions about training challenges is where trainers share training experiences or ask for advice 
from other trainers on how to handle certain training situations. Examples of training challenges 
were a lack of resources for training, difficulties in training a specific personalities and back-up from 
supervisors.  

 

From the text in the meeting minutes it emerges that two activities frequently take place in 
between Trainerforum meeting JI development meetings and LEAN process standardization efforts.  
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Table 2 - Meetings in Trainerforum (TX = Trainer X, IC = Internal Consultant, EC = External 
Consultant) 

Meeting nr. Participants Themes 

1 
(2017.08.18
) 

T1, T2, T3, T4, T5, T6, T7, T8, IC, 
EC 

- JI development 

2 
(2017.09.04
) 

T1, T3, T4, T5, T6, T7, T8, IC, EC - JI development 
- Training execution 
- Planning new meeting 

3 
(2017.09.13
) 

T1, T2, T3, T4, T5, T6, T7, T8, IC, 
EC 

- Updates from the PM 
- JI development 
- Training challenges 
- Planning new meeting 

4 
(2017.10.12
) 

T1, T2, T3, T4, T6, T7, T8, IC, EC - Updates from the PM 
- Developing training tools 
- JI development 

5 
(2017.10.31
) 

T1, T2, T3, T4, T5, T6, T7, T8, IC, 
EC 

- Developing training tools  
- JI development 
- Training challenges 
- Planning new meeting 

6 
(2017.11.17
) 

T1, T2, T3, T4, T5, T6, T7, IC, EC - Updates from the PM 
- Developing training tools  
- JI development 
- Training challenges 
- Planning new meeting 

7 
(2017.12.08
) 

T1, T2, T3, T4, T5, T6, T7, IC, EC - New trainers 
- Developing training tools 
- JI development 

8 
(2018.01.23
) 

T1, T2, T3, T4, T5, T6, T7, IC, EC - Developing training tools 
- JI development 
- Targets for the trainers in 2018 
- Training challenges 
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9 
(2018.02.12
) 

T1, T2, T3, T4, T6, T7, IC, EC - Organisational changes 
- New processes 
- Developing training tools 
- Training challenges 
- JI development 
- Targets for the trainers in 2018 

10 
(2018.03.10
) 

T2, T3, T4, T5, T6, T7, IC - Organisational changes 
- New processes 
- Developing training tools  
- Training challenges 
- JI development 

Discussion 

By comparing the results with organizational learning theory we see that the trainers contributed to 
both the feedback and feed forward processes (Crossan, Lane, and White 1999). 

 

Feedback and feed forward 

The feed forward took place during the JI development where the trainers to some extent defined 
how to do the job, and described an effective way of doing the job. The trainers collaborated about 
JI development and through shared interpretation they shared and developed knowledge that is 
integrated with existing organizational knowledge. Through the efforts of developing JI’s trainers 
combined their tacit knowledge from their operations experience with the explicit knowledge from 
the existing guidelines. The JI development group share characteristic with a CoP as the trainers 
share an interest, interact ongoing and deepen their expertise (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 
2002). Furthermore, the JI development takes place to develop the organizational knowledge about 
the practice (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). However the the JI development is a task 
oriented process with a deadline and voluntary participation was not an explicit recruitment 
method, and these elements makes the JI development group more similar to a work group 
(McDermott and Archibald 2010; Agrifoglio 2015). There is a distinction between describing the 
process and developing the process and the trainers did both, however in the case where a job is 
solely described and there is no development or learning then there is no contribution to the feed 
forward process. This could be the case if non-practitioners attempted to describe the job in a JI but 
we argue that doing and knowing is inseparable, consequently a non-practitioner is ill equipped to 
do so and further there would be no shared interpretation and account. 
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Figure 5: The organizational learning model (Crossan, Lane, and White 1999) 

 

Trainers contribute to the feedback process by using the JIs in the training, which facilitates that 
knowledge that has been accepted by the organization and has become ‘institutional knowledge’ is 
brought to use at the group and the individual level. By using 1:1 training the trainees are provided 
a more comprehensive training as both the explicit knowledge in the JI and their individual tacit 
knowledge is applied during the training session. Additionally, using the JI in a 1:1 training is a 
change in how guidelines are disseminated, from the prior passive dissemination where guidelines 
where solely uploaded to a server to an active dissemination that improve guideline effectiveness 
(Grimshaw et al. 2004). The introduction of JIs also contribute to the feedback process because 
employees use the JIs for refreshing their memory, which we speculate is consequence of the JIs 
being significantly improved in terms of relevance and helpfulness cause by a changed layout and 
having practitioners author them.   

 

We argue that TWI-JI contributes to organizational learning because it is a method that provides 
operations employees and managers tools and competences to share, develop and use knowledge. 
However, TWI-JI is not a stand-alone solution as the data (See table 1) shows how organizational 
changes contribute to knowledge sharing.  

 

Cross-sectional Knowledge sharing 

Cross sectional knowledge improves by trainers meeting regularly at the Trainerforum and JI 
development meetings and through training sessions. At the trainerforum and during JI 
development workshops each section is represented by a trainer and consequently each section’s 
perspective is shared, interpreted and integrated. However, other factors that could make an 
influence is organizational changes were employees change section and also the cross sectional 
work groups. Future research should study how organizational learning is facilitated across sections 
in a single organization. 
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The development of a shared account is an important process for OL and continuous improvement, 
however it is a process that requires a lot of resources  by e.g. taking employees away from a 
production (McDermott and Archibald 2010; Schenkel and Teigland 2008).  

 

The Trainerforum share characteristics with a CoP. Firstly, Trainerforum are responsible for 
developing the knowledge within the organization and their work is characterized as ‘long-view’, 
however this responsibility is also shared with other groups e.g. managers with a different decision 
competence, and Trainerforum is responsible for specific deliverables e.g. JI’s. Secondly, there is an 
informal leadership and participants greatly influence what to talk about during meeting. Thirdly, 
Trainerforum has an external focus as the participants offer their knowledge to colleagues and 
collaborate with other stakeholders. From the fourth perspective, Trainerforum share very little 
with a CoP as the participants are responsible for documenting the knowledge and organizing 
knowledge, and the Trainerforum is mainly responsible for describing the process and less defining 
or developing. Despite the limited similarity between the Trainerforum in general with a CoP there 
is difference between the Trainerforum activities, because the discussions the participants have 
about training challenges is comparable to a CoP because the Trainerforum develop knowledge, in 
an informal setting, they seek new knowledge and are focused on sharing and developing 
knowledge about training. 

Conclusion 

The employees identified a significant change within the themes ‘training’ and ‘knowledge sharing’ 
and pointed out the TWI-JI intervention as a significant contributor to this change. Not surprisingly, 
the impact of TWI-JI was strongest on ‘training’ and organizational changes largely caused the 
change in ‘knowledge sharing’. 

 

The study argues that TWI-JI is a method that can support organizational learning and that the 
method is well suited for the operations and despite TWI-JI origins from production the method is 
applicable within a public administration. However as this is a single organization study then future 
studies should take place in different administrative or public organizations to obtain a deeper 
understanding of how TWI-JI can engage and support employees in organization learning activity. 

 

The results of this study is limited by the lack of data to describe a process change however the 
employee feedback strongly indications that an intervention outcome. Another limitation is that the 
effect of the contextual factors, management at several layers and the role of internal consultants is 
not included, and these appear to be instrumental in bringing about a change. 

Implications  

The study provides practitioners with a structured approach to developing a skilled work force and 
increase knowledge sharing within an administration having attributes resembling to those in 
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production. The study contributes to organizational learning theory by proposing a dedicated 
trainer team as a method to facilitate feedback and feed forward, and TWI-JI as method to improve 
SOP implementation. 

 

Agrifoglio, Rocco. 2015. Knowledge Preservation Through Community of Practice. SpringerBriefs in 
Information Systems. Cham: Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
319-22234-9. 

Akhavan, Peyman, Babaeianpour Marzieh, and Masoumeh Mirjafari. 2015. “Identifying the Success 
Factors of Communities of Practice ( CoPs ): How Do They Affect on Students To.” VINE 45 (2): 
198–213. https://doi.org/10.1108/VINE-03-2014-0022. 

Akkerman, Sanne, Christian Petter, and Maarten de Laat. 2008. “Organising Communities-of-
Practice: Facilitating Emergence.” Journal of Workplace Learning Vol. 20 (No. 6): 383–99. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/13665620810892067. 

Alavi, M., and D. E. Leidner. 2001. “Knowledge Management and Knowledge Management Systems: 
Conceptual Foundations and Research Issues.” MIS Quarterly 25 (1): 107–36. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3250961. 

Aljuwaiber, Abobakr. 2016. “Communities of Practice as an Initiative for Knowledge Sharing in 
Business Organisations : A Literature Review.” Journal of Knowledge Management Vol. 20 (No. 
4): 731–58. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-12-2015-0494. 

Alvesson, Mats, and Dan Kärreman. 2001. “Odd Couple: Making Sense of the Curious Concept of 
Knowledge Management.” Journal of Management Studies 38 (7): 995–1018. 

Amayah, Angela Titi. 2013. “Determinants of Knowledge Sharing in a Public Sector Organization.” 
Journal of Knowledge Management 17 (3): 454–71. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-11-2012-
0369. 

Barbour, Liza, Rebecca Armstrong, Patrick Condron, and Claire Palermo. 2018. “Communities of 
Practice to Improve Public Health Outcomes: A Systematic Review.” Journal of Knowledge 
Management 22 (2): 326–43. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-03-2017-0111. 

Barwick, Melanie A., Julia Peters, and Katherine Boydell. 2009. “Getting to Uptake: Do Communities 
of Practice Support the Implementation of Evidence-Based Practice?” Journal of the Canadian 
Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry 18 (1): 16–29. 

Bate, P, and G Robert. 2002. “Knowledge Management and Communities of Practice in the Private 
Sector : Lessons for Modernizing the National Health Service in England and Wales.” Public 
Administration 80 (4): 643–63. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9299.00322. 

Bauer, Georg F., and Gregor J. Jenny. 2013. Salutogenic Organizations and Change. Edited by Georg 
F. Bauer and Gregor J. Jenny. Salutogenic Organizations and Change. 1 ed. Dordrecht: Springer 
Netherlands. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-6470-5. 



253 

253 
 

Bhattacharyya, Onil, Scott Reeves, and Merrick Zwarenstein. 2009. “What Is Implementation 
Research?” Research on Social Work Practice 19 (5): 491–502. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049731509335528. 

Blunk, Oliver, and Michael Prilla. 2017. “Supporting Communities of Practice in Public 
Administrations : Factors Influencing Adoption and Readiness Full Paper.” In Proceedings of the 
8th International Conference on Communities and Technologies, 36–45. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3083671.3083699. 

Bolisani, Ettore, and Enrico Scarso. 2014. “The Place of Communities of Practice in Knowledge 
Management Studies: A Critical Review.” Journal of Knowledge Management 18 (2): 366–81. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-07-2013-0277. 

Bolisani, Ettore, Enrico Scarso, and Antonella Padova. 2018. “Cognitive Overload in Organizational 
Knowledge Management : Case Study Research.” Knowledge and Process Management 25 (4): 
223–31. https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.1579. 

Borzillo, Stefano. 2009. “Top Management Sponsorship to Guide Communities of Practice.” Journal 
of Knowledge Management 13 (3): 60–72. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270910962879. 

Brown, John Seely, and Paul Duguid. 1991. “Organizational Learning and Communities-of-Practice: 
Toward a Unified View of Working, Learning, and Innovation.” Organization Science 2 (1): 40–
57. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2.1.40. 

———. 1998. “Organizing Knowledge.” California Management Review 40 (3): 90–111. 

Bryman, Allan, and Emma Bell. 2011. Business Research Methods. 3rd ed. New York, NY: Oxford 
University Press. 

Chu, Kai Wing. 2016. “Beginning a Journey of Knowledge Management in a Secondary School.” 
Journal of Knowledge Management 20 (2): 364–85. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-04-2015-
0155. 

Cirella, Giuseppe, Felix Iyalomhe, Anne Jensen, and Oluwole Akiyode. 2018. “Exploring Community 
of Practice in Uganda’s Public Sector: Environmental Impact Assessment Case Study.” 
Sustainability 10 (7): 2502. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10072502. 

Conklin, James, Elizabeth Lusk, Megan Harris, and Paul Stolee. 2013. “Knowledge Brokers in a 
Knowledge Network: The Case of Seniors Health Research Transfer Network Knowledge 
Brokers.” Implementation Science 8 (1): 7. https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-8-7. 

Cordery, J. L., E. Cripps, C. B. Gibson, C. Soo, B. L. Kirkman, and J. E. Mathieu. 2015. “The 
Operational Impact of Organizational Communities of Practice: A Bayesian Approach to 
Analyzing Organizational Change.” Journal of Management 41 (2): 644–64. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314545087. 

Cornes, M, J Manthorpe, C Hennessy, S Anderson, M Clark, and C Scanlon. 2014. “Not Just a Talking 
Shop: Practitioner Perspectives on How Communities of Practice Work to Improve Outcomes 
for People Experiencing Multiple Exclusion Homelessness.” Journal of Interprofessional Care 28 



254 

254 
 

(January 2016): 541–46. https://doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2014.917406. 

Cox, A. 2005. “What Are Communities of Practice? A Comparative Review of Four Seminal Works.” 
Journal of Information Science 31 (6): 527–40. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551505057016. 

Crossan, Mary M, Henry W Lane, and Roderick E White. 1999. “An Organizational Learning 
Freamwork: From Intuition to Institution.” Academy of Management Review 24 (3): 522–37. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1999.2202135. 

Dalkir, Kimiz. 2005. Knowledge Management in Theory and Practice. ButterworthHeinemann. Vol. 4. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21613. 

Diamond, John, and Linda Rush. 2012. “Intra-Organisational Collaboration in One UK University: 
Potential for Change or Missed Opportunity.” International Journal of Public Sector 
Management 25 (4): 287–300. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513551211244115. 

Dooley, C. R. 2001. “The Training within Industry Report 1940-1945.” Advances in Developing 
Human Resources 3 (2): 127–289. https://doi.org/10.1177/15234220122238283. 

Dubé, Line, Anne Bourhis, and Réal Jacob. 2006. “Towards a Typology of Virtual Communities of 
Practice” 1. 

Dubois, Anna, and Lars Erik Gadde. 2002. “Systematic Combining: An Abductive Approach to Case 
Research.” Journal of Business Research 55 (7): 553–60. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-
2963(00)00195-8. 

Edwards, Kasper, and Jörgen Winkel. 2018. “A Method for Effect Modifier Assessment (EMA) in 
Ergonomic Intervention Research.” Applied Ergonomics 72 (October): 113–20. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2018.05.007. 

Eisenhardt, Kathleen M. 1989. “Building Theories from Case Study Research.” The Academy of 
Management Review 14 (4): 532–50. 

Eriksson, K., and U. A. Lindström. 1997. “Abduction – a Way to Deeper Understanding of the World 
of Caring.” Scandinavian Journal of Caring Sciences 11: 195–198. 

Fox, Stephen. 2000. “Communities Of Practice, Foucault And Actor-Network Therory.” Journal of 
Management Studies 37 (6): 853–868. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00207. 

Frank, Alejandro G., Natália Sander, Luca Gastaldi, Emanuele Madini, and Mariano Corso. 2017. “An 
Assessment Model for Virtual Communities of Practice: A Study in the Oil and Gas Industry.” 
Knowledge Management Research & Practice 15 (4): 507–22. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41275-
017-0074-6. 

Fung-Kee-Fung, M, R.P. Boushey, and R Morash. 2013. “Exploring a ‘Community of Practice’ 
Methodology as a Regional Platform for Large-Scale Collaboration in Cancer Surgery—the 
Ottawa Approach.” Current Oncology 21 (1): 13. https://doi.org/10.3747/co.21.1662. 

Fung-Kee-Fung, M, R.P. Boushey, J Watters, R. Morash, J Smylie, C Morash, C. DeGrasse, and S 
Sundaresan. 2013. “Piloting a Regional Collaborative in Cancer Surgery Using a ‘Community of 



255 

255 
 

Practice’ Model.” Current Oncology 21 (1): 27. https://doi.org/10.3747/co.21.1663. 

Gabbay, J., and A. le May. 2004. “Evidence Based Guidelines or Collectively Constructed 
‘Mindlines?’ Ethnographic Study of Knowledge Management in Primary Care.” British Medical 
Journal (Clinical Research Edition) 329 (level 2): 1013. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.329.7473.1013. 

Gau, Wen Bing. 2013. “Public Servants’ Workplace Learning: A Reflection on the Concept of 
Communities of Practice.” Quality and Quantity 47 (3): 1519–30. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-011-9605-z. 

Gillani, Syeda Mehak Fatima, Salman Iqbal, Shumaila Akram, and Mamoona Rasheed. 2018. 
“Specific Antecedents of Employees ’ Knowledge Sharing Behavior.” VINE Journal of 
Information and KnowledgeManagement Systems 48 (2): 178–98. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/VJIKMS-05-2017-0023. 

Grimshaw, JM, RE Thomas, G MacLennan, C Fraser, C Ramsay, L Vale, P Whitty, et al. 2004. 
“Effectiveness and Efficiency of Guideline Dissemination and Implementation Strategies.” 
Health Technology Assessment 8 (6). https://doi.org/10.3310/hta8060. 

Hansen, Morten T., Nitin Nohria, and Tierney Thomas. 1999. “What’s Your Strategy for Managing 
Knowledge?” Harvard Business Review 12 (3): 139–45. https://doi.org/Article. 

Harvey, Jean Fran??ois, Patrick Cohendet, Laurent Simon, and Louis Etienne Dubois. 2013. “Another 
Cog in the Machine: Designing Communities of Practice in Professional Bureaucracies.” 
European Management Journal 31 (1): 27–40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2012.07.008. 

Hatmaker, Deneen M., Hyun Hee Park, and R. Karl Rethemeyer. 2011. “Learning the Ropes: 
Communities of Practice and Social Networks in the Public Sector.” International Public 
Management Journal 14 (4): 395–419. https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2011.656051. 

Hemmasi, Masoud, and Carol M Csanda. 2009. “The Effectiveness of Communities of Practice : An 
Empirical Study.” Journal of Managerial Issues XXI (2): 262–79. 

Hislop, D., R. Bosua, and R. Helms. 2018. Knowledge Management in Organizations: A Critical 
Introduction. 3rd ed. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Hislop, Donald. 2013. Knowledge Management in Organizations - A Critical Introduction. Third ed. 
New York: Oxford University Press. 

Huysman, M. 2004. “Communities of Practice: Facilitating Social Learning While Frustrating 
Organizational Learning.” In Organizations as Knowledge Systems: Knowledge, Learning, and 
Dynamic Capabilities, edited by Haridimos Tsoukas and Nikolaos Mylonopoulos, 1st ed., 67–85. 
London: Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230524545_4. 

Iaquinto, Ben, Raymond Ison, and Robert Faggian. 2011. “Creating Communities of Practice: 
Scoping Purposeful Design.” Journal of Knowledge Management 15 (1): 4–21. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271111108666. 



256 

256 
 

Ioannidis, John P.A. 2016. “Evidence-Based Medicine Has Been Hijacked: A Report to David 
Sackett.” Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 73: 82–86. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2016.02.012. 

Ison, Ray, Chris Blackmore, Kevin Collins, Sue Holwell, and Ben Iaquinto. 2014. “Insights into 
Operationalizing Communities of Practice from SSM-Based Inquiry Processes.” Systemic 
Practice and Action Research 27 (2): 91–113. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11213-012-9275-3. 

Jarvie, Wendy, and Jenny Stewart. 2018. “Conceptualizing Learning in the Public Sector: The 
Importance of Context.” International Journal of Public Sector Management 31 (1): 14–30. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPSM-08-2016-0137. 

Jassbi, Abdollah, Javad Jassbi, Peyman Akhavan, Mei-Tai Chu, and Morteza Piri. 2015. “An Empirical 
Investigation for Alignment of Communities of Practice with Organization Using Fuzzy Delphi 
Panel.” VINE 45 (3): 322–43. https://doi.org/10.1108/VINE-06-2014-0040. 

Jørgensen, Christine, Enrico Scarso, Kasper Edwards, and Christine Ipsen. 2018. “Communities of 
Practice in Healthcare: A Framework for Managing Knowledge Sharing in Operations.” 
Knowledge and Process Management , no. September: 1–11. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.1590. 

Juriado, Rein, and Niklas Gustafsson. 2007. “Emergent Communities of Practice in Temporary Inter-
Organisational Partnerships.” Learning Organization 14 (1): 50–61. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09696470710718348. 

Kates, Amy, and Jay R. Galbraith. 2007. Designing Your Organization: Using the STAR Model to Solve 
5 Critical Design Challenges. Jossey-Bass. 

Kirkman, B.L., J.E. Mathieu, J.L. Cordery, B. Rosen, and M. Kukenberger. 2011. “Managing a New 
Collaborative Entity in Business Organizations: Understanding Organizational Communities of 
Practice Effectiveness.” 

Kislov, Roman, Kieran Walshe, and Gill Harvey. 2012. “Managing Boundaries in Primary Care Service 
Improvement: A Developmental Approach to Communities of Practice.” Implementation 
Science 7 (1): 97. https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-7-97. 

Kitchenham, Andrew D. 2010. “Mixed Methods in Case Study Research.” In Encyclopedia of Case 
Study Research, edited by Albert J. Mills, Gabrielle Durepos, and Elden Wiebe, 562–64. 2455 
Teller Road, Thousand Oaks California 91320 United States: SAGE Publications, Inc. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412957397.n208. 

Lave, Jean., and Etienne. Wenger. 1991. Situated Learning : Legitimate Peripheral Participation. 1st 
ed. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Lee, Jeehae, Eui-ho Suh, and Jongyi Hong. 2010. “Expert Systems with Applications A Maturity 
Model Based CoP Evaluation Framework : A Case Study of Strategic CoPs in a Korean 
Company.” Expert Systems With Applications 37 (3): 2670–81. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2009.08.011. 



257 

257 
 

Lesser, E. L., and J Storck. 2001. “Communities of Practice and Organizational Performance.” IBM 
Systems Journal 40 (4): 831–41. https://doi.org/10.1147/sj.404.0831. 

Li, Linda C, Jeremy M Grimshaw, Camilla Nielsen, Maria Judd, Peter C Coyte, and Ian D Graham. 
2009a. “Evolution of Wenger’s Concept of Community of Practice.” Implementation Science 4 
(1): 11. https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-4-11. 

———. 2009b. “Use of Communities of Practice in Business and Health Care Sectors: A Systematic 
Review.” Implementation Science 4 (1): 27. https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-4-27. 

Massaro, Maurizio, John Dumay, and Andrea Garlatti. 2015. “Public Sector Knowledge 
Management: A Structured Literature Review.” Journal of Knowledge Management 19 (3): 
530–58. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-11-2014-0466. 

McDermott, Richard, and Douglas Archibald. 2010. “Harnessing Your Staff’s Informal Networks.” 
Harvard Business Review 88 (3): 82–89. 

McKellar, Kaileah A., Kristen B. Pitzul, Juliana Y. Yi, and Donald C. Cole. 2014. “Evaluating 
Communities of Practice and Knowledge Networks: A Systematic Scoping Review of Evaluation 
Frameworks.” EcoHealth 11 (3): 383–99. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10393-014-0958-3. 

Mirza, Noeman A., Noori Akhtar-Danesh, Charlotte Noesgaard, Lynn Martin, and Eric Staples. 2014. 
“A Concept Analysis of Abductive Reasoning.” Journal of Advanced Nursing 70 (9): 1980–94. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12379. 

Moffet, Sandre, and Tim Walker. 2015. “Knowledge Management in the Public Sector: UK Case 
Study Perspectives.” In Advances in Knowledge Management - Celebrating Twenty Years of 
Research and Practice, edited by Ettore Bolisani and Meliha Handzic, 67–104. New York, NY: 
Springer. 

Ng, Pak Tee, and Hak Seng Ang. 2007. “Managing Knowledge through Communities of Practice : The 
Case of the Singapore Police Force.” International Journal of Knowledge Management Studies 1 
(3/4): 356–67. 

Nicolini, Davide, John Powell, Paul Conville, and Laura Martinez-solano. 2008. “Managing 
Knowledge in the Healthcare Sector . A Review.” International Journal of Management Reviews 
10 (3): 245–63. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2007.00219.x. 

Nielsen, Karina, and Andrew Noblet. 2018. Organizational Interventions for Health and Well-Being - 
A Handbook for Evidence-Based Practice. 1ed ed. New York: Routledge. 

Nielsen, Klaus. 2008. “Learning , Trajectories of Participation and Social Practice.” Critical Social 
Studies 1: 22–36. 

Nilsen, Per. 2015. “Making Sense of Implementation Theories, Models and Frameworks.” 
Implementation Science 10 (1): 53. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-015-0242-0. 

Nithithanatchinnapat, Benyawarath, Joseph Taylor, K D Joshi, and Meredith Leigh Weiss. 2016. 
“Organizational Communities of Practice: Review, Analysis, and Role of Information and 



258 

258 
 

Communications Technologies.” Journal of Organizational Computing and Electronic 
Commerce 26 (4): 307–22. https://doi.org/10.1080/10919392.2016.1228357. 

NNE. 2017. “NNE Annual Report.” 

Novo Nordisk. 2017. “Novo Nordisk Annual Report.” 
https://www.novonordisk.com/content/dam/Denmark/HQ/investors/irmaterial/annual_report
/2018/NN-AR17_UK_Online1.pdf. 

Nutley, S., H. Davies, and Isabel Walter. 2002. “Conceptual Synthesis 1 : Learning from the Diffusion 
of Innovations.” Unpublished Manuscript, University of St Andrews, Research Unit for Research 
Utilization, 1–28. 

Orr, J.E. 1996. Talking about Machines : An Ethnography of a Modern Job. Cornell University Press. 

Pee, L G, and A Kankanhalli. 2016. “Interactions among Factors in Fl Uencing Knowledge 
Management in Public-Sector Organizations : A Resource-Based View.” Government 
Information Quarterly 33 (1): 188–99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2015.06.002. 

Perrott, Bruce. 2015. “Including Consumers in the Organisational Knowledge Network.” Knowledge 
and Process Management 22 (4): 288–96. https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.1492. 

Probst, Gilbert, and Stefano Borzillo. 2008. “Why Communities of Practice Succeed and Why They 
Fail.” European Management Journal 26 (5): 335–47. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2008.05.003. 

Pyrko, Igor, Viktor Dörfler, and Colin Eden. 2017. “Thinking Together: What Makes Communities of 
Practice Work?” Human Relations 70 (4): 389–409. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726716661040. 

Qi, Cong, and Patrick Y K Chau. 2018. “Will Enterprise Social Networking Systems Promote 
Knowledge Management and Organizational Learning ? An Empirical Study.” Journal of 
Organizational Computing and Electronic Commerce 28 (1): 31–57. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10919392.2018.1407081. 

Randall, Raymond, Karina Nielsen, and Sturle D. Tvedt. 2009. “The Development of Five Scales to 
Measure Employees’ Appraisals of Organizational-Level Stress Management Interventions.” 
Work & Stress 23 (1): 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370902815277. 

Ranmuthugala, Geetha, Jennifer J Plumb, Frances C Cunningham, Andrew Georgiou, Johanna I 
Westbrook, and Jeffrey Braithwaite. 2011. “How and Why Are Communities of Practice 
Established in the Healthcare Sector? A Systematic Review of the Literature.” BMC Health 
Services Research 11 (1): 273. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-11-273. 

Richter-Sundberg, Linda, Therese Kardakis, Lars Weinehall, Rickard Garvare, and Monica E Nyström. 
2015. “Addressing Implementation Challenges during Guideline Development – a Case Study 
of Swedish National Guidelines for Methods of Preventing Disease.” BMC Health Services 
Research 15 (1): 19. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-014-0672-4. 



259 

259 
 

Rizzuto, C R, and P Gongla. 2001. “Evolving Communities of Practice : IBM Global.” IBM Systems 
Journal 40 (4): 842–62. 

Rowley, Emma, Richard Morriss, Graeme Currie, and Justine Schneider. 2012. “Research into 
Practice : Collaboration for Leadership in Applied Health Research and Care ( CLAHRC ) for 
Nottinghamshire , Derbyshire , Lincolnshire ( NDL ).” Implementation Science, 1–11. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-7-40. 

Saldaña, Johnny. 2016. The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. 3rd ed. Thousand Oaks: 
SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Sallán, Joaquín Gairín, Miren Fernández, De Álava, and Aleix Barrera-corominas. 2012. “Review of 
Knowledge Creation and Management Processes through Communities of Practice in Public 
Administration.” In Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 46:2198–2204. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.05.454. 

Sandhu, Manjit Singh, Kamal Kishore Jain, and Ir Umi Kalthom bte Ahmad. 2011. “Knowledge 
Sharing among Public Sector Employees: Evidence from Malaysia.” International Journal of 
Public Sector Management 24 (3): 206–26. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513551111121347. 

Sarka, Peter, and Christine Ipsen. 2017. “Knowledge Sharing via Social Media in Software 
Development: A Systematic Literature Review.” Knowledge Management Research & Practice 
15 (4): 594–609. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41275-017-0075-5. 

Saunders, Mark, Philip Lewis, and Adrian Thornhill. 2009. “Understanding Research Philosophies 
and Approaches.” Research Methods for Business Students 4, no. October: 106–36. 
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.162.10.1985. 

Scarso, Enrico, and Ettore Bolisani. 2008. “Communities of Practice as Structures for Managing 
Knowledge in Networked Corporations.” Journal of Manufacturing Technology Management 
19 (3): 374–90. https://doi.org/10.1108/17410380810853795. 

Scarso, Enrico, Ettore Bolisani, and Luigi Salvador. 2009. “A Systematic Framework for Analysing the 
Critical Success Factors of Communities of Practice.” Journal of Knowledge Management 13 
(6): 431–47. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270910997105. 

Schenkel, Andrew, and Robin Teigland. 2008. “Improved Organizational Performance through 
Communities of Practice.” Journal of Knowledge Management 12 (1): 106–18. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270810852421. 

Simon, Herbert. A. 1969. The Sciences of the Artificial. Second ed. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 

Thomson, Louise, Justine Schneider, and Nicola Wright. 2013. “Developing Communities of Practice 
to Support the Implementation of Research into Clinical Practice.” Leadership in Health 
Services 26 (1): 20–33. https://doi.org/10.1108/17511871311291705. 

Urzelai, Berrbizne, and Francisco Puig. 2018. “Developing International Social Capital: The Role of 
Communities of Practice and Clustering.” International Business Review, no. June: 0–1. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.IBUSREV.2018.08.008. 



260 

260 
 

Usoro, Abel, Mark W Sharratt, Eric Tsui, and Sandhya Shekhar. 2007. “Trust as an Antecedent to 
Knowledge Sharing in Virtual Communities of Practice.” Knowledge Management Research & 
Practice 5 (3): 199–212. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.kmrp.8500143. 

Verburg, Robert M., and J. H. Erik Andriessen. 2006. “The Assessment of Communities of Practice.” 
Knowledge and Process Management 13 (1): 13–25. https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.241. 

Wehner, Benjamin, Christian Ritter, and Susanne Leist. 2017. “Enterprise Social Networks : A 
Literature Review and Research Agenda.” Computer Networks 114: 125–42. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comnet.2016.09.001. 

Wenger, Etienne. 1998. Communities of Practice : Learning, Meaning and Identity. Cambridge 
University Press. 

———. 2004. “Knowledge Management as a Doughnut: Shaping Your Knowledge Strategy through 
Communities of Practice.” Ivey Business Journal Online 68 (3). 

Wenger, Etienne. 2000. “Communities of Practice and Social Learning Systems.” Organization 7 (2): 
225–46. https://doi.org/10.1177/135050840072002. 

Wenger, Etienne, W M. Snyder, and R. McDermott. 2002. Cultivating Communities of Practice : A 
Guide to Managing Knowledge. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 

Wolf, Patricia, Sebastian Späth, and Stefan Haefliger. 2011. “Participation in Intra-Firm Communities 
of Practice: A Case Study from the Automotive Industry.” Journal of Knowledge Management 
15 (1): 22–39. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271111108675. 

Yamklin, Sophon, and Barbara Igel. 2012. “Communities of Practice Purposefully Designed for 
Improving Business Performance.” Knowledge and Process Management 19 (4): 189–202. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.1398. 

Yin, Robert k. n.d. Case Study Research and Applications. 

Yin, Robert K. 2017. Case Study Research and Applications: Design and Methods. 6ed ed. Thousand 
Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc; 

Yin, Robert K. 2009. Case Study Research: Design and Methods. Applied Social Research Methods 
Series. 5th ed. https://doi.org/10.1097/FCH.0b013e31822dda9e. 

Zack, Michael H. 2000. “If Managing Knowledge Is the Solution, Then What’s the Problem?” In 
Knowledge Management and Business Model Innovation, edited by Yogesh Malhotra, 1st ed., 
16–36. IGI Global. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-878289-98-8.ch002. 

Zietsma, Charlene, Monika Winn, Oana Branzei, and Ilan Vertinsky. 2002. “The War of the Woods: 
Facilitators and Impediments of Organizational Learning Processes.” British Journal of 
Management 13 (S2): S61–74. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.13.s2.6. 

 

 



261 

261 
 

  



262 

262 
 

15.8 Conference paper ECKM 2018 – 2 

 

Standardized Engineering – How Communities of Interest Facilitate Global Knowledge Sharing 

Lotte Christina Breengaard, Director1, Rasmus Jørgensen, Ph.D.2 and Samantha Duncan, Project 

Manager1  
1NNE, Virum, Denmark 
2Implementation and performance management, DTU management, Kgs. Lyngby, Denmark 

 

lcb@nne.com 

rajor@dtu.dk 

sdun@nne.com 

 

Abstract 

Communities of Practice can connect socially embedded knowledge with knowledge embedded in 

explicit form e.g. guidelines, however knowledge about how to intentionally develop CoP is 

incomplete. This study contributes with new knowledge by analyzing a case company that has 

worked with Communities for app. 10 years. NNE is a global engineering company that chose 

Communities of Interest (COI) is key initiative for realizing their key differentiator of having access 

to experts and sharing knowledge worldwide. The study deploys a single organization case study 

method and data were collected during a workshop with two company representatives. Using the 

Star model the study analyzes the COI organization and finds that the organization lack attention 

to people and rewards. The Star model is found useful for analyzing an existing Community 

organization as it provides insights into how coherent the current actions support the 

Communities; however frameworks tailored to analyze Communities must be applied to refine the 

results and to guide development actions. 

 

Keywords: Communities of Practice, CoP, Communities of Interest, knowledge management, 

organizational learning 

 

1. Introduction 

Knowledge is important for an engineering organization’s competitive advantage as reuse of past 

experience improves quality reduces risk, project cost, time and external cost. But knowledge is a 

complex  phenomenon that is embedded socially and explicitly (Donald Hislop 2013), and there is 

an inherent tension between developing new knowledge and exploiting what is already known 

(Crossan, Lane, and White 1999). Consequently managing knowledge in an engineering 

organization requires application of complementary methods that differ in their epistemic 

perspective, and methods that support and balance between exploration and exploitation.  
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Many organizations rely on written guidelines to document and distribute knowledge, and some 

organizations supplement the use of guidelines with communities of practice (CoP) to have 

complementary methods for managing knowledge. The combination of guidelines and 

communities improves knowledge sharing and guideline effectiveness (Fung-Kee-Fung et al. 2013; 

Schenkel and Teigland 2008). In communities employees who share an interest interact on an 

ongoing basis and deepen their knowledge and communities facilitate knowledge sharing through 

the social system of an organization (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002; Donald Hislop 2013). 

Furthermore, by making communities responsible for updating guidelines communities impact 

beyond its participants and facilitates a connection between the social and structural embedded 

knowledge (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009; Schenkel and Teigland 2008; Aljuwaiber 2016). By 

connecting employees in communities the individual and the organization is connected through 

the group of employees in a community. This connection paves the way for implementing 

individual ideas into the institutional knowledge repository, and for aligning individual knowledge 

with the institutional knowledge and exploiting the knowledge repository (Crossan, Lane, and 

White 1999). Because communities play a pivotal role in connecting the social and structural 

system and by connecting the individual with the organization communities could be of great 

significance of globally dispersed engineering companies. However despite the relevance of 

communities there is still a lack of knowledge about how organizations can develop communities 

intentionally (Aljuwaiber 2016). 

This study contributes to the knowledge gap by investigating what characterizes a successful 

organization of COP, by comparing the Star model (Kates and Galbraith 2007) to how a global 

engineering company has organized their globally dispersed communities. In the following 

1.1 Case company 

NNE is a global engineering company that specializes in the pharma industry and has 

approximately 2000 employees at 15 offices in Europe, China, India, and USA. 

NNE has organized 20 global CoPs which they call Communities of Interest (COI) with members 

from around the world, and each of the 20 COIs represent a competence that has been identified 

by at least four countries as being a core competence for NNE. A COI is a global community of 

people who share an interest or a passion and a COI is formally responsible for knowledge sharing 

within their area of interest. The COIs are responsible for writing the global engineering standards, 

and implementing best engineering practice derived from projects throughout the world. COIs also 

maintain NNE’s knowledge base and obtain answers to problems. Each COI consists of a chairman 

and several key members that share the responsibility of developing knowledge within their COI 

competence, and chairman and key members are highly respected specialists within their area and 

they participate voluntarily in the COI. Each COI also has numerous members (between 67 and 

373) that follow the COI on the social platform ‘Connect’, and they are occasionally invited to 

contribute with new knowledge and review suggestions. NNE has around 2000 employees and 

1783 employees are as a minimum a member of one COI. The COIs are governed by a COI board 
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made up by management representatives from all countries and the COI board is responsible for 

the COI budget and strategy. The department for ‘Best practice’ consists of internal consultants 

that support and develop the COIs. The COIs are a part of the overall strategy for NNE to become a 

world leading pharma engineering company that has a local presence and use the knowledge of 

experts around the world. The first COIs were established in 2008 and their activity and impact has 

been growing steadily since: 2017 saw a 25% increase in questions asked online (2017: 1053 

questions) and 146 projects learnings were implemented.  

2. Method 

To answer the question of what characterizes the successful organization of intentionally 

developed communities the study deploys a single organization case study method. A case study 

method is chosen because the COP field lack theoretical foundation and NNE is chosen as case 

because of their decade of experience with CoP that is expected to contribute with answers to the 

how, what, why of COP development (R. K. Yin 2009). Data is collected from a workshop with two 

NNE representatives and the researcher which are also the three authors of the paper. LCB is the 

director of the Best practice department and SDUN is an internal project manager. During the 

workshop RJ facilitated an analysis of the COI organization by going through the five categories of 

the Star model with LCB and SDUN.  

Furthermore data from NNE’s Social Network Enterprise system is collected to document COI 

activity and evaluate the effect of changes to the organization initiated in 2018, and to analyze the 

COI impact on performance and knowledge sharing. This data will be available for the conference. 

3. Theory 

The Star model describes five policy categories that management can control with the purpose of 

influencing employee behavior and the originating behavior then influences organizational 

performance and culture (Kates and Galbraith 2007). The five categories are strategy, people, 

rewards, processes, and structure: 

Strategy: Is the organization’s formula for achieving its goals. The strategy gives a direction by 

stating a mission and more specifically explains the customer value to offer and the 

specific sources of competitive advantage. 

People: Determines the human policies that influence recruitment, selection, training, and 

development. 

Rewards: Are the incentives provided to employees for behaving in support for the strategic 

goals. 

Processes: Is the information and decision processes that is embedded across the organization’s 

structure and these can be vertical and horizontal. 
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Structure: Determines how the decision taking power is distributed. Structure policies fall into 

four categories specialization, shape, distribution of power and departmentalization.  

 
Figure 37 - The star model (Kates and Galbraith 2007) 

 

The policy areas must be aligned and supplement each other for an organization to effectively 

support a strategy.  

To characterize the organization of intentionally developed communities at NNE the organization 

is analyzed from each of the five policy categories. 

4. Results 

4.1 COI strategy 

The NNE strategy for 2016-2018 states that the target is to become a pharma engineering 

company with local presence and have global industry expertise (Figure 38). NNE has two focus 

points related to knowledge explicitly in their strategy ‘Master core competencies’ and ‘Activate 

best practice’. The motivation for the focus on knowledge is that NNE customers expect that NNE 

reuse learnings from previous projects to reduce the project cost and improve the quality of their 

engineering services, and customers also expect that NNE draw on the best people around the 

world to solve problems and design solutions. 



266 

266 
 

 
Figure 38: A key differentiator for NNE is to have access to experts worldwide and the COIs are a key factor 

in realizing the differentiator. The COIs are the only organization element on engineering level that 

connect offices globally, and the COIs improve engineering practice by implementing learnings from 

projects and define best in class engineering standards used globally.  (Figure is adopted from an NNE 

strategy presentation) 

4.2 COI Structure 

Each COI has a chairman that is overall responsible for the COI and key member engagement, 

furthermore the chairman is responsible for the mainly administrative tasks of inviting to 

meetings, report on COI performance, maintain the dialogue with the COI board, and follow up on 

budget. The operations tasks of a COI e.g. answer questions, collect and implement learnings, 

update and develop standards, develop the COI focus competence are equally distributed among 

key members and chairman. This means that the power distribution is decentralized in the COI 

when it comes to core COI responsibility.  

The relation between the COI board and the COIs is characterized as lateral with power centralized 

to the board that can influence budgets and the COI strategy. 

Each COI represent a competence that has been recognized as a core competence by a majority of 

the countries and a COI is therefore considered comparable to a department that is formed 

around a competence and knowledge area. One important distinction is that membership of the 

COI is voluntary. 

4.3 Processes 

The relation between the COI board and the COI is characterized as a vertical process as the COI 

board dedicates resources to the COIs, decides to prioritize certain COIs, and the COI board holds 

the COI responsible for the COI KPIs. However since participation in the COI is voluntary then the 

process of allocating human resources is lateral and decentralized.  
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Each of the COI Board members have a larger responsibility for supporting 1-3 COI chairmen, and 

also a responsibility for supporting engagement among key members in own country. This 

responsibility comes with a “soft-power” mandate and can be characterized as vertical as this 

relationship is informal and supportive. 

Internally the COIs are characterized by lateral processes and decentralized power because the 

participants share the responsibility of developing knowledge and bringing it to use, and the COI 

participants determines collectively and independently the direction and goal of the COI. 

The relationship between the COIs and the employees is characterized as vertical and lateral. The 

vertical aspect stems from the decision power of the COIs to reject or implement a suggestion that 

is brought forward from an employee, meaning that the power to decide what is relevant or not is 

centralized within the COI. All employees have the opportunity to directly ask an expert within a 

competence area and this process is characterized as lateral. This dual relationship represents 

exploration and exploitation of organizational learning. Exploring new ways of working means 

rejecting or accepting ideas before potentially implementing it into the organizational knowledge, 

whereas exploitation of the existing knowledge relies on making it available for all employees 

through different approaches.  

The Social Network Enterprise system ‘Connect’ plays a pivotal role in the lateral processes 

internally in the COI, between COI and employees and between employees. Via ‘Connect’ 

employees can ask questions to the COI or experts, the COIs can present new knowledge to all 

employees and employees can communicate directly with each other.  

For the lateral process of suggesting an idea NNE relies on a database called ‘LessonsLearned’, 

where employees can propose ideas based on lessons learned from projects they participated in. 

Ideas are then communicated directly to the relevant COI that analyses the idea, communicate 

with the employee and either reject or integrate the idea into the organizational knowledge. 

Employees also have access to knowledge from standard that describe how work activities either 

should or could take place. The standards are stored in a wiki (Called Ourwiki by NNE) and 

employees must be familiarized with the content to avoid non-conformities or to perform the 

work in the most efficient way. This relation between the employee and the institutionalized 

knowledge is characterized as vertical because employees are expected to work as the standards 

describe. 

4.4 People 

If an employee fulfill the requirements (recognized expert and 10 years of experience) for 

participating in a COI then the employee can choose to participate in a COI, and typically the line 

manager or a COI board member will approach an employee with the offer to become key 

member. 
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COI participation not is stated as a requirement for choosing one of the official career paths in 

NNE. 

COIs are expected to seek new knowledge from external stakeholders to maintain a leading 

position within their competence area. 

The COIs mentor new employees to the “NNE way of working” within their specific discipline 

during two meetings. 

4.5 Rewards 

Employees that choose to participate in a COI receive no monetary bonus for doing so.  

Some COI chairmen have COI KPI’s as their personal business KPI’s however this is voluntary.  

There are no rewards for line management to support employees in COI engagement 

COI chairmen have in 2018 been acknowledged for their work, by being invited to a 2 day 

international meeting for the top 120 managers of NNE. This kind of acknowledgement is 

evaluated each year and most often there is no “reward”. 

5. Discussion 

The COIs of NNE are comparable to COPs as employees participate because they are interested 

and knowledgeable with the COI competence area, and the employees have ongoing interactions 

where they deepen their expertise (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). However the COIs are 

also responsible for deepening the expertise of the organization and the COIs therefore also 

interact with the organization, and contribute to the deepening of the collective knowledge of 

NNE. By making the COI responsible for developing knowledge and NNEs competence within an 

area, the COI chairmen, key members and members must have an interest in the specific area and 

in deepening their individual knowledge within this. But the participants must also have an 

interest in communication, facilitation of learning processes and distribution of knowledge. The 

latter aspect means that participants both are COI participants but also boundary spanners that 

reach beyond the COI and stay in contact with new knowledge (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 

2002; Conklin et al. 2013). COI participants that actively share knowledge with employees during 

meetings or training seminars supports shared sense making and the collective acceptance of new 

knowledge (Huysman 2004) and is a complementary knowledge sharing approach to written 

standards. The dual knowledge centered role of both developing knowledge within an area and 

sharing knowledge with the organization is one of the differentiators between a team and a 

Community (McDermott and Archibald 2010). 

 

The Star model of the organization for executing the NNE COI strategy is skewed towards 

processes and structure, and this skewedness is a consequence of too little emphasis on the 

people and rewards side, and less due to misalignment between the policy categories. 



269 

269 
 

Communities of Practice requires a soft hand approach to management (McDermott and 

Archibald 2010; Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009) and the balance between lateral and vertical 

processes, voluntary participation, and the extended influence that COIs have over their activity 

reflects a soft hand approach.  

To have a more balanced Star model the policy areas People and Reward requires an increase. 

Within the People area there is a lack of employee training in the COI systems (Connect, 

LessonsLearned, OurModel), training how to capture lessons learned during projects, and training 

COI participants in how to communicate and facilitate. Training would improve the user’s ability to 

use COI systems and in turn presumably increase activity because users might refrain from sharing 

their knowledge if they consider the system too cumbersome or a unaware of it. The focus on 

technology user friendliness is found to be an important component of the Technological 

dimension of Community development (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009). 

 

To further increase the People area COI participation could be made a part of a career path in 

NNE. However this could be in contrast to the intrinsic motivation associated with Community 

participation, as employees might participate a short period or not prioritize COI activity and 

reduce COI impact. The choice of NNE is similar to the organization of other Communities that rely 

on employees being motivated by the collaborative effort instead of an individual reward (Scarso, 

Bolisani, and Salvador 2009). 

 

The task of defining what is relevant knowledge or not has centralized power to define knowledge 

within NNE at the COIs, and if communities are too closed and conservative then there is a risk 

that Communities develop knowledge that is irrelevant or in opposition to the strategy (Huysman 

2004). This risk could be mitigated by formalizing the collaboration between internal experts and 

COIs when implementing changes to engineering standards. Further, to maintain a leading 

position within their competence area COIs could be supported in identifying and collaborating 

with key stakeholder (e.g. universities, suppliers, customers) and increase meetings between COIs 

to facilitate the crossing of COI boundaries and cross-functional knowledge sharing (Wenger, 

Snyder, and McDermott 2002). 

 

The organization of the COIs appear similar to what other scholars have described as an effective 

organization of Communities in an engineering organization (See Figure 39). The COIs is a resource 

that employees can contact for specific questions during a project, and the COI maintain the 

institutionalized knowledge by integration new knowledge (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009). 

By comparing the NNE COI organization with the four structural factors for community design we 

see the knowledge strategy of NNE is clearly stated and that COIs are a specific choice (Scarso, 

Bolisani, and Salvador 2009). The organization further more touches upon all the dimension 

organizational, cognitive, economic, and technological, however in the NNE COI organization there 

is lack in the components ‘cultural proximity of members’ and ‘mechanisms for establishing trust’. 
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The COI members are spread around the globe and mainly interact virtually which is not beneficial 

for community performance (Schenkel and Teigland 2008). To improve COI performance physical 

meetings is an option that could improve cultural proximity and build trust (Scarso, Bolisani, and 

Salvador 2009) and improve COI performance (Schenkel and Teigland 2008). 

 

 
Figure 39: The four dimensions that must be considered in a community development project 

(Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009) 

 

The actions taken by NNE to organize their COIs are also comparable to the advice for organizing 

Communities; focus on issues important to the organization (This is done in the development 

phase by having the countries define COI competence areas), Establish community goals and 

deliverables (There are Yearly plans where the COI’s play a major role), Provide real governance 

(There is a strong leadership connection through the COI board where a manager from each 

country is present), and Set high management expectations (COIs are key in realizing the key 

differentiator as mentioned in the strategy (See Figure 38)). (McDermott and Archibald 2010).  

6. Conclusion 

There is to some degree alignment between the strategy of NNE and the organizational design. 

NNE has connected its employees with global experts, made it possible for all employees to 

contribute with new knowledge, and also organized COIs as a focal point for exploring and 

integrating new knowledge while supporting the exploitation of new knowledge. The organization 

around the COIs balance between support and requirements and the ‘Best practice’ department is 

a nexus for these activities. However there is a lack of reward for participating in a COI, and also a 

lack of focus on how to support employees in engaging with the COI and participating in the 

processes. 

There is a large body of knowledge about communities and future research should focus on 

testing and refining the frameworks. Moreover, future research could investigate how to sustain 

the employee interest in joining communities, how line managers prioritize resource allocation 

and support to the COIs, and how to facilitate cross-functional knowledge sharing in a global 

context. Future research could also study how The star model or explanatory frameworks (e.g. 
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(Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009; Verburg and Andriessen 2006)) could be applied for 

intentional CoP development in practice. 

Using the Star model to analyze a CoP organization could be limited by the fundamental 

differences between CoP theory and the Star model. The Star model is used prescriptively which is 

in contrast to the “soft management” approaches of CoP, and by contrasting the results with other 

CoP explanatory frameworks (E.g. (Scarso, Bolisani, and Salvador 2009)) new perspectives arise. 

Further, the study does not include the perspective of line managers or COI members, key 

members and chairmen which could further inform explore and refine the findings. However we 

argue that the Star model is useful for analyzing how balanced the organizational approach is and 

we consider the use of the Star model a new contribution for analyzing Communities to ensure a 

balanced approach. The results of the study are limited by the single organization case study. 
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Even though the “marriage” of Social Media with CoPs seems to be perfect, studies that investigate the use of the new 

social applications in the context of CoPs are still scarce. To contribute to fill this gap, the present paper analyses the 

factors that influence the frequency of CoP access by means of a Social Media platform. Specifically, the paper 

illustrates and discusses the results of a survey which involved 262 employees of an international engineering project-

based service company that eight years ago established several global CoPs in order to improve internal knowledge 

exchange and collaboration processes. At present, inside the company there are 20 active communities, involving about 

1,400 project execution employees, whose functioning is supported by a Social Media platform dubbed Connect. The 

survey, that included 22 questions, was administered online between September and October 2018.  

The findings of the survey have allowed to identify some factors that result to be strictly correlated with the frequency 

of use of the Social Media platform to interact with the others community members. Among others these are: position in 

the company, role inside the community, individual motivation, kind of use, perceived technical and organizational 

obstacles. The paper contributes to advance the research about the adoption of Social Media technologies as knowledge 

management tools by identifying some factors that influence their use inside a CoP. It also provides useful suggestions 

to managers who intend to promote the development of Social Media enabled virtual Communities of Practices. The 

main limitation of the study is that it bases on the experience of only one company working in a specific industry with 

specific knowledge needs and capabilities. In spite of this, the findings provide interesting insights that can be a basis 

for future investigations as well as suggestions to managers willing to create and sustain virtual CoPs. 
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1. Introduction  
The use of Communities of Practice (CoPs) to support knowledge sharing and collaboration within organisations 

has been spreading over the years (Aljuwaiber, 2016; Nithithanatchinnapat et al., 2016). Nowadays many different 

companies from various sectors are deliberately resorting to CoPs to better managing their cognitive assets and in this 

way improving their business performance. As underlined by the literature, technology is one of the key pillars of CoPs 

(Scarso et al., 2009; Wenger et al., 2009), since it can streamline their internal knowledge sharing processes (Hislop et 

al., 2018). This is particularly true in the case of virtual CoPs, i.e. communities that make use of ICTs to enable distant 

and asynchronous communications among members, whose rapid diffusion (Frank et al., 2017) has been favoured by 

the availability of new web-based tools, like for example Enterprise Social Media platforms (Leonardi et al., 2013). 

Such tools, in fact, enable better communication and collaboration as well as enhanced knowledge location and transfer 

(Mäntymäki and Riemer, 2016). However, even though the “marriage” of Social Media with CoPs seems to be perfect 

(Annabi and McGann, 2013), there is little research that investigates the use of the new social applications in the 

context of CoPs.  

Considering the above, this study aims to better understand how Social Media are employed as a communication 

and knowledge sharing tool inside a CoP. More specifically, the paper intends to identify and discuss the factors 

connected with a more or less frequent use of an Enterprise Social Media platform to access a CoP and collaborate.  

The paper is articulated as follow. In the next section, the conceptual background and the rationale of the study are 

illustrated. Section three focuses on the research goals and method, while section four is devoted to presenting the 

research findings. In section five the findings are more deeply discussed; the last section offers some conclusive 

remarks also regarding potential and limitations of the study. 

 

2. Background  
The notion of Community of Practice was introduced almost thirty years ago by Lave and Wenger (1991) as a part 

of a broader conceptual framework for reflecting on learning in its social dimension. From then on, it has gained 

increasing popularity and found extensive practical use in so many contexts (business, government, education health, 

etc.) that it is difficult to list all its applications (Wenger, 2010). But it is especially in the field of Knowledge 

Management (KM) that CoPs have been employed as a key tool to promote collaboration and knowledge sharing 

among “people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and 

expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing basis”, to recall the probably most cited definition of Wenger et al. 

(2002). The recent years have seen a rapid diffusion of virtual (ICT-enabled) CoPs favoured by the fact that Web 2.0 

applications and especially Enterprise Social Media (ESM) platforms have increased the ease with which they can be 

established and sustained. 

In fact, it is a widely shared opinion that ESMs can bring substantial benefits to knowledge-related processes 

(Bechina et al., 2012; Calero Valdez et al., 2018; Helms et al., 2017; Sankaran et al., 2018). Specifically, they are 

deemed to promote new ways of exchanging knowledge by employees of an organization (Razmerita et al., 2017), they 

can transform knowledge sharing from an intermittent and occasional process into a systematic conversation 

(Majchrzak et al., 2013), and they are generally less complex and more affordable than the technologies of earlier 

generations used to store and facilitate knowledge sharing (like, for example, big centralized databases and automated 

search engines). Hence not surprisingly, there are those who affirm that KM and ESM are a perfect “couple” (Helm et 
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al., 2017), and that a perfect “marriage” exists between CoPs and ESMs (Annabi and McGann, 2013). Conversely, it is 

rather surprisingly that studies that investigate the use of ESMs within professional CoPs are still scarce.  

The present paper intends to contribute filling this gap by identifying and analysing the factors that influence the 

frequency of use of an ESM platform to access a CoP and interact with its members. The assumption under this study is 

that understanding how to promote the sharing of knowledge within a CoP through the effective and efficient use of 

new social tools is not only vital for the proper functioning of the community but also for the successful adoption of the 

new media. 

In order to perform our analysis, we mainly referred to the studies that have investigated the factors influencing 

knowledge sharing through ESMs. Scholars who, in the recent literature, examined this topic tend to consider factors 

deriving from different conceptual perspectives (Stei et al, 2016) as follows. Nielsen and Razmerita (2014) – who recall 

a classification proposed by Lin (2007) – distinguish between three different classes of factors: individual factors, 

organizational factors, and technological factors. In a later paper (Razmerita et al., 2016), the authors provide additional 

specifications by distinguishing between drivers and barriers. Other scholars (Chin et al., 2015a; Lal, 2016, Harker et 

al., 2018), willing to underline the social nature of these technologies, add the class of social factors. Further scholars 

take into consideration additional factors such as: process/operational (Bolisani and Scarso, 2016; Chin et al., 2015b), 

economic, and cultural factors (Bolisani and Scarso, 2016). Together with the previous factors, we took into account 

few specific cognitive aspects that can affect how an individual use an ESM to access the knowledge resources (human 

and documentary, as e.g. written texts, figures, presentations, templates) made available by a CoP.  

 

3. Research goals and methods  
According to what is said above, our research aimed to examine the factors that influence the frequency of use of an 

ESM platform to access a CoP. More specifically it intends to identify and analyse which elements differentiate 

frequent users from less frequent ones. At this aim we investigated the employees of a company that have adopted an 

ESM platform to support their CoPs (that the company calls CoI, i.e. Community of Interest). It is an international 

engineering project-based service company (whose name is not indicated for reasons of confidentiality) specialized in 

pharmacy whose offices are in 8 different countries (Denmark, France, Belgium, Germany, Switzerland, India, Japan, 

and United States). At present 20 active communities involve about 1,400 employees. Their functioning is supported by 

ICT tools, and especially by a Social Media platform named Connect. For collecting data, we conducted a survey that 

included 22 questions aimed to understand how the ESM enabled CoPs of the company are supporting its knowledge 

management processes. The survey was administered online between September and October 2018. The present study 

makes use of the survey data to investigate the aspects characterizing employees who access the communities by means 

of the Social Media platform. For reasons of space, in the next section only a limited part of the most interesting results 

is illustrated and discussed. 

 
4. Findings  
4.1 The case company  

The investigated enterprise is a global engineering company that specializes in the pharmaceutical industry, with 

around 2,000 employees in 15 offices dispersed in Europe, China, India, and USA. The company employees who are 

involved in the execution of the projects are expected to consult written engineering guideline when developing 
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solutions to customers, provide feedback or suggest improvements to the guideline owner, and participate in knowledge 

development discussions. Employees are also expected to leverage the globally dispersed workforce to resolve 

problems and find solutions by posting questions online or directly to expert colleagues. CoIs are a central part of the its 

strategy to become a world leading pharma engineering company that has a local presence and use the knowledge of 

experts around the world. 

The company has organized 20 global CoIs (the first ones were established in 2008) with 1,400 project execution 

employees who are members of at least one CoI. Participants are voluntary practitioners that interact continuously, and 

the CoIs define their own task, are responsible for stewarding knowledge within the enterprise, and have a long-term 

focus. Each CoI represents a competence that has been identified by at least four countries as being a core competence. 

CoIs are responsible for writing the global engineering standards and implementing best engineering practice derived 

from projects throughout the world. CoIs are supported by several ICT tools including the ESM platform Connect. Each 

CoI has a Chairman who is overall responsible for the community and key members engagement. He/she is also 

responsible for the mainly administrative tasks of inviting to meetings, reporting on CoI performance, maintaining the 

dialogue with the CoI board, and following up on budget. A CoI has several Key members that are voluntarily 

appointed to the position because they are recognized experts within their field, and these are central to developing 

knowledge, sharing knowledge and answering questions. The CoI size ranges from 67 to 373 members. CoIs are 

governed by a board made up by management representatives from the countries and the board is responsible for the 

budget and strategy. 

 

4.1 Characteristics of high and low frequent users 
We received 262 valid answers from employees from eight countries that correspond to about 19% of CoIs 

members; the most frequent were Denmark (47.7%), India (13.1%) and Switzerland (12.2%). 

We define a high-frequent user as a person that uses Connect for accessing his/her COI at least on a weekly basis. A 

low frequent user is only active on a monthly basis or even more seldom. In our dataset, we have 147 (56.1%) of high-

frequent users and 115 (43.9%) low-frequent users. More specifically, only 17.6% of respondents access CoIs by means 

of Connect less than once a month. 

Table 1: Demographic information 

  
All 

participants 

High-

frequent 

users 

Low 

frequent 

users 

Position 

Manager 6.9% 55.6% 44.4% 

Project/Engineering Manager 19.5% 37.3% 62.7% 

Engineer/Specialist 73.6% 60.9% 39.1% 

Seniority in 

the company 

0-2 years 21.8% 64.9% 35.1% 

2-5years 29.8% 56.4% 43.6% 

5-10 years 22.5% 54.2% 45.8% 

10-15 years 11.8% 51.6% 48.4% 

More than 15 years 13.4% 45.7% 54.3% 

Missing 0.8%   

Membership 

in primary 

CoI 

0-6 months 9.5% 60.0% 40.0% 

6 month – 1 year 7.6% 85.0% 15.0% 

1-2 years 14.1% 48.6% 51.4% 

2-4 years 31.7% 50.6% 49.4% 

More than 4 years 36.6% 56.3% 43.4% 
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Missing 0.4%   

Role in 

primary CoI 

Chairman 7.3% 89.5% 10.5% 

Key member 20.2% 79.2% 20.8% 

Member 72.1% 46.6% 53.4% 

Missing 0.4%   

 

Table 1 shows that engineers and specialists, i.e. operative people, are more regular users than project/engineering 

managers. This could be ascribed to the fact that CoIs are seen as a tool to find information related to the daily work 

more than a coordinating tool. In any case it must be recalled that, according to some information collected by the 

company, project/engineering managers prefer to use other tools to coordinate their teams, as well as they are less 

willing to share their PM-related knowledge with other PMs. The frequency of use decreases with the seniority in the 

company, which indicates that more recently hired employees are also those who need it most to acquire information 

and knowledge about the company and their work. Instead, there is no clear relation between the frequency of use and 

the level of seniority, which is an aspect that would deserve further investigation. Lastly, as expected given with their 

role, the large majority of Chairmen and Key members are high-frequent users. 

Before proceeding with analysing the results, it is needed recalling that the next figures show the percentage 

distribution of responses given by the two groups, where 100% corresponds to the total of valid responses of each group 

(between parentheses in each caption it is indicated the maximum number of possible answers). 

One of the questions asked how a user interacts with his/her primary CoP. The three main ways of interacting with 

the primary CoI are to use content like wiki articles, to browse through content and, to a lesser extent, to contribute to 

conversations (Figure 1). The two groups show rather different behaviours. Specifically, high-frequent users contribute 

to conversations, upload articles or comment articles more than low-frequent users: in substance they show a more 

knowledge sharing oriented behaviour. Conversely, low-frequent users more like to browse through the content of the 

CoI, use relevant information and ask other users for help. To sum up, high-frequent users give a more active 

contribution, while low-frequent ones seem having a sort of need-driven behaviour.  

Figure 1: Interaction with primary CoI (max 3 answers) 
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Survey participants were asked to state why their colleagues should participate in a CoI (Figure 2); this was an 

indirect way to ask them why they do so. While high-frequent and low-frequent users both agree that to be informed 

and share information are good reasons to participate in the CoIs, more high-frequent users than low-frequent users 

think that easier communication is a reason to use the CoIs. Both groups do not think that a CoI can replace meetings. 

Data confirm that CoIs are considered a tool that should be useful for the daily work, but also that at present they are 

not so useful for low-frequent users. 

Figure 2: Participation reasons in CoIs for other colleagues (max 3 answers) 

 

4.3 Perceived Challenges using CoIs 
Both low-frequent and high-frequent users face technical challenges by using Connect as software for the CoIs. The 

three most named challenges independently of the user group were the difficulties to find the information in the system, 

the perceived usability of the system compared to other systems as well as the lack of features (Figure 3). A higher 

percentage of high-frequent users than low-frequent users perceived challenges, and this could be explained with their 

more intensive use. Especially high-frequent users complained about the insufficient technical support, while system 

security is not an issue at all. Interesting to note that low-frequent users more believe that other tools or solutions are 

quicker and /or easier to use, which could be a further reason for their sporadic use. 

Figure 3: Perceived technical obstacles with Connect 
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Besides of technical obstacles, Connect users also face organizational ones (Figure 4). The fact that respondents 

indicated on average more organizational obstacles than technical ones (2.46 vs. 2.04) underline how the organizational 

ones are perceived as more relevant that the technical ones. 

Figure 4: Perceived organizational obstacles by using Connect 

 

The biggest organizational challenges are lack of time, too few active people and the risk of feeling distracted from 

the daily work. High-frequent users have a higher fear of showing that they are not knowledgeable than low-frequent 

users, as well as they complain a not full managerial support. More low-frequent than high-frequent users have the 

impression that the provided content is not relevant for them.  

 

In line with the identified obstacles, Connect users provided ideas about how to improve knowledge sharing in the 

company (Figure 5). In general, employees require the allocation of time to contribute to the CoIs, knowledge sharing 



289 

289 
 

services and search functionality should be improved. Low frequent users are more interested in usage guidelines, 

better explanation of the purpose of CoIs and better integration of the Connect system with other systems than high-

frequent users. High-frequent users are more interested to get a reward for their contributions, more features and 

better information classification than low-frequent users. Quite surprising is the fact that more high-frequency users 

suggest the giving of rewards than low-frequency users. It would be interesting to understand if they believe that their 

intense participation deserves to be rewarded, or if they think that rewards can be an effective way to motivate 

current sporadic users. 

Figure 5: Ideas for increasing knowledge sharing in the company (max 3 answers) 

 

5. Discussion  
What emerged from the study first shows that Social Media can not only be used to support knowledge sharing 

processes that occur inside a community, but especially that the peculiar organizational context of a CoP appears to be 

particularly suitable for the successful introduction and use of these new tools. This it is confirmed by the positive 

experience of the investigated company where more than half of the employees that answered the questionnaire access 

Connect frequently in order to participate to CoIs’ life. 

Furthermore, the findings of the survey have provided some interesting indications of general character concerning 

the use of an ESM platform as a tool to support a CoP, as follows: 

 Communities are mainly used as virtual places where to find relevant knowledge under the form of web content, 

wiki articles, templates and examples.  

 The most important reason to participate to a community (and hence to use Connect) is to access information and 

knowledge useful to the daily work.  

 Technical obstacles are perceived being less important that organisational ones. Among the first ones, the difficult 

finding of information and the availability of easier and quicker to use alternative tools are the most named. 

Regarding the second ones, lack of time clearly prevails over the others. 
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 In accordance to the previous points, suggestions to promote a more frequent use underline the need to allocate 

time as well as to make the access to relevant information/knowledge easier. An element that deserves to be 

recalled here is the very little relevance attributed to rewards as a mean to promote knowledge sharing.  

 

Coming to the specific issue investigated by the paper, that is which elements differentiate frequent from not 

frequent ESM users, the survey underlines that regular users differ from sporadic users for several aspects as e.g.: 

position and seniority inside the company, role within CoI, kind of use of the ESM platform, reasons to participate to a 

CoI, nature of perceived technical and organisational barriers. Specifically, compared to the sporadic users, frequent 

users seem to pay more attention to the nature of a community as a “knowledge management environment”, and are 

particularly aware of the relevant support that Social Media can give to knowledge sharing. Conversely, sporadic users 

seem to show a more “opportunistic” use of the community, denoted by a very low level of personal involvement in the 

community. 

 

6. Conclusion  
The paper contributes to a better understanding of how Social Media-supported CoPs can promote knowledge 

management activities of a global company. More specifically, it investigates the factors that lead to a more frequent 

access to the CoP by means of Social Media. In doing this, the study reiterates the importance and usefulness of 

adopting a KM lens to analyse Social Media and that a very good “marriage” exists between CoP and ESM. 

From the academic point of view, the study confirms the results of previous research about the existence of different 

classes of ESM users and the need to improve our understanding of their characteristics. It also confirms the crucial role 

played by some factors (as e.g. time availability, usefulness for daily work, advantages offered by alternative tools) in 

influencing the intensity of use of the new social platforms. 

The study also offers some practical indications to managers willing to promote a more frequent use of an ESM 

platform in order to improve the knowledge sharing processes inside their company’s CoPs. In particular, it suggests 

that together with some actions of general validity (as e.g. allocating time to the use of the platform) some other specific 

actions must be implemented that take into account the specific situations of sporadic users. In this regard, as most of 

the literature about ESM and CoP underlines, it is worth recalling that less frequent users are however important to keep 

the CoP (and the ESM platform) alive, and that therefore the first goal is to prevent their abandoning the platform. 

 

The study is not without limitations. A first one is that it applied only descriptive analytics. Hence the next step will 

be to do a more sophisticated statistical elaboration of the collected data. Another limitation is that results cannot be 

generalised, since only one company was analysed that belongs to an industry with specific knowledge needs and 

capabilities. Therefore, future research should extend this analysis in other companies of different sectors. In any case, 

the findings of the study provide interesting insights that can be a basis for further studies. 
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Abstract: Information and communication technology (ICT) is a key pillars of supporting CoPs. 

Virtual CoPs (i.e.: CoPs applying technology enabling asynchronous and distant communications), 

are growing in numbers. The increase is supported by the availability of new ICT, like for example 

Enterprise Social Platforms (ESP). ESPs support CoP however empirical based studies investigating 

ESP application in the context of intentionally developed CoPs are still scarce. This study 

contributes to filling this gap by exploring CoP participants’ behaviour which includes use of an 

ESP. In particular, we investigate the case of a global engineering company specialized in 

pharmacy, that has an explicit strategy of developing global CoPs to improve internal knowledge 

exchange and collaboration processes. At present, 20 active communities involve about 1400 

employees. The ESP ‘Connect’ supports the CoPs. The case company is explored through an online 

survey comprising 22 questions that was distributed via ‘Connect’ between September and 

October 2018. 262 responses were collected (Response rate  app. 19%) from employees located in 

8 different countries. 

According to the CoP participants can be divided into two groups that have distinctly different 

behaviour; active and passive. The ‘Active’ group rely significantly more on external sources and 

especially on Connect than passive users. Also, the ‘active’ group is more satisfied with 'Connect’ 

and participate in collaborations. The ‘passive’ group relies on information from nearest 

colleagues and rarely contribute to conversations on ‘Connect’.  
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The paper contributes with knowledge about how participants in CoPs supported by ESPs behave 

differently and thus might be motivated differently. 

 

Keywords: Communities of Practice, Enterprise Social Platform, Knowledge Sharing, Survey 

 

1. Introduction 

This paper aims to investigate the case of an engineering company specialized in pharmacy, that 

follows a strategy of developing global CoPs to improve internal knowledge exchange and 

collaboration processes. Eight years ago, several global CoPs were established to support such 

strategy: at present, 20 active communities have been developed that involve about 1,400 

employees (approximately 90% of the workforce). The activity of such CoPs is supported by the 

Enterprise Social Platform (ESP) ‘Connect’. 

Since the very beginning, studies about Social Media have underlined how participation in these 

platforms is rather diversified. Already in 2006, Nielsen (Nielsen, 2006) suggested a 90-9-1 rule, 

which refers to the unbalanced nature of participation in Social Media: 90 percent of users only 

read content or observe others, while 9% contribute from time to time and 1% are heavy 

contributors. The same occurs in CoPs, where the members play different roles and consequently 

contribute in different ways, and with different weight, to the life of the community. As indicated 

by Wenger et al. (2002) the roles assumed by CoPs’ members can vary from core to peripheral. 

Scholars agree that for both CoP and social media their effective functioning depends on having a 

sufficient and constant number of active users/members (Mäntymäki and Riemer, 2016; Wenger 

et al., 2002) 

In light of the above, the paper explores and characterizes different groups of employees with 

specific reference to how they interact and participate in intentionally developed CoPs in the 

organization by means of the introduced Enterprise Social Platform. 

 

2. Literature Review 

CoP is defined as a ‘group of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a 

topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing 

basis’ (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). The CoP term was coined in a study underlining 

the importance of learning in the physical and social context of the actual work (Lave and Wenger 

1991). While some scholars have a perspective on CoP as being self-organised and autonomous 

(Gabbay and le May 2004; Orr 1996; Urzelai and Puig 2018), others propose that CoPs can be 

intentionally developed to improve organisational knowledge sharing and collaboration (Wenger, 
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Snyder, and McDermott 2002; Aljuwaiber 2016; Barbour et al. 2018; Cornes et al. 2014; Jørgensen 

et al. 2018). In the last years the latter point of view is becoming prevalent especially because a 

growing number of companies are establishing CoPs as a building block of their knowledge 

management strategy (Aljuwaiber, 2016; Bolisani and Scarso, 2014). 

 

2.1 Developing Virtual Communities of Practice 

As widely underlined in the literature, ICT is one of the key pillars of a CoP (Wenger et al., 2009), 

and particularly of an intentionally created one (Pohjola and Puusa, 2016), since it can streamline 

internal knowledge sharing processes (D. Hislop, Bosua, and Helms 2018). 

Among the various properties of ICT that can support a CoP (i.e. connectivity, multiplicity, 

codifiability, programmability, and computability; (Nithithanatchinnapat et al. 2016), this study is 

primarily focused on connectivity. Connectivity provides participants the ability to connect with 

their community digitally, which is particularly important if members cannot communicate face-

to-face (Frank et al. 2017). This occurs when employees work round-the-clock shifts in operations 

or when geographical distances or time differences hinder a direct communication (Scarso, 

Bolisani, and Salvador 2009; Cordery et al. 2015). A computer-mediated connection between 

participants facilitate the development of a relationship that is conducive for knowledge sharing 

(Lesser and Storck 2001), however replacing face-to-face meetings with virtual communication 

reduces tacit knowledge sharing, CoP performance and outcome (Schenkel and Teigland 2008; 

Aljuwaiber 2016). Connectivity is essential for the establishment of virtual CoPs (i.e. CoPs that 

make use of web-based technologies to enable distant and asynchronous communications among 

members) and explain why they are diffusing very rapidly (Frank et al., 2017). This especially 

concerns Enterprise Social platforms (ESPs) (Leonardi et al., 2013) that are considered to serve as 

the “missing link” to connect CoPs to business strategy (Annabi and McGann, 2013). 

Actually, ESPs seem to marry perfectly with CoPs, since their operating logic bases on the creation 

of groups, within which communication, collaboration and information exchange processes are 

enabled, which are the distinctive characteristics of a CoP. Also, as affirmed by 

Nithithanatchinnapat et al. (2016), the pervasiveness of Web-enabled social software can 

potentially transform the nature and use of CoPs, which opens up new and interesting research 

opportunities to examine the interplay of the new form of ICT and CoPs. 

 

2.2 CoP participant characteristics 

Age and maturity are two structural CoP characteristics that will change even if no management 

initiatives takes place, however it is not certain that maturity will change in accordance with age 
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(Dubé, Bourhis, and Jacob 2006). One defining element of the CoP-age is the behaviour 

characteristics of the CoP participants (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001; Dubé, Bourhis, and Jacob 2006). 

CoP development is described using linear stage models spanning from the initial development to 

the period in time where CoP activity has come to an end. Research has proposed several CoP 

development stages that more or less integrate CoP characteristics, CoP processes, critical success 

factors, and development initiatives (Agrifoglio 2015; Dubé, Bourhis, and Jacob 2006; Lee, Suh, 

and Hong 2010).  

A five stage model was introduced by Gongla and Rizzuto (2001) comprising: Potential, building, 

engaged, active and adaptive. In the potential stage a nucleus forms which is made up of 

individuals with a shared interest, but the individuals have yet to fully discover the commonality. 

Connection is the primary activity as the individual locate one another, communicate, and form 

relationships. In the building stage, a community starts to take form and define itself in terms of 

“what the community is going to be and how it is going to build and declare its existence” (Rizzuto 

and Gongla 2001, 847), and also develop supportive processes and structure. The community 

members build a common “understanding of what the community is and what it is not, why it is 

forming, and how it will function”. (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001, 847). In the engaged stage the 

community functions with a common purpose. The community grows in size and complexity and 

the structure and processes comes into action. Access between community members and access 

to the group knowledge are key functions. “The community really begins building its capability to 

leverage its explicit and tacit knowledge” (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001, 847). In the active stage, a 

community reflects, analyses, and begins to comprehend, define, and assess the value for the 

members and the organization and “the community further extends its membership and builds 

relationships to other communities”. In this stage the biggest challenge is to sustain momentum. 

The community draws on their collective knowledge and collaboratively brings benefit to the 

organization. Members define and share the value that they bring to the larger organization. 

“Collaboration promotes an understanding throughout the larger organization of the need for and 

distinct benefit from the community’s knowledge and work” (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001, 847).In the 

adaptive stage the community adjust continuously to create knowledge and to establish the new 

structures and processes it needs for leveraging its knowledge. The community innovates and 

generates, creating “new solutions, new offerings, new methods, new processes, and new groups. 

The community identifies, influences, and even creates trends in its area of expertise” (Rizzuto and 

Gongla 2001, 847). 

The CoP development stages are characterized by specific behaviour of the core participants. In 

the engaged stage the core participants ‘develop trust in and loyalty to the community, Commit to 

the community, Outreach to new members, Model knowledge-sharing behaviour, Tell community 

stories, Actively search for and contribute material to build the community knowledge base, and 

Promote and participate in knowledge sharing’ (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001, 852). In the active stage 

“Individuals engage other community members to solve problems and do “real work”, The 
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community creates focused work groups, The community connects to and interacts with other 

communities, The organization actively supports and measures community work, and The 

organization begins to rely on the community’s knowledge to contribute to business value (Rizzuto 

and Gongla 2001, 853).  

 

In all the CoP development stages, having an adequate group of active members is crucial to the 

survival and effective functioning of the community (Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). The 

behaviour characteristics of core CoP participants define the most active participants. But, CoP 

participation ranges from core to peripheral, the latter being relative inactive compared to the 

active core participants, and participation on all levels impact the CoP outcome (Wenger, Snyder, 

and McDermott 2002). Since inactive participants have rarely been studied despite contributing to 

the CoP, knowledge about their behaviour characteristics and CoP impact is limited. This study 

explores active and passive CoP participants in the case where participants interact with each 

other through the technological platform which supports the community. 

 

3. Research Method 

On the basis of what emerged from the analysis of the literature, our research aimed to 

investigate how members of CoPs make use of an ESP to participate in the communities. In 

particular, the following research question was formulated: 

 

RQ: Which characteristics do distinguish active from passive users of ESP-enabled CoPs? 

 

To answer the above question, the employees of a company were asked that have adopted an ESP 

to support their CoPs (that the company calls CoI, i.e. Community of Interest). Data was collected 

via a questionnaire that was distributed via the ESP Connect between September and October 

2018. The questionnaire included 22 questions aimed to understand how ESP-enabled CoIs are 

supporting knowledge management processes of the company. Together with demographic 

questions (office country, position, seniority within the company), we asked in how many CoIs the 

employees are member in, what the name of their primary CoI is, how long they are already 

member there and which role they have (Chairman, Key member, Member). We also wanted to 

know how important different knowledge sources are for their work, for which purposes the CoI-

software Connect is used and how CoIs are evaluated.  

The responses were received from employees located in 8 countries (Denmark, France, Belgium, 

Germany, Switzerland, India, Japan, and United States). After cleaning the data, we got 260 valid 
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answers of employees that perceived themselves as either active or passive users of the CoIs 

facilitated by Connect. For reasons of space, in the findings section only a limited share of the 

most interesting results is illustrated and discussed. 

 

3.1 Case context 

The case company (indicated as PHC for reasons of anonymity) is a global engineering company 

with 15 offices dispersed in Europe, China, India, and USA, that specializes in the pharmaceutical 

industry, with around 2000 employees of which app. 1400 employees are potential CoI members. 

Employees are expected to consult written engineering guidelines when developing solutions to 

customers, provide feedback or suggest improvements to the guideline owner, and participate in 

knowledge development discussions. Employees are also expected to leverage the globally 

dispersed PHC workforce to resolve problems and find solutions by posting questions online or 

directly to PHC experts. The company has organized 20 global CoIs as  central part of its strategy to 

become a world leading pharma engineering company that has a local presence and use the 

knowledge of experts around the world. 

The CoI participants are voluntary practitioners that interact continuously. The CoIs define their 

own task, are responsible for stewarding knowledge within PHC, and have a long-term focus. 

Consequently they have the characteristics of CoP and this study defines them as such 

(McDermott and Archibald 2010; Wenger, Snyder, and McDermott 2002). The first CoIs were 

established in 2008 and their activity and impact has been growing steadily since then: 2017 saw a 

25% increase in questions asked online (2017: 1053 questions) and 146 project learnings were 

implemented. Figure 1 shows the time trend of the activity on Connect (2018 data only represents 

January until August, i.e. not a complete year) The activity is a summary of posts, questions asked, 

and improvement suggestions from engineering projects (lessons learned). The (red) dots indicate 

comments.  
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Figure 1: Activity on the Social Enterprise Platform Connect 

 

Each of the 20 CoIs represents a competence that has been identified by at least four countries as 

being a core competence. The CoIs are responsible for writing the global engineering standards, 

and implementing best engineering practice derived from projects throughout the world. They 

also maintain PHC’s knowledge base and obtain answers to problems. CoIs are supported by 

several ICT tool including an Enterprise Social Platform Connect, a global Quality Management 

System (QMS) and other ICT tools like e-mail, telephone etc. Figure 2 illustrates a Connect feed 

that is similar to the feed from other social media platforms like LinkedIn and Facebook (except for 

cat videos) Each CoI has a Chairman that is overall responsible for the community and Key 

members engagement, furthermore the Chairman is responsible for the mainly administrative 

tasks of inviting to meetings, report on CoI performance, maintain the dialogue with the CoI 

board, and follow up on budget. A CoI has several ‘Key members’ that are voluntarily appointed to 

the position because they are recognized experts within their field, and these are central to 

developing knowledge, sharing knowledge and answering questions. Additionally, any employee 

can become a ‘CoI member’ and participate in discussions. The CoI size ranges from 67 to 373 

members 

CoIs are governed by a board made up by management representatives from the countries and 

the board is responsible for the budget and strategy. The ‘Global Best Practice’ department GBP 

support the CoIs in different ways by e.g. facilitating workshops and knowledge sharing, recruiting 

chairmen and key members to the community, and implementing ICT.  
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Figure 2: A picture of a Connect feed that share similarities with other social media feeds like 

Linkedin. Area A is dedicated to questions posed to CoIs but are unanswered. Area B is the 

personal feed with discussions, updates, and questions from the CoIs that you are a member of. 

Area C contain links to feedback on content that you are responsible for and links to engineering 

standards, the QMS and guidelines. 

 

4. Findings 

We collected 260 valid answers on a total of 1397 project execution employees who were 

members of one or more CoIs, which means 19% of the universe. The top three country offices 

that responded were Denmark (47.3%), India (13.5%) and Switzerland (12.7%). The respondents 

were typically a member of more than one COI, 7.2% were members of only one CoI, 14.3% were 

members of two, and 18.2% were members of three COIs. Some employees reported being a 

member of more than 10 CoIs. 

 

4.1 Demographics of active and passive users 

According to the answers given, 78 participants perceived themselves as passive users (30%) that 

primarily consumed content without contributing by e.g. answering questions. The remaining 182 
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respondents are characterized as active users (70%) that reported answering questions from 

colleagues, motivating others to participate or facilitating mutual exchange of knowledge.  

 

This result is not in line with the large majority of the literature that underlines how a small 

minority does most of the work in social networks and online communities (Oettl et al., 2018). 

However other authors, as e.g. Bulgurcu et al. (2018), have examined cases where majority of 

users were contributors rather than consumer of content. Even if this is an issue that deserves 

further analysis, the hypothesis can be advanced that an ESP that is adopted to support pre-

existing communities having specific job-related interests induces users to participate actively 

more than a platform whose groups are created after its introduction. 

 

Table 1: Demographics of active and passive users 
 

Demographic variable 
General in 

% 

From them: 

Active Users 

From them: 

Passive Users 

Position 

    Manager 

    Project / Engineering Manager 

    Engineer / Specialist 

 

6.9% 

19.7% 

73.4% 

 

77.8% 

54.9% 

73.2% 

 

22.2% 

45.1% 

26.8% 

Seniority in the company 

    0-2 years 

    2-5 years 

    5-10 years 

    10-15 years 

    More than 15 years 

 

22.5% 

29.1% 

23.3% 

11.6% 

13.6% 

 

56.9% 

69.3% 

76.7% 

73.3% 

77.1% 

 

43.1% 

30.7% 

23.3% 

26.7% 

22.9% 

Length of membership in primary CoI 

    0-6 months 

    6 month – 1 year 

    1-2 years 

    2-4 years 

    More than 4 years 

 

10.0% 

7.7% 

13.5% 

32.0% 

36.7% 

 

38.5% 

85.0% 

68.6% 

66.3% 

78.9% 

 

61.5% 

15.0% 

31.4% 

33.7% 

21.1% 
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Role in primary CoI 

    Chairman 

    Key Member 

    Member 

 

7.7% 

20.5% 

71.8% 

 

100% 

94.3% 

59.7% 

 

0.0% 

5.7% 

40.3% 

 

Regarding demographics of the participants, and looking at their position in the company, 77.8% 

of managers consider themselves as active users, as well as nearly two thirds of engineers and 

specialists. Interestingly, only 54.9% of project and engineering managers perceive themselves as 

active (Table 1). Recently employed employees are more passive than employees with longer 

seniority, given that new employees more often look for help than contribute with new 

knowledge. At the beginning of their CoI membership employees are rather passive, but then 

become more active and enthusiastic to contribute, but such enthusiasm seems to get lower over 

the time. Chairmen and Key members in the CoIs are nearly all active users, they really act 

according to their given role. 

 

4.2 Characteristics of active and passive users 

Active and passive users rely on different knowledge sources in the company. Table 2 reports their 

evaluations on a Likert scale from 1 (not important) to 5 (very important) and the results of an 

independent samples T-Test applied to find significant differences between the two groups of 

users. Active users rely significantly more on external sources (e.g. conferences, magazines) and 

especially on Connect than passive users. The other knowledge sources are equally important for 

both groups of users. In general passive users tend to give less value to any knowledge source in 

comparison to active users. 

 

Table 2: Relevance of different knowledge sources for active and passive users 
 

Knowledge source 
Active Users 

(mean) 

Passive Users 

(mean) 
T Sign. 

External source (e.g., 

conferences, magazines) 
3.25 2.72 -3.385 .001 

Email 3.69 3.73 .259 .796 

Connect 3.40 2.92 -3.520 .001 

OurWiki 3.60 3.31 -1.645 .103 
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Phone calls 3.46 3.36 -.503 .597 

Information Talks and Meetings 3.95 3.95 -.104 .989 

Formal Meetings 3.77 3.64 -1.012 .313 

Written documents 3.96 3.82 -1.110 .269 

 

The next figures show the percentage distribution of responses given by the two groups, where 

100% corresponds to the total of valid responses of each group (between parentheses in each 

caption it is indicated the maximum number of possible answers). Both passive and active users 

are mainly engaged in ‘reusing and adapting information inside the company’ and ‘search and 

share in their own department’ than producing new information or searching externally (see 

Figure 3). Passive users declare to use stored information more than active users, which, instead, 

are more involved in the collective production of information and in sharing it also outside their 

departments. 

 

Figure 4 illustrates how the users interact with their primary COI. Both passive and active users 

primarily browse content and use OurWiki articles thus both groups make use of the explicit 

knowledge sources available. There are activities where the two groups are distinguishable as 

active users are more prone than passive to interact with the CoI by contributing to conversations, 

asking for help, and uploading documents and commenting articles. Some of the passive users 

reported performing activities typical for ‘active users’ such as uploading documents and 

commenting on articles. 
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Figure 3: Different ways of participating in knowledge sharing and using information (max 2 
answers) 
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Figure 4: Interaction with primary CoI (max 2 answers) 
 

4.3 Satisfaction with CoIs 

Active and passive users were asked to evaluate their primary CoI on a Likert scale from 1 (not at 

all/never) to 5 (to a great deal / always). The CoI participants are in the mean only satisfied on a 

medium level (See Table 3). However, the evaluation is rather different between the two groups. 

Active users are generally more satisfied with their primary CoI than passive users. We applied an 

independent samples T-test to find significant differences between the two groups of users. 

Passive users are significantly less satisfied with the fulfilment of their needs, the improvement of 

the collaboration, the availability of answers to their questions and the feedback from CoI 

members toward their own ideas. Conversely, the groups agree that the CoI offer relevant written 

guidelines (‘OurWiki articles’) and this answer is well aligned with how the user groups interact 

with their primary CoI. 

 

Table 3: Evaluation of primary CoI 
 

The primary COI… Active User 

(mean) 

Passive User 

(mean) 

T Sign. 

Fulfils own needs 3.41 2.86 5.033 .000 

Improves collaboration 3.27 2.92 2.908 .004 

Offers relevant OurWiki articles 3.55 3.42 .886 .376 

Provides answers to questions 3.26 2.68 4.142 .000 

Provides feedback to own ideas 3.47 3.08 3.109 .002 

Keeps up with industry 3.47 3.24 1.899 .059 

 

Furthermore, participants were asked to elaborate about their challenges with the CoIs in more 

detail. Both user group reports that they lack time to contribute and that the lack a search 

functionality to find a certain piece of information quickly (Table 4). It is worth underlining the first 

comment from passive users that indicates how such user prefer direct contact methods since 

he/she believe they are more rapid. 

 

Table 4: Challenges with the COIs 
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Comments from active users  Comments from passive users 

 “To many noisy comments with no purpose like 
‘very interesting article’ … The current reward 
structure does not necessary support the quality in 
the dialog, but does support quantity” 

 [missing] “time from key members to structure and 
present information” 

 “Very few people contribute and there is a feeling 
that only very complex problems can be shared in 
CoI… so most middle and initial level expertise 
people hesitate to openly ask questions.” 

 “If I need help/ input I contact the persons 
directly…Having to take time to formulate and 
submit a question on the CoI and then wait for an 
answer that might never come is just not an 
option in the fast track reality we live in.” 

 [missing] “interest and motivation to do 
something together.” 

 [missing] “focus and encouragement from the 
management to engage people and use it more 
(pro)actively” 

 

5. Discussion 

5.1 Definition of users 

The study divided CoP participants in two groups; active and passive based on the respondents 

own reporting; respondents could choose “I’m passive” or choose between different activity they 

participated in, in which case they were categorized as active. Thus the definition of passive was 

based on the personal opinion of the respondent. As mentioned earlier some that chose the 

“passive” option later gave responses that resembled respondents for the “active” category. This 

could be because participation cannot be simplified into two categories, as CoP participation does 

not increase in jumps but instead is gradually increased which is supported by the idea of 

legitimate peripheral participation (Wenger 1998). There is however the issue about “passive” 

being a choice based on subjective understanding on what passive CoP participation entails, and 

future studies could instead build the CoP participant category through responses about specific 

behaviour to further clarify the behaviour. 

 

If we have at least two different user groups then intentional CoP development in organizations 

should consider that different groups have different behaviour characteristics. Perhaps the active 

groups are the primary target group for a CoP development project as these are key to getting the 

CoP going e.g. from Potential to Building (Rizzuto and Gongla 2001). However for the CoP to have 

a wider organizational impact, CoP development initiatives cannot only consider the active group 

but must reach the passive group, as the passive participation can result in active participation the 

future. Furthermore, the passive participation results in the re-use of knowledge when solving 

work tasks which is beneficial for the company.  

 

The significant difference in CoP satisfaction is also where the two groups clearly distinct. It is 

however not clear if a respondent is passive because of low satisfaction or if passive behaviour 

means a lack of knowledge about the CoI hence little awareness about the opportunities the CoP 
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offers. Passive users are significantly less satisfied with the feedback and the questions to answers, 

and one possible reason could be that they belong to specific CoPs that respond slowly. Based on 

the open answers (Table 4) both groups agree that ‘lack of time’ is a boundary for CoP 

participation. It is however not clear why low satisfaction and passive user correlates. Future 

studies could explore if there are different enablers for CoP participation depending on the level of 

satisfaction. 

 

5.2 Discussion of active user behaviour 

PHC has chosen to organize their CoIs with Chairmen, Key members and Members. Chairman and 

Key members are the core of the Community whereas anyone can become a member simply by 

clicking a button on the CoP page on Connect. All the Chairmen (100%) are categorized as active 

and 95% of the Key members are active thus organization of the communities appears to support 

their activity and create business value. Key members are very active on Connect by participating 

to conversations online and also asking for help. 

 

5.3 Discussion of passive user behaviour 

A passive user is one that prefers searching for information instead of contributing which could be 

expected due to the limited experience with the company. The passive users appear reluctant to 

ask for help at the CoI and the difference between active and passive is significant on this point, 

which could be due to a fear of being perceived as in-competent. Instead a passive user prefers to 

ask for information inside his/her department which is probably because the nearest colleagues 

are where the relationships form first. 

 

6. Conclusions 

As underlined by the literature, members of a CoP can be divided into distinct groups according 

their level of participation. This study dealt with such topic by categorizing and exploring CoP 

participation in a global engineering firm where intentionally developed CoPs are supported by an 

ESP. Research data was collected by distributing a questionnaire through the platform yielding 260 

responses that were used for the analysis. 

Two groups were identified; active and passive. The active group appear to be central for both 

knowledge development and sharing and also for collaboration. The central members of the CoI’s 

are Key members and Chairman and they behave, as expected, as active users. Employees with a 

short seniority typically result to be inactive members. This is not surprising as new employees 

could be expected to primarily search for knowledge and information instead of contributing.  
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This study highlights the difference between CoP participants in terms of different behaviour (e.g. 

inactive search inside their own department and rarely use ‘Connect’, whereas ‘active’ participate 

in collaborations, contribute to conversations, and search for knowledge externally). This 

knowledge could support managers or CoP mentors that wish to increase CoP activity by guiding 

passive employees towards more active behaviour. 

The response level was app. 19% which is acceptable. One limitation of the study is that the 

questionnaire was distributed through Connect thus employees that rarely use Connect, on 

holiday or on customers projects would have less chance of seeing it.  

The findings of the present study pave the way for further studies. First, future research should 

make a more detailed analysis by subdividing CoP members in more than passive and active users, 

especially to understand if it is possible to identify a typical path that leads a passive user to 

become a very active one. Second, the correlation between being passive and dissatisfied should 

be explored in order to understand how CoP activity can be increased. Thirdly, the individual CoPs 

could be studies to understand if the specific CoP performance influence the participants 

engagement.  
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15.11 Practitioner paper 2016 

 

Formål: Udenfor praksis (og introduktion til forskningsprojekt). Vinklen bliver hvordan 

organisering omkring praktiske vejledninger har indflydelse på deres relevans. 

Målgruppe: Effektivitet 

Ingeniøren med de tre arme  
- organisering er vejen til effektiv videndeling 

Videndeling i form af kontinuerlig udvikling og overlevering af medarbejderes praksis, er af 

afgørende betydning for en organisations succes. Selvom mange organisationer ønsker 

videndeling, sker det ofte ad-hoc, og der er få gode eksempler på organiseret videndeling der 

understøtter målrealisering. Derfor er et forskningsprojekt ved at undersøge hvordan videndeling 

kan organiseres så praksiserfaringer effektivt udvikles og deles. Formålet er at oplære nyansatte 

hurtigt samt facilitere kontinuerlig videndeling, til gavn for både trivsel og effektivitet. 

Af: Rasmus Jørgensen, rj@forstaa.com 

Manglende praksiserfaring  

Det sker at vejledninger eller instruktioner ikke bruges i hverdagen, at de ikke opdateres 

kontinuerligt med idéer fra praksis, og ikke stemmer overens med virkeligheden. Det skyldes bl.a. 

at personer uden praksiserfaring er ansvarlige for hvordan praksis udføres, og derfor også ender 

med at beskrive vejledninger for praksis. Det kan fx være en procesansvarlig ingeniør der beskriver 

hvordan en tekniker skal udføre et vedligehold, en laborant der beskriver hvordan operatører skal 

håndtere en kvalitetsprøve, eller en software ekspert der beskriver hvordan en sosu-assistent 

bestiller varer via indkøbssystemet. Den manglende praksisindsigt har konsekvenser for 

vejledningers anvendelighed samt medarbejderes ejerskab for vejledninger, og som følgende 

eksempel illustrerer, kan det være ganske underholdende.  

Ingeniøren med tre arme 

I forbindelse med kontrol af en ca. 10 meter høj og 5 meter bred tank, identificeredes et område 

der ikke var ordentlig rengjort (Se figur 1). Det urene område var på bagsiden (i forhold til en 

servicestige) af en lodret omrører-aksel, som løber i hele tankens højde. Da tanken bruges til 

fødevareproduktion skal den rengøres grundigt mellem hver batch, og efterladte urenheder er et 

alvorligt problem. Derfor fik den procesansvarlige ingeniør til opgave at finde en løsning, så der i 

fremtiden ikke var urenheder i tanken efter rengøring. 
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Figur 1 – tegning der viser det urene område, samt hvordan den ca. 10 meter høje tank skal kontrolleres for 
urenheder efter rengøring. Tegningen er gengivet af forfatteren, med udgangspunkt i en skitse tegnet på en tavle af 
en produktionsmedarbejder. 
Ifølge ingeniøren var løsningen at en produktionsmedarbejder kravlede ned i tanken (med 

sikringsreb) og kontrollerede bagsiden (Se figur 1). Bagsiden af akslen skulle beskues ved brug af 

en ca. 2.5 meter forlængerstang med et spejl for enden, så akselbagsiden kunne inspiceres ved at 

se på spejlet. Men grundet sparsom belysning krævede proceduren ekstra lys. Så i sin anden hånd 

skulle operatøren holde en lommelygte og lyse på spejlet (der er ca. 2.5 meter væk), så lyset 

reflekteres via spejlet, op på akselbagsiden, som så kunne kontrolleres. Samtidig skulle operatøren 

holde fast i stigen... Denne vejledning blev formelt godkendt og trådte i kraft, inden problemet 

med behovet for tre arme blev opdaget af en operatør med to arme.   

Som ovenstående eksempel illustrere kan alvorlige men banale fejl snige sig ind i en vejledning, 

hvis praksiserfaring ikke inddrages i udarbejdelsen. En ting er at kende til tankens tekniske 

detaljer, det er noget andet at forstå hvordan arbejdet foregår i praksis. 

Sådan gør vi faktisk (overhovedet ikke) 

I forbindelse med konverteringen fra procedure i bogformat til handlingsfokuseret format, blev 

det besluttet at operatører med praksiserfaring skulle være forfattere. Udstyrseksperter (i dette 

tilfælde en maskiningeniør) skulle indgå i et samarbejde med operatører, og i stedet for at forfatte 

vejledninger som tidligere, skulle udstyrseksperter nu kvalitetssikre vejledninger i samarbejde med 

operatører. Det ledte til en reduktion i læsemængde der svarede til mange hundrede timer årligt, 

fordi operatører med praksiserfaring fjernede overflødig tekst. Samtidig opstod et fornyet 

engagement for vejledninger fra operatørernes side. I forbindelse med en evaluering beskrev en af 
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medarbejderne forskellen på den gamle og nye procedure: ”Formatet er langt mere overskueligt 

og man kan faktisk følge det. Før var teksten helt rodet, og der var sat alle mulige tekstdele ind 

som løsning på A3’er, men nu er det beskrevet som vi rent faktisk gør det”. Den gamle procedure 

var altså ikke kun lang og svær at bruge, men medarbejderes praksis afveg markant fra 

vejledningens beskrivelse af praksis. 

Eksemplet illustrerer hvordan samarbejdet omkring vejledninger mellem personer med 

praksiserfaring og personer med ekspertviden, kan mindske læsemængden og fremme 

tværorganisatorisk videndeling. 

God idé! Det har vi gjort længe… 

På et hospital blev ledelsen opmærksom på en uhensigtsmæssig proces, der foreskrev at prøve A 

og prøve B blev hentet samtidig og bragt samlet til analyse. Det tog lang tid at indsamle begge 

prøver simultant fra hele hospitalet, og analysen af prøve A tog længere tid end prøve B, og da 

svarerne skulle bruges samtidig betød det længere behandlingstid. Derfor besluttede lederne at 

foreslå en procedureændring, så prøve A skulle indsamles og bringes til analyse i første runde, og 

prøve B skulle indsamles i en anden prøverunde mens prøve A blev analyseret. Efter forarbejdet 

og analysen præsenterede ledelsen idéen for medarbejderne, og medarbejderne syntes det var en 

god idé, men svarede også at det havde de gjort længe, fordi det var meget nemmere og smartere 

at gøre. En af lederne sagde efterfølgende: ”Det er rigtig fint at medarbejderne finder den bedste 

løsning, men der er ikke særlig godt for organisationen at vi ikke får sat det i spil, og at vi ikke får 

bragt den viden fra medarbejderne op, og de ikke kommer at siger ”hej, kan vi ikke gøre det her 

anderledes?!””.  

Eksemplet illustrerer hvordan medarbejderne tilpassede arbejdsmetoden, men samtidig blev den 

gode idé ikke delt med resten af organisationen. Idéerne mangler altså ikke men effektiv 

videndeling kræver mere end ad-hoc idé udvikling og implementering. 

Proces eller udstyr? 

Hos en produktionsvirksomhed blev et projekt initieret for at løse et presserende 

træningsproblem. Maskinparken var udskiftet og alle skulle trænes i nyt udstyr, men 

vejledningerne operatører skulle bruge til bl.a. udførsel af vedligehold, blev kritiseret for at være 

svære at anvende. Bl.a. fortalte operatører at det krævede tre dokumenter for at udføre 

vedligehold på én produktionslinje. Årsagen hertil var bl.a. at der var eksperter for hvert udstyr 

tilknyttet produktionslinjen, som udviklede individuelle vedligeholdelsesvejledninger (Se figur 2). 

Udstyrseksperterne havde ofte meget travlt, og fortalte at opdatering af vejledninger ikke var en 

højt prioriteret opgave. Løsningen blev at operatører fik ansvaret med at beskrive processen for 

vedligeholdet, og resultat var en vejledning som tog udgangspunkt i vedligeholdelsesprocessen 

fremfor udstyret. Derved blev eksperternes viden organiseret så den let kunne anvendes i praksis. 

Resultat var én overskuelig vejledning, der indeholdt mange erfaringer fra operatørernes praksis, 
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og som var kvalificeret af de respektive udstyrseksperter. En sideeffekt var at ca. 50 siders tekst 

blev omstruktureret til 8 siders handlingsfokuseret tekst med illustrationer. 

 
Figur 2 – Ved at opdele ansvaret for vejledninger efter arbejdsproces i stedet for tekniske domæner, og placere 
ansvaret hos operatører i stedet for udstyrseksperter, blev service processen og træningen effektiviseret. Det skyldtes 
standardiseringen af delelementer og præcise vejledninger, der indeholdt ekspert praksisviden fra operatører, og 
teknisk ekspertviden fra udstyrseksperter.  

 

Eksemplet illustrerer hvordan indsigt i praksis medvirker til at udvikle effektive arbejdsgange, samt 

hvordan tværorganisatorisk samarbejde er nødvendigt for at anvende medarbejderes tid og 

kompetencer effektivt. 

Betydning af praksiserfaring 

Ovenstående eksempler illustrerer konsekvensen ved manglende inddragelse af medarbejdere 

med praksiserfaring. Konsekvenserne er bl.a.; forkerte(farlige) vejledninger, ressourcespild i 

udarbejdelse af vejledning, ringe tværorganisatorisk videndeling og ineffektive processer. 

Fællesnævneren er uhensigtsmæssigt organisering af videndeling, og særligt samarbejdet mellem 

praksisfelt og ekspertfelt har et uforløst potentiale. For eksemplerne viser at et godt samarbejde 

mellem praksismedarbejdere og eksperter, kan have positiv indvirkning på videndeling, effektivitet 

og arbejdsmiljø.  

Men hvad er de gode forudsætninger for at medarbejdere løbende deler og anvender 

praksiserfaring, og hvordan etableres de forudsætninger?  Det er spørgsmål der søges svar på ved 

et igangværende ph.d. projekt, der finder sted i et samarbejde mellem DTU-IPM (Implementation 

and Performance Management) og et stort dansk firma. 
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Interne eksperter, eksterne eksperter og deltagere 

Formålet med ph.d. projektet er at designe og afprøve en model for vidensdeling i praksis (Se figur 

3). Modellens effekt skal evalueres ved at analysere frekvensen af implementerede 

forbedringsforslag i vejledninger, trivsel, afvigelser og oplæringstid. Med modellen søges at 

etablere erfaringsgrupper for delprocesser i en produktion (eller service), der i et orkestreret 

samarbejde med eksperter, deler viden og udvikler praksis med udgangspunkt i erfaringer fra 

praksis. Ét element i organiseringen er definition af tre forskellige roller:  

Interne eksperter: Dette er medarbejdere med erfaring og særlig interesse for en delproces, som 

er motiveret for at varetage udviklingen af praksis for delprocessen. Medarbejdere får ansvar og 

mulighed for at udvikle praksis, ved at blive spurgt om at deltage i erfaringsgrupper for 

delprocesser. Medarbejdernes rolle er at udvikle praksis og opdatere vejledninger, baseret på 

samtaler om egne idéer, problemer og erfaringer, samt forbedringsforslag fra kolleger. 

Eksterne eksperter: Erfaringsgruppen samarbejder med eksperter udenfor praksis, der bruger 

ekspertviden indenfor fx jura, teknik, kundesegmenter eller kemi til at kvalificere idéer fra praksis. 

Eksterne eksperter repræsenterer desuden muligheden for at tiltrække ny viden udefra. 

Praksisdeltagere: Gruppen af medarbejdere som arbejder med delprocessen, men ikke har 

interesse i at deltage i en erfaringsgruppe. Deres mulighed er at fremsætte forbedringsforslag til 

erfaringsgruppen, som supplement til de ’Interne eksperters’ udvikling af praksis, for at muliggøre 

et bredt samarbejde om praksisudvikling. 

Ønsket med modellen er at placere ”magten” over praksis hos personer der har erfaring og 

interesse i praksis (Interne eksperter). Interne eksperter har desuden tavs viden som eksempelvis 

relationer, kultur og sprog, og samt viden om hvad der normalt/afvigende og 

hensigtsmæssigt/uhensigtsmæssigt. Det bærende element i modellen er medarbejderes 

engagement i at udvikle praksis og fremsætte forbedringsforslag. Derved placeres det udførende 

ansvar med at udvikle praksis og tilhørende vejledninger hos medarbejdere i praksis.  
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Figur 3 – Operatører med praksiserfaring og en særlig interesse I delproces A samles I ‘Delproces A erfaringsgruppe’, 
og kategoriseres som ‘Interne eksperter’ for delproces A. Den del af arbejdsstyrken som ikke deltager I ‘Delproces A 

erfaringsgruppe’ men som udfører delproces A benævnes ‘Praksisdeltagere’. ‘Eksterne eksperter’ er eksempelvis 
ingeniører, laboranter og kemikere uden praksis erfaringen med delproces A men med ekspertviden. 

Når forbedringsforslag er modtaget følger erfaringsgruppen en defineret godkendelsesproces, hvor forslaget 
kvalificeres både fagligt og socialt og forslagsstiller modtager feedback. Hvis et forslag godkendes og en vejledning 

opdateres, trænes alle relevante medarbejdere i den opdaterede vejledning. 

Forskningsprojektet søger at svare på to spørgsmål: ’Hvordan etableres erfaringsgrupper?’ og ’Kan 

etableringen af erfaringsgrupper skabe ”rum” i en organisation hvor der afvikles tværfaglig 

aktivitet med fokus på praksisvidendeling?’. Der foretages en række interventioner hos 

samarbejdsvirksomheden, og de evalueres mht. indflydelse på kvalitet, trivsel og effektivitet. 

Projektets udgangspunkt er teorien om ’praksisfællesskaber’ der defineres som; en gruppe af 

mennesker med en fælles interesse og kompetence indenfor et givent domæne,  der interagerer 

og udvikler relationer og samtidig udveksler viden, idéer og problemer relateret til domænet, og 

der igennem forbedrer deres egen praksis (Wenger et al. 2002).   

Sådan skabes ”rum” til videndeling 

Kontinuerlig videndeling og udvikling af praksis kræver en fokuseret og gennemtænkt indsats. 

Foreløbige observation viser at en ad-hoc tilgang er utilstrækkelig; praksisvidendeling skal 

organiseres med samme omhyggelighed som enhver anden driftsopgave. Derved bringes interne 

eksperter, eksterne eksperter og praksisdeltagere i spil på den bedst mulige måde. Opgaven er at 

skabe ”rum” hvor interne eksperter kan dele tvivl, spørgsmål, idéer og problemer, og hvor tillid, 

fælles erfaring og lyst til at eksperimentere rammesætter samtaler som løbende udvikler praksis. 

Dette er en ledelsesopgave, for tid, mandat og ressourcer skal sanktioneres så en erfaringsgruppe 

får de bedste arbejdsbetingelser. Men gruppens virke hviler på først og fremmest på 

medarbejdernes frivillige deltagelse, fælles erfaring, et interessefællesskab samt kontinuerlig 

interaktion. 
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En måde at komme i gang er ved at følge nedestående proces: 

Til hver praksis (delproces) etableres erfaringsgrupper på følgende måde 

a. Søg en facilitator blandt interne eksperter for delprocessen til at koordinere 

gruppen 

b. Inviter flere interne eksperter til at deltage frivilligt i gruppen 

c. Giv gruppen den nødvendige støtter (lokale, tid, email, tavle etc.) 

d. Etabler proces til forbedringsforslag fra praksisdeltagere samt godkendelsesproces 

e. Ledere iscenesætter gruppen med tydelig opbakning, ressourcer og faciliterer 

kontakten til eksterne eksperter 

f. Følg op på gruppens arbejde med spørgsmål omkring deres fremdrift, effekten af 

deres arbejde samt deres samarbejde. 

Næste skridt for projektet er at afprøve og evaluere implementeringsmodellen, samt teste et 

måleredskab til at evaluere niveauet af praksisvidendeling. Efterfølgende skridt er at designe og 

testes en model for oplæring af nye medarbejdere. Hvis du ønsker at høre mere om projektet, har 

egne erfaringer med at organisere videndeling eller har yderligere spørgsmål er du meget 

velkommen til at tage kontakt. 
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PROCESKONFIRMERING AF OPERATIONELLE STANDARDER  

Dialogbaseret konfirmering af standarder integreret i træning, vidensdeling og løbende forbedring 

 

Af: Rasmus Jørgensen, ph.d. studerende, DTU management og Kasper Edwards, ph.d., DTU 

management 

 

Proceskonfirmering er når produktionsledere gennemgår operationelle standarder med 

medarbejdere mens arbejdet udføres. Proceskonfirmering er baseret på dialog hvor viden deles, 

forbedringsforslag udvikles og relationer mellem leder og medarbejder forstærkes. I en Dansk 

farmaceutisk virksomhed resulterede proceskonfirmering i 69 forbedringsforslag på ét år. 

Resultaterne blev skabt ved at træne og coache ledere i proceskonfirmering og dialog, samt ved at 

udvikle virksomhedens kvalitets- og træningssystemer. 

 

Hvad er proceskonfirmering? 

Proceskonfirmering er når en driftsleder gennemgår en standard med en medarbejder, ved at 

observere medarbejderen udføre arbejdet, og undervejs sammenligner udførslen med standarden. 

Medarbejderen anerkendes løbende, og stilles undervejs en række spørgsmål, der skal bekræfte 

medarbejderens viden, samt få medarbejderen til at reflektere over jobbet. Efterfølgende gives 

feedback og der tales om forbedringsforslag til den gennemgåede standard. Leder og medarbejde 

diskuterer den træning medarbejderen har modtaget og om den skal tilpasses (Se figur 1).  
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Figur 1 – En integreret model for ledelse af viden hvor kompetenceoverblik og træningsplaner (1), danner grundlag 

for udvikling af træningsmateriale (standarder) (2), der anvendes til træning (3), evalueres ved proceskonfirmering (4) 

og resulterende i løbende forbedring (5). 

 

Processen er drevet af lederen som følger en struktureret proces bestående af fire skridt: 

forberedelse, observation, afslutning og opfølgning. Hvert skridt indeholder en beskrivelse af de(n) 

handlinger som lederen skal udføre samt beskrivelse af formålet. Processen er uddybet i figur 2. 

Proceskonfirmering (PK) adskiller sig fra audit ved at være en dialog mellem leder og medarbejder 

om standardardens og træningens kvalitet, og derved knytter proceskonfirmering sig tæt til et 

system for ledelse af viden som integrerer kompetenceudvikling, videndeling og løbende 

forbedring. PK kan derfor også anskues som en evaluering af træneren og dennes indsats. 

Træneren er en person som er blevet undervist i TWI træningsmetoder og løbende træner 

medarbejderne. 

 

 

Skridt Handling Formål 

1 - 
FORBEREDELSE 

Lederen vælger fokus for PK, 
giver medarbejder besked, 
henter PK skema og 
gennemser standard. 

- Medarbejderen skal kunne forberede 
sig mentalt 
- Lederen skal være helt klar når PK 
starter 

2 - OBSERVATION Forbered medarbejder til PK - Gør medarbejder tryg inden PK 
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Skridt Handling Formål 

Leder observerer medarbejder 
og stiller spørgsmål efter behov 

starter 
- Bekræfte træningssystemets effekt 
- Bekræfte at standarden er korrekt 

3 - AFSLUTNING 
GIver feedback og spørger ind 
til forbedringer 

- Anerkende medarbejderens gode 
indsats og påpege hvor medarbejderen 
kunne forbedre sig 
- Facilitere en forbedringskultur 

4 - OPFØLGNING 
Reflektere over ny viden om 
medarbejder, rapportere og 
overveje nyt PK fokus 

- Huske og anvende personlige detaljer 
om medarbejder 
- Anvende PK hvor det er mest 
værdiskabende 

 

 

 

For at proceskonfirmering skal være effektivt, skal de udførende ledere (driftsledere) være 

kompetente og motiverede, til at give medarbejderen anerkendelse og facilitere identifikation af 

forbedringsforslag. Det er vigtigt at understrege at proceskonfirmering er en dialog og ikke en 

eksamen. Lederen skal møde medarbejderen med følgende tankesæt: 

• Medarbejderen er motiveret til at gøre sit bedste 

• Træneren har gjort sit bedste og brugt en korrekt standard 

• En afvigelse fra standarden er en mulighed til at forbedre træningen eller standarden 

 

En faldgrube ved proceskonfirmering er at det bliver til kontrol af medarbejderes adfærd. Når 

lederen finder det nødvendigt at kontrollere en medarbejder, undermineres trænerens mandat og 

tilliden til medarbejderen, da lederen udviser mistillid til både træner og medarbejder ved sin 

kontrol. Det er træningssystemets effektivitet der vurderes, ikke medarbejderen – hvis der findes 

fejl i processen er det træningssystemet som er problemet og skal korrigeres. Medarbejderens 

adfærd opfattes som et produkt af træningssystemet.  

 

 

Effekten 

En dansk farmaceutisk virksomhed har udført proceskonfirmering i en årrække med følgende 

effekt: 

• Flere forbedringsforslag 

• Øget tiltro til træningssystemet 

• Stærkere relationer mellem ledere og medarbejdere 

 

Proceskonfirmering anvendes som en del af et operationelt træningssystem baseret på Training 

Within Industry – Job Instruktion (TWI-JI) træningsmetoden. Undervejs i proceskonfirmeringen 

bedes medarbejderen vurdere en standard fra 1-10, og opfordres derefter til at komme med 

Figur 2 - De fire overordnede trin i proceskonfirmering. På hvert trin kan der “dobbeltklikkes”, 
så ledere får en komplet liste med handlinger. 
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forbedringsforslag hvis standard ikke får vurderingen 10. I år 2 efter indførslen af 

proceskonfirmering var 2/3 af alle forbedringsforslag fra proceskonfirmering (Se figur 2). 

 

 

 

Figur 3 - Antal forbedringsforslag der stammer fra proceskonfirmering, samt 

antallet der kommer ind fra forbedringsforslagsskemaet. 

 

En anden positiv effekt er ledernes tiltro til træningssystemet og den træning der udføres. Ledere 

ved at medarbejdere følger en standard, og har modtaget effektiv træning, da standarden kan 

observeresved proceskonfirmeringen. Lederne får desuden detaljeret viden om deres drift i form af 

hvad, hvordan og hvorfor job udføres som de gør. Derved agerer lederen proaktivt og 

anerkendende, ved at bekræfte medarbejderens korrekte adfærd.  

 

Fordi ledernes tilstedeværelse bruges på at bekræfte medarbejderenes korrekte adfærd, forstærkes 

medarbejderens faglighed igennem den positive anerkendelse. Da proceskonfirmering foregår 1:1 

mellem leder og medarbejder er det desuden en mulighed, for at lære det hele menneske at kende. 

En intern undersøgelse fra år 2 viste at mindst 50% af medarbejderne satte pris på 

opmærksomheden i forbindelse med PK.  

 

 
 Uddannelse og systemer 

For at proceskonfirmering bliver en værdiskabende aktivitet, skal en organisation fokusere på 

uddannelse og støttende systemer. Tre medarbejdergrupper skal modtage uddannelse; operatører 

der deltager i proceskonfirmering, driftsledere der udfører proceskonfirmering, samt 

afdelingsledere der coacher driftsledere. I figur 4 er uddannelsesprocessen for rollerne uddybet. 

 

0 50 100 150

År 3 (til dato)

År 2

År 1

PK

Skema til
forbedringer
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Rolle Ansvar Niveau 

OPERATØR 
Deltage i proceskonfirmering 
ved at udføre job 
Komme med forbedringsforslag 

Kende til proceskonfirmerings 
processen og kende til skema til 
dokumentation 

DRIFTSLEDER 

Udføre proceskonfirmering 
Bruge proceskonfirmering til at 
forstærke relationer, øge 
procesviden og facilitere 
forbedringsforslag 

Kunne anvende proceskonfirmering 
processen, anvende skema og anvende 
KPI. 
 
Kende til afdelingsleders ansvar 

AFDELINGSLEDER 

Observe proceskonfirmering 
udført af team leder 
Facilitere læring hos team leder 
om medarbejder og proces 

Kende til proceskonfirmering proces, 
kende til skema, anvende KPI og 
anvende faciliteringsspørgsmål 

 

 

 

 

Den vigtigste rolle er driftslederen. Derfor skal driftslederne være kompetente og motiverede, da 

medarbejdernes reaktion på proceskonfirmeringen, er en funktion af driftslederens evne til at 

anerkende og facilitere. Den første uddannelsesaktivitet er en workshop hvor der gives teoretisk 

undervisning, og laves praktiske øvelser. Derefter etableres buddy teams, hvor ledere øver 

proceskonfirmering med hinanden, og opbygger erfaring. Endelig afsluttes uddannelsen med en 

certificering (Figur 5).  

 

 

Figur 5 - Uddannelse af team ledere til at foretage PK. På et workshop 

forløb introduceres team lederne til PK, lærer processen at kende, 

forstå hvorfor nogle medarbejdere føler skyld og skam samt hvordan 

dette kan undgås. 

 

 

Den grundige forberedelse til proceskonfirmering, skal minimere risikoen for at proceskonfirmering 

bliver en eksamen og medarbejdere føler skyld og skam, og i stedet oplever en anerkendelse af 

korrekt adfærd. 

 

Foruden uddannelse skal der foretages en række systemiske ændringer, som gør processen 

omkring proceskonfirmering robust. Det kan f.eks. være introduktion af et skema, der anvendes 

ved proceskonfirmering og til efterfølgende dokumentation (Figur 6): 

 

Figur 4 - Rollers ansvar i forbindelse med proceskonfirmering, og til hvilket kompetenceniveau 

de skal uddannes. 
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Figur 6 - Skemaet som anvendt i den danske farmaceutiske 

virksomhed. Her kan noteres alle formelle oplysninger, behov for 

gentræning, overensstemmelse mellem den angivne og anvendte tid 

samt forbedringsforslag fra medarbejder. 

 

 

Konklusion 

Proceskonfirmering kan være en stor forandring, da det minder meget om kontrol, hvilket ikke er et 

ønskeligt i det danske samfund, hvor vi scorer højt på både tillid, retfærdighed og samarbejde. Og 

som Gert Tinggard Svendsen påpeger, er tillid billigere end kontrol. Derfor skal ledere og 

medarbejdere klargøres til proceskonfirmering, og trænes i processen, så proceskonfirmering fra 

starten bliver en værdiskabende proaktiv anerkendende aktivitet, og ikke en reaktiv kontrol af 

medarbejdere.  
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Bedre vejledninger – med praksisfællesskaber 

Af Rasmus Jørgensen, ph.d. studerende og Kasper Edwards, Seniorforsker og ph.d., DTU 

Management 

Vejledninger skrevet af en ekspert og brugt af medarbejdere, er en gængs måde at understøtte 

korrekt procedureudførsel og videndeling. Forskning viser dog, at effekten på videndeling gennem 

skriftlige vejledninger er begrænset (Bhattacharyya, Reeves, and Zwarenstein 2009; Ioannidis 

2016), men involvering af medarbejdere kan øge videndeling og resultere i forbedring af det 

udførte arbejde (Barwick, Peters, and Boydell 2009; Cordery et al. 2015). Et ph.d.-projekt på 

Danmarks Tekniske Universitet (DTU) har vist, hvordan videndeling og vejledninger kan forbedres 

ved at udvikle frivillige faggrupper blandt medarbejdere. Resultaterne viser at frivillig deltagelse, 

tid og ro til fokuserede samtaler skaber grundlaget for videndeling, og resulterer i en ensartet og 

forbedret måde at arbejde på. Ved at inddrage praktikere i udviklingen af vejledninger kan 

ekspertviden oversættes og formes, så vejledninger gøres forståelige og bidrager til sikker og 

effektiv opgaveløsning. Sådanne frivillige faggrupper kaldes praksisfællesskaber.  

 

Effekten af praksisfællesskaber 

Ph.d.-projektet afprøvede en model til udvikling af praksisfællesskaber, hvor en gruppe af 

medarbejdere frivilligt deltog i en møderække med fokus på videndeling omkring, og forbedring 

af, en specifik arbejdsproces (Se Figur 1). Studiet evaluerede modellens effekt på ændringer i 

vidensdeling og forbedringer af arbejdsprocesser. I nedenstående præsenteres to eksempler på 

betydelige forbedringer, og efterfølgende gennemgås modellen til udvikling af praksisfællesskaber. 

 
Figur 1 – Alle medarbejdere blev inviteret til at deltage i et praksisfællesskab, og dem som meldte 
sig fik tid, ressource og ansvar til at forbedre en given arbejdsproces. 

 

Eksempel 1: Forbedret arbejdsproces  

Den gamle vejledning beskrev opstartsproceduren ved tre på hinanden følgende aktiviteter: A-B-C. 

I den nye vejledning, udviklet af forsøgsgruppen, var rækkefølgen ændret til (A+B)-C: A og B 
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udføres parallelt efterfulgt af C (se Figur 2). Forsøgsgruppen, som bestod af klinikere, forklarede at 

apparateksperten foretrak A-B-C, selvom det er en langsommere metode, men apparateksperten 

mente ikke, at klinikere burde udføre A og B parallelt på grund af kvaliteten. Forsøgsgruppen var 

dog uenig og oplevede det som et stressende tidsspilde ikke at lave A og B parallelt. 

I dette tilfælde anvendte klinkere igen deres ’praktiker-viden’, og resultat var en mere effektiv 

arbejdsgang, der forkortede opstartsproceduren med ca. 10 minutter. Det betød at apparatet 

hurtigere kom online igen og medarbejderen blev frigivet til andre opgaver.  

 
Figur 2 - Før (Øverst) og efter (nederst) 

 

Eksempel 2: Fotokopiering af computerskærm 

Ph.d.-projektet gennemførte også et forsøg i en administrativ offentlig enhed. Her blev tre medarbejdere fra et 

sagsbehandlingkontor samlet i et praksisfællesskab, med det formål at dele viden om en gruppe af arbejdsaktiviteter, 

forbedre udførslen og opdatere vejledningen. De tre medarbejdere sad på samme kontor, havde mere end 20 års 

erfaring og havde en skriftlig vejledning til rådighed. 

Igennem samtaler i praksisfællesskabet opdagede deltagerne at de havde tre forskellige måder at udføre samme 

opgave til trods for den skriftlige vejledning. Opgaven gik ud på at flytte dokumenter fra et system til et andet ved at 

lave en PDF fil og vedhæfte den en sag. I møder samtalede deltagerne om deres individuelle måder at udføre 

opgaven, og udforskede individuelle årsager samt fordele og ulemper, og endeligt besluttede fællesskabet én måde at 

gøre det på. De tre forskellige arbejdsmetoder var som følger (Se også Figur 3): Person 1 (P1) Gemte individuelle word 

filer på sin PC, printede en fysisk version, scannede printet, e-mailede den scannede fil til sig selv, gemte som 

individuelle filer på sin PC og vedhæftet filerne til sag enkeltvis. Dette tog ca. 20 minutter. Person 3 (P3) gemte filerne 

direkte på sin PC i én samlet fil ved at bruge programmet ”CutePDF”, og vedhæftede derefter filen til sagen. Dette tog 

ca. 2 minutter. Person 2 (P2) havde en fremgangsmåde som var en blanding af de to. Deltagerne var enige om at P3’s 

fremgangsmåde var den bedste, og blev enige om at bruge den fremover.  

Eksemplet viser hvordan et praksisfællesskab med tid og rum til samtaler giver anledning til sammentænkning (Pyrko, 

Dörfler, and Eden 2017), hvor medarbejdere udforsker deres fremgangsmåder, deler viden og forbedre deres 

effektivitet. 
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 Figur 3 – De tre medarbejderes forskellige fremgangsmåder 

 

 

Sådan etableres praksisfællesskaber  

Praksisfællesskaber kræver ikke mange ressourcer at udvikle og vedligeholde, fordi deres eksistens 

understøttes af indre motivation og eksisterende relationer.  Men praksisfællesskaber er ikke 

gratis og de to vigtigste forudsætninger er tid og rum. Tid til at have samtaler og rum hvor 

samtaler kan finde sted uforstyrret.  Ph.d.-projektet designede og testede en model til udvikling af 

praksisfællesskaber ved at syntetisere den seneste forskning indenfor feltet. Modellen (Se 

faktaboks 1) kan anvendes af enhver leder eller facilitator som ønsker at udvikle 

praksisfællesskaber, og i nedenstående præsenteres modellen som en ”opskrift”. 

 

Faktaboks 1: Metode til udvikling af praksisfællesskaber 

 

 
 

 

 

Trin 1: Ledelsesintroduktion. Ledelsen introduceres til hvad praksisfællesskaber er og hvordan de 

udvikles, desuden fremhæves nødvendigheden af frivillig deltagelse, autonomi samt 

Trin 6 - Løbende dialog 
Deltagere: Koordinator 

Trin 5 - Opstarts workshop 
Deltagere: Praksisfællesskab deltagere og leder/konsulent  

Trin 4 - Invitation til at deltage 
Deltagere: Leder (Ansv.), koordinator og medarbejdere 

Trin 3 - Koordinator identifikation 
Deltagere: Leder og medarbejder 

Trin 2 - Definere fokus 
Deltager: Leder 

Trin 1- Ledelsesintroduktion 
Deltager: Leder og praksisfællesskabs-konsulent 
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ressourceallokering. Et praksisfællesskab er drevet af faglig interesse, og derfor skal det have 

autonomi fra ledelsen og ressourcer til at løse opgaven og gøre deres indflydelse gældende i 

forhold til at udvikle vejledninger og arbejdsprocesser. Reelt er ressourcer alene, tid til at 

praksisfællesskabet kan mødes og arbejde med deres praksis. 

Trin 2: Definere fokus. Formålet er at udvælge et fokus der engagerer medarbejdere, og ledelsen 

vil investere ressourcer i. Det første trin er at definere opgaver eller kompetencer der er kritiske 

for organisationen, og som ledelsen finder det vigtigt at investere i udvikling af. Hvis der er tale om 

vidensarbejde vil fokus typisk være på kompetenceniveau, hvis der er tale om mere praktisk 

arbejde vil fokus typisk være en eller flere opgaver (fx sagsbehandling, maskinvedligehold, 

rengøring eller montageopgaver) 

Trin 3: Koordinator identifikation. Lederen identificerer en frivillig koordinator af 

praksisfællesskabet blandt potentielle deltagere, og det vil typisk være en kernemedarbejder 

indenfor fokusområdet. Koordinatoren skal være stå for at indkalde til møder, være ansvarlig for 

fremdrift, kommunikation med ledelsen, samarbejde med fx eksperter og opdateret vejledninger. 

Trin 4: Invitation til at deltage. Alle medarbejdere inviteres til at deltagere i praksisfællesskabet. 

Der er to krav som kvalificerer til deltagelse; erfaring med den valgte fokus og lyst til at dele viden. 

Invitationen sendes via en kanal som når alle og supplerende information gives ved et holdmøde, 

afdelingsmøde eller via mail. En invitation i kort form er: 

– Har du lyst til mødes ca. 1 time om ugen for at dele viden omkring ”fokus”, udvikle 

vores vejledning og forbedre arbejdsprocessens udførsel? Så kontakt ”person Y”. 

Trin 5: Opstarts workshop. Der afholdes en opstarts workshop faciliteret af en leder eller 

konsulent, hvor deltagerne diskuterer formål, fælles interesse og engagement, med det formål at 

skabe en fælles forståelse af gruppens formål, afstemme forventninger og skabe relationer. Det 

gøres ved at få deltagerne til at diskutere og svare på følgende 

– Hvorfor vil i gerne mødes for at dele viden om ”fokus”? 

– Hvad er vigtigt for en samtale hvor viden deles? 

– Hvad er jeres plan for de næste 2 måneder? 

– ”person Y” er koordinator. Er alle ok med det? Er der andre som vil prøve at være 

koordinator? 

Opstartsworkshopen er slut når alle punkt er talt igennem, og der er lavet en plan for de 

kommende to måneder, som koordinator derefter sender til lederen. 

Trin 6: Løbende dialog. Ledelsen indkalder til en møderække med koordinatorerne for at indsamle 

feedback fra praksisfællesskaberne, støtte koordinatorer og diskuterer fokus og bidrag. Det er 
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essentielt at ledelsen fraholder sig fra at give opgaver til praksisfællesskaberne, men at ledelsen 

samtidig fastholder en forventning om vidensdeling, udvikling af vejledninger samt forbedring af 

arbejdsprocesser. 

 

Fra etablering til vedligeholdelse 

Ved brug af ovenstående metode kan organisationer udvikle praksisfællesskaber som engagerer 

medarbejdere i vidensdeling, udvikling af vejledninger og forbedrings af arbejdsprocesser – men 

det er kun den første fase. Efter den første udviklingsfase bevæger et praksisfællesskab sig typisk 

igennem fire andre faser (Se Figur 4), og hver fase kræver forskellige initiativer af organisationen.  

 
Figur 4 – De fem modenhedsfaser et praksisfællesskaber kan befinde sig i (Rizzuto and Gongla 
2001). 
 

Den potentielle fase er hvor medlemmerne finder hinanden og praksisfællesskabet begynder at 

blive skabt. Her skal organisationen hjælpe med at identificere personer som er relevante for 

hinanden og facilitere at praksisfællesskabet udvikles med udgangspunkt i personlige relationer. 

I udviklingsfasen begynder praksisfællesskabet at forme sig selv, og formalisere deres interne 

samarbejde og processer. Her skal organisationen hjælpe med at etablere processer for 

håndtering af viden, samt hjælpe med at planlægge og afvikle praksisfællesskabets aktiviteter. 

I engagements fasen begynder praksisfællesskabets at bidrage til organisationen og begynder at 

forbedre deres interne processer. Organisationen skal hjælpe praksisfællesskabet med at optage 

nye medlemmer, intern og ekstern kommunikation, indsamle feedback fra organisationen samt 

hjælpe praksisfællesskabet med at opretholde fokus og overholde interne aftale.  

I aktivfasen er praksisfællesskabet tæt forbundet organisationens andre systemer til håndtering af 

viden, og hele organisationen kommunikerer og drager af praksisfællesskabets viden. Her skal 

organisationen hjælpe praksisfællesskabet med at blive integreret i organisationens rutiner, så 

praksisfællesskabet bliver inddraget i problemløsning, organisationsudvikling og i andre 

praksisfællesskabers indsats. 

I tilpasningsfasen giver praksisfællesskabet en konkurrencemæssigfordel ved at bidrage med 

innovation og nytænkning. I denne fase skal organisationen hjælpe med at etablere eksterne 

relationer, og støtte udviklingen af nye praksisfællesskaber på baggrund af nye behov.  

Ledelsesfokus på fællesskaber 



338 

338 
 

Ledelse af praksisfællesskaber kræver at ledere er i stand til at fremme fællesskaber, 

videnskabelse og forlader sig på tillid. Praksisfællesskaber er ét af flere redskaber en organisation 

har til at facilitere vidensdeling, et andet redskab er fx skriftlige vejledninger, fælles møder eller 

problemløsning. Hvert redskab kræver noget forskellige af ledere, fx forudsætter brugen af 

vejledninger at ledere håndhæver en vis disciplin så vejledninger læses og følges og den kendte 

viden bringes til anvendelse. Ledelse af praksisfællesskaber kræver en ”blødere” tilgang som 

fokuserer på at danne relationer og koordinere medarbejderes samarbejde om vidensdeling (Se 

Figur 2). Ledelse af praksisfællesskaber skal: 

A. Fremme fællesskaber og samarbejde – det betyder at ledere skal fremme relationer 

mellem medarbejdere. 

B. Ledere skal stole på at tillid, ressourceallokering og personlig motivation medfører 

vidensdeling og forbedring af arbejdsprocesser - det betyder ligeledes en mindskning af 

tvungne opgaver og kontrol. 

C. Ledere skal aktivt fremme vidensdeling ved at omtale og prioritere det – det betyder at 

omfanget af individuelle opgaver skal mindskes  

 
Figur 5 – ledelse af viden 

 

Konklusion 

Praksisfællesskaber indeholder mange muligheder for at forbedre videndeling, så medarbejderes 

praktiker-viden kommer organisationen til nytte. Netop i arbejde, hvor medarbejdere arbejder 

alene og udvikler egne metoder, er det vigtigt lære fra hinanden, og forskellige 

medarbejdergruppers viden bringes i sammenspil. Eksemplerne med brug af ordet ’brønd’ og 

’fotokopiering af skærm’, viser hvordan inddragelse af klinkere ved organisering i et 

praksisfælleskab giver vejledninger, som er lettere at forstå, og forbedrer hvordan arbejdet 

udføres.  Tidligere forskning har vist at involvering af medarbejdere har afgørende indflydelse på 

vejledningers effekt (Richter-Sundberg et al. 2015; Barwick, Peters, and Boydell 2009), og vores 

forskning viser, det kan ske ved at udvikle praksisfællesskaber. Tidligere blev praksisfællesskaber 

ikke betragtet som noget, der kunne udvikles - de var spontane og autonome (Li et al. 2009a; Lave 

and Wenger 1991). Men vores og andres forskning viser, at praksisfællesskaber kan udvikles ved at 
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understøtte, motivere og give autonomi, og derved bringe gavn til medarbejdere og 

organisationer (Jørgensen et al. 2018; Cornes et al. 2014). Vores industri har behov for løbende 

udvikling og effektivisering, og vores resultater viser, at der findes en anden løsning som ikke 

involverer budgetnedskæring og øget tempo, men i stedet aktiverer og engagerer medarbejdere. 
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