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To identify how organizations approach the development and implementation of their core processes in amanner that
focuses on continued flexibility and responsiveness to changing customer needs, and environmental impact factors
through improved knowledge transfer.
The research follows an empirically based multiple case study approach across six national/multi-national
knowledge-based organizations. A core-complex process was identified within IBM and then tested and refined
across five over national/multinational organizations. Within each organization key employees interviewed
concerning the manner in which their core processes were managed and modified.
Those organizations that identified their core business processes as being responsive, and flexible enough to
meet changing customer expectations could be shown to follow a ‘nine-step’ process lifecycle. However, those that
had less-responsive processes seemed to share similar organizational and managerial issues.
The findings are based on a limited sample size of six organizations, and the nature of the findings are presented in an
inductive-theory building way. Therefore, the findings are not presented as a final position, but as a starting point
for further research into complex, knowledge transfer intensive business process development and design.
From the findings a nine-stage process lifecycle model has been defined.
Within any service-orientated organization core business processes are under pressure to manage continually
changing customer requirements. Therefore, it is important not just to build efficient and effective processes, but
to understand how the organization must be aligned in order ensure continued performance within a constantly
changing operating environment. Copyright # 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

INTRODUCTION

In today’s complex organizations the need to
develop and control knowledge-dependant business
critical processes is vital to the overall success of the
business (Skyrme and Amidon, 1997; Teece, 1998).
However, the traditional functional approach,
through a silo’ed view of process development is
failing to deliver responsive, efficient and effective
processes needed to support inter and intra-
organizational business collaboration (Argote
and Ingram, 2000; Van Weele, 2002). The problem
is further compounded by the rate of change
now being experienced by organizations, where
processes are constantly under pressure to support
changing business direction and objectives.
Therefore, an important question is how can

organizations, dependant on responsive complex
business processes, ensure the processes remain
so in such a dynamic environment (Troyer, 1995;
Lee et al., 1997). Many organizations are successful
in changing their processes, but what mechanisms
do they employ to ensure these processes, once
deployed, do not ‘drift’ away from their core
function; a problem the author believes is inherent
in many traditionally aligned organization. This is
a view supported by Maull et al. (1995) and
Smart et al. (1999) who identify the need for a
commonly accepted and used reference model in
order to ‘manage, operate and support’ enterprise
wide business processes.

This paper will look at how six separate
organizations manage their core process develop-
ment and lifecycles. Although the organizations
are very different in the services and products
they offer, all are complex in nature and are trying
to deliver their offerings in a dynamic, changing
business environment. This paper will identify the
main aspects of process control that the more
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successful organizations use, and from this propose
a framework for developing knowledge-dependant
complex processes for complex organizations.

The research presented in this paper is part of
a larger, on-going initiative to understand how
service organizations can better utilize ‘knowledge-
dependant’ processes in a manner that directly
impacts end-to-end complex process performance.
As part of the investigation into knowledge transfer
activities across six large complex knowledge-
intensive organizations, the author has identified
a common approach used by those organizations
whose core processes continue to be viewed
internally as responsive and flexible to changing
customer needs.

BACKGROUND

The rate at which organizations have to manage
change is increasing. Coupled to this fact organiz-
ations are also becoming aware of the need to focus
on customers needs and desires in the development
and provision of their products and service (Moller
et al., 2008), as a failure to do so will almost certainly
result in the loss of business to competition
(Kulp et al., 2003). This increasing rate of change
and need to understand, and even predict, customer
behaviour means an organization’s processes for
product/service development and delivery need
to be increasingly flexible and responsive (Koste
and Malhotra, 2000; Koudal and Wellener, 2003).
Unfortunately, many organizations now operate
increasingly complex processes that may be
caused by any number of reasons such as increasing
organizational size, operating in a vertically dis-
integrated alignment or simply a failure to discard
redundant processes (Goerzen, 2005; Osborne and
Brown, 2005; McLaughlin et al., 2006; Kestilä
et al., 2007). However, identifying the reasons is
not the purpose of this paper. What is important
is that organizations need to understand how
to ensure their core business processes can be
developed so they become more resilient to the
constant need for change (Maull et al., 1995; Smart
et al., 1999), and support the flow of business critical
knowledge transfer (Skyrme and Amidon, 1997;
Teece, 1998; Smolnik et al., 2005; McLaughlin,
2009). Within a service-orientated environment this
becomes particularly vital as the need to understand
and be able to respond to constantly changing
customer requirements becomes a determining factor
to an organizations continued ability to successfully
compete (Bell, 1999; Tidd and Hull, 2003; Karmarkar,
2004). As Abernathy (1978) identified as a key
premise for the innovation model (Abernathy,
1978) the rate of product-innovation exceeds that of
process-innovation during the early stages of a
product’s life. Over time processes stabilize, however,
the constant rate of change now experienced by most

organizations can see process’s quickly falling behind
the rate of product development, thus leading to a
situation where process performance becomes a
weak-link in an organizations ability to remain
competitive. (Lu and Botha, 2006).

Through the research presented in this paper
the author has endeavoured to identify, across six
service-orientated organizations, those aspects of
their process management, that makes, or prevents,
their core business processes from supporting the
needs of the business.

Through initial research, conducted within IBM’s
EMEA Integrated Supply Chain organization (to be
referred to in figures and tables as Organization 1),
the author has identified eight steps for developing
responsive, knowledge-dependant process pathways.

Initial framework for responsive process
pathways

The author observed and interviewed employees
across the IBM organization responsible for devel-
oping and maintaining a core supply chain process.
The supply chain process was designed to ensure
the expedient fulfilment of customer orders for
customized and in some cases personalized hard-
ware product. From the observations and data
gathered a basic framework was defined (Figure 1).

The effective development and implementation
of responsive core business processes, for IBM
(Organization 1), is dependent on following certain
tasks in a prescribed order. These tasks, or stages,
are outlined in Figure 1 and stages are linked in
a manner that helps Organization 1 drive process
changes that will improve knowledge and
information access, creation and sharing along
the entire process. The left hand side of Figure 1
outlines the key stages in developing, implementing
and maintaining knowledge-dependant processes
within a complex organization. The stages are
generic in that they can be applied to any complex
organization. The process flow starts with the
‘Define Process’ stage. This sees the formation of
a cross-functional process team, the selection of
a core process and the agreed core process
boundaries, where it starts and where it ends.
The use of cross-functional teams at this stage is
seen as fundamental in ensuring operational
efficiency (Xu et al., 2009). The implementation
process thenmoves on to identify andwork through
the key elements that must be identified and
managed; process structure, process ownership,
key performance indicators, organizational
structure around core process and knowledge
barriers. Once these tasks have been addressed,
the process focuses on the identification and
prioritization of process improvement changes.
This leads into the final stage that is the ‘Monitor
Impact on Performance’ stage. Due to the way
changes to a complex process can have ‘up’ and

Copyright # 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Know. Process Mgmt. 17, 155–167 (2010)
DOI: 10.1002/kpm

156 S. McLaughlin

 10991441, 2010, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/kpm

.353 by N
ational U

niversity O
f Ireland M

aynooth, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [28/10/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



‘down’ stream effects on overall performance,
the process needs to be monitored to ensure any
changes do not introduce instability across the core
process, which in turn can adversely impact overall
performance. This process stage leads back into the
‘Define Process’ stage, and from there the cycle
repeats itself again.

The time spent within each stage of the frame-
work for managing knowledge-dependant pro-
cesses will vary. The first time the process is
implemented within an organization, it is expected
significant time will be spent on the first five stages
of the process. However, once the cross-functional
process team are fully engaged, the process
mapped, the knowledge barriers identified and
the different work groups identified and mapped to
the core process, more time can be spent identifying
performance improvement changes. The first five
stages will still need to be revisited on a regular basis
as changes to the overall business strategy, external
business relationships, technology improvements,
cultural and business environmental issues can and
will impact core process structure, barrier impact
and possible key performance indicators.

This framework ensures that the creation of
knowledge-dependant, core business processes are

developed as a dynamic on-going business exercise.
The ability of the framework to generate responsive
processes is dependant on the need to manage
performance impacting knowledge barriers (Barson
et al., 2000; McLaughlin and Paton, 2008). As the
type and impact of barriers will change along the
core process the methods used to manage their
impact will shift between codified or personalized
in nature (McLaughlin, 2009). It is because of this
that no single implementation approach can be used
to manage knowledge and information flows across
the organization.

However, if the framework were to have any
relevance it would need to be assessed against
other organizations operating complex knowledge-
dependant processes. This paper will outline how
the process of comparison was managed and the
subsequent findings that in turn served to refine the
initial framework model.

METHODOLOGY

The research follows an inductive-theory building
approach, using empirical data collected through a
multi-case study method. In order to understand

Figure 1 Initial framework for developing knowledge-dependant processes
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the mechanisms and conceived perceptions con-
cerning process development and deployment
within the selected organizations it was necessary
to conduct some form of interview or structured
questionnaire. Considering the complexity of the
potential answers, and the need from a research
perspective to clearly understand the subtle differ-
ences that may exist, the author opted for an audit
approach. There are many different types of audit
currently in use (financial, computer, forensic, etc.).
However, the author decided to follow the clinical
audit process (NHS, 2002). This decision was due to
the fact that medical audits focus on data collection
for the purpose of process analysis, process
improvement and implementation (Jones and Caw-
thorn, 2002). Through the audit process the author
could also ensure the quality of input from the
participating organizations by providing a case
study report outlining areas of concern and
recommendations for process improvement, in
effect providing a level of free consultancy.

Defining the audit process

The selected audit process followed the clinical
audit process as defined by Jones and Cawthorn
(2002) and Swage (2000). The key steps within the
audit cycle are outlined as follows:

(1) Identify problem.
(2) Set criteria and standards.
(3) Observe practice/data collection.
(4) Compare performance with criteria and stan-

dards.
(5) Implement change.

Looking at these steps in relation to the research
requirements the case study audit was designed
and developed as shown in Table 1.

It should be noted that as the author is not an
employee of any of the organizations selected for

audit and therefore step 5 (implement change) was
not within the control of the author. Therefore, the
author could only make recommendations based
on the findings presented through analysis during
steps 3 and 4.

Criteria for selecting participating
organizations for multiple-case study

The initial test case (IBM—Organization 1) was
unique in many ways. The global nature of its
business, product/service portfolio, culture and
structure meant it would not be possible to find
identical organizations against which to test
the initial framework. Therefore, some means of
selection would need to be used to ensure as close a
fit as possible against certain criteria that in turn
would support the testing of the initial findings
from IBM. The criteria used by the author to help
select suitable organizations for inclusion in the
research are listed in Table 2.

It is against these five criteria that organizations
were assessed for suitability of inclusion in this
study. Table 3 assesses six organizations, including
the initial test case; Organization 1, against the
criteria listed.

Gathering the data

As the author was not familiar with the different
participating organization’s processes a suitable
assessment mechanism was needed to ensure
those processes selected for audit where relevant
to the framework. Therefore, each organization was
asked to identify a suitable business process based
on the following criteria:

(1) Process for selection must be complex in that it
spans two or more business functions across the
organization.

Table 1 Case study fit with audit criteria (modified from Jones and Cawthorn, 2002)

No Key audit steps Case study audit process

1 Identify problem The ‘problem’ in this case is looking at how complex organizations
develop and manage their core processes from a knowledge transfer
perspective

2 Set criteria and standards Audit to look at organizations that fit with selection criteria, have an
identified single point of contact is nominated, and have identified a
common core process—which spans the more than one business
function across the organization

3 Observe practice/data collection Conduct data collection through audit questionnaire, and then refine
by presenting findings to respective organizations for final review/
clarification/approval

4 Compare performance with
criteria and standards

Compare final data analysis with proposed theory and five tenets for
implementing knowledge strategy along complex processes

5 Implement change Provide a case study report to each organization that includes
recommendations in line with proposed theory on implementing
knowledge strategy along complex processes
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(2) Those individuals asked to complete the
questionnaire can be either management or
non-management. However, they must have
practical experience of working with the
process.

(3) Those individuals asked to complete the
questionnaire must be from different parts of
the organization.

Analysing the data

The analysis of the audit questionnaires and
feedback followed a structured approach as the
emphasis is on ensuring validity, reliability and
generalizability of findings (Gibbs, 2005). The
approach can further be broken down to pattern
matching (validity checking) with the focus being

to try and establish causal links between the
circumstances investigated (focus on knowledge
habits when developing core processes), and a
predicted outcome (refinement of a framework
concerning process development in complex
organizations from a knowledge transfer perspect-
ive). If the pattern of circumstances and outcomes
coincide with that predicted, then strong support
is given to the validity of the findings (Yin, 2003;
Gibbs, 2005).

For the purpose of this part of the research, a type
of pattern matching called ‘explanation building’
was used. This procedure is sometimes referred
to as ‘analytical induction’ because it builds up
support for an explanation in an inductive way (Yin,
2003; Gibbs, 2005). In effect, the objective of the
explanation building analysis is not to conclude a
study but to develop ideas for further study (Yin,

Table 2 Criteria for case study selection

Criteria Description

Business relationship Organizations that need to co-operate with third party vendors or business partners
in order to fulfil customer needs. In this case the organization in question owns the
customer relationship from initial contact to final order delivery and post sales
support. It is this operating characteristic that defines, for the purpose of this research,
the organization as complex

Processes Complex organizations are those whose core business processes are managed not by
one internal business function, but by input from different business functions (both
internal and external to the organization)

Process alignment Complex organizations recognize the need to align their organizations along key
business processes. Thus effectively moving from a functional alignment to a process
alignment

Customer focused Complex organizations need to provide flexibility in development and provision of
customized/personalized customer products. Thus introducing an additional level of
complexity driven by a need to be able to capture/create information and knowledge
in new ways

Type of control structure Complex organizations that have a distributed, as opposed to centralized
organizational structure. Although it is not vital that a selected organization’s
structure is distributed, organizations with less peer-to-peer contact will, it is
expected, experience more barriers

Table 3 Assessment criteria for complex organizations

Organization 1 Organization 2 Organization 3 Organization 4 Organization 5 Organization 6

Business Technology/
Services

Healthcare Engineering/
manufacturing

Finance Logistics Electronics/
manufacturing

Type Multi-national National Multi-national Multi-national Multi-national Multi-national
Business
relationship

Complex Complex Complex Complex Complex Complex

Complex
processes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Process
alignment

Functional
moving to
process

Functional
moving to
process

Functional
moving to
process

Functional
moving to
process

Functional
moving to
process

Functional

Customer focus Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Type of control
structure

Distributed Distributed Distributed Distributed Distributed Centralized
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2003). This is important to keep in mind, as the case
studies provided are not extensive studies relating
to the respective organizations. However, what they
are intended to do is identify best practice that may
or may not correspond with the theory developed
by the author, thus allowing the external validation
of the initial research and further refinement of
the researcher’s theory on improving knowledge
transfer along complex processes.

CASE STUDIES

All six participating organizations varied signifi-
cantly in terms of size, offering and reach. However,
all six were trying to develop and offer complex
products and services via complex business
processes. An overview of the six organizations
will give further insight into the more common and
unique aspects of their respective natures.

Case study: Organization 1 (technology
services)

Organization 1 is a global provider of technology
services with a presence in over 120 countries and
over 300 000 employees. This company divides its
operations up into four key areas: North America,
Latin America, Europe, the Middle East and Africa
(EMEA) and Asia Pacific. The organization
identified a core supply chain process for review.
The process controlled the provision of hardware
products to multiple channels (B2B and B2C)
throughout EMEA. The process involved coordi-
nating customer orders through the organizations
fulfilment group and out to outsourced manufac-
turing, distribution, back to in-house installation
and billing. These are all aspects of the supply chain
process that are managed from different locations,
and in some cases different countries. This process
needs to be able to capture and respond to the
unique and constantly changing requirements of the
organization’s customers. Many of who are global
organizations in their own right, and who come
from all industry sectors.

Case study: Organization 2 (health services)

Organization 2 is responsible for improving the
health of more than 553 000 people living within a
region of the UK. Primary health care is provided in
the community and includes general practitioners
(GPs), psychiatrists, dentists, pharmacists, health
visitors and a wide range of health professionals.
Organization 2’s primary care facilities include
health centres and 17 community and day hospitals,
and employs approximately 12 000 staff. Organiz-
ation 2 identified the Single Shared Assessment

(SSA) process. This process spans primary care
and social services and looks to assess patient needs
from a support and ongoing care management
perspective. The process involves coordination of
community nurse care, social services, general
practitioner and psychiatric services. Input for this
case study was received from community nurse
care, social services, primary care management and
clinicians for psychiatric services.

Case study: Organization 3 (engineering/
manufacturing)

Organization 3 is one of the largest defence
contractors in Europe, and is firmly placed in
the top 10 defence contractors worldwide. The
company has a presence on five continents and
employs approximately 90 000 people. Although
primarily a defence contractor, this organization
is also a significant player in the manufacture of
commercial aircraft. The company turns over
approximately £15 billion in sales annually; with
a research and development spend of £1.2 billion.
The process identified within Organization 3 was
the Life Cycle Management process. This process
looked at how the lifecycle on large capital projects
could be managed in both a cost effective and
responsive manner over significant periods of time
(5–20 years). Once a project had been completed,
commissioned and handed over to the end custo-
mer, Organization 3 would assume all aspects
of management of the projects lifecycle from
initial build, on-going maintenance and modifi-
cation, through to final decommissioning. This was
a complex process that required many aspects of
the organization to work closely in collaboration in
order to ensure high availability of their products
and services to their end customers.

Case study: Organization 4 (finance)

Organization 4 is globally recognized bank and a
member of an international financial services group
which at September 05 had assets of more than £180
billion, almost 8 million banking customers and
more than 2.3 million wealth management clients.
The bank is a socially inclusive bank, with a range
of financial services solutions tailored to the
needs of all income levels. As well as personal
and commercial banking the group also provides a
comprehensive range of insurance and investment
options. From this the organization identified for
audit is the Integrated Financial Solutions (IFS)
process. The process controls how new and existing
financial offerings are integrated and managed
through the banks portfolio management system.
The process in effect serves to link both front and
back office systems for the bank. A key performance
criterion for this service is its ability to respond
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to changes in customer borrowing and saving
practices, and also changes in the competition’s
product offerings.

Case study: Organization 5 (global logistics)

Organization 5 is a European group with an
international network of 22 800 employees in 120
countries. Ranking among the top 5 European
logistics companies, it is recognized for its
capacity to control all or part of the supply chain:
distribution, logistics, full and part loads, air and sea
transport commission and reverse logistics. In
addition, the organization also provides a world-
wide network for air and deep sea forwarding.
The complex process identified was the S&U
returns process. This process identified the steps
taken to ensure the proper inspection, receipt,
storing and issuing of customer field returns of
finished products. The areas involved with
this process are manufacturing, distribution, ware-
housing and quality.

Case study: Organization 6 (electronics/
manufacturing)

Organization 6 is an international leader in
electromagnetic compatibility (EMC), focusing on
high-growth sectors such as automotive, industrial
electronics, consumer goods and telecommunica-
tions. The organization develops, produces and
markets standard and customer-specific com-
ponents, modules, test systems and test facilities.
The organization is headquartered in Switzerland.
The complex process identified was the process
for introducing new products within the global
sales and distribution networks. The process was
complex in that it required interaction and
input from marketing, sales, R&D, procurement,
planning, production, distribution and quality.

CROSS CASE ANALYSIS

Although the type of organizations selected for
inclusion in the audit varied in form and function
quite significantly, the research focused on
process development from a knowledge enable-
ment perspective. Once viewed from this perspect-
ive, key aspects of process development could
be identified for comparison across the respective
organizations. Table 4 highlights and contrasts
the similarities and differences in approach that
the participating organizations have to process
development and management, with respect to
effective knowledge transfer.

In particular, the case study comparison is looking
to highlight variations in how organizations approach

process development (identify best practice), and how
organizations with responsive processes develop
their information/knowledge strategies.

Looking across the case study comparisons
(Table 4) some interesting patterns emerge.

Knowledge understanding

All respondents were able to distinguish the
difference between tacit and explicit knowledge.
However, although some placed different import-
ance of one over the other, this was mainly
driven by existing information and knowledge
requirements facing the organization at that time.

Knowledge strategy

This provided an interesting insight into how
organizations, understanding what knowledge is,
try to tackle the complex problems associated with
‘managing’ knowledge. The dominant approach
across the different organizations is a codified one.
However, what is important is how the organization
decides on the strategy in the first place. What
the case study reports identified was that those
organizations with a generally perceived ‘respon-
sive’ process had knowledge strategies that were
developed based on an understanding of barrier
issues, or more specifically how employees work
with information and knowledge. The emergent
strategy was then customized to support the
knowledge transfer needs of different parts of the
organization. Those organizations with less respon-
sive processes had no clearly defined knowledge
strategy, or at least no strategy that was linked
to how employees access, create and share
information/knowledge across the organization.
In these cases the strategy usually involved an
organization wide codified systems deployment
that is focused on information storage and transfer;
in effect the strategy is mainly focused on explicit to
explicit transfer.

Main factors impacting knowledge transfer

As expected, different organizations will experience
different key barriers. Two interesting findings
concerning barrier impact came out from the
case studies. The first was that barriers were seen
to manifest in different ways at different points
along the process. These findings supporting the
initial research indicate that barriers will impact
differently along core processes. The second was
that even though the dominant strategy across the
groups was codified one of the main key barriers
identified was the availability of technology to
support knowledge and information creation and
transfer. When the respective organizations were
questioned about this further, this barrier related
to how individuals assess, create and share
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information relative to their own individual/group
practices and the apparent failure of organizational-
wide codified systems to support this. In effect this
also relates to how many codified systems focus on
data storage and transfer (explicit to explicit) but fail
to support the many different tacit to explicit and
explicit to tacit transfer practices along the core
process.

Process development

This gave a very clear picture as to how the
participating organizations go about the business
of process development and management. All
organizations developed their core processes
centrally. However, those organizations with
responsive processes maintained future develop-
mental control once the process had been deployed.
The central development teams also maintained an
active part in the control and ongoing modification
of the process post deployment. Those organiz-
ations with less responsive processes, although
centrally developed, passed operational and
developmental control over to the respective
business units responsible for the day-to-day
operational management of the process. Post
deployment changes could then be made locally
without any central review. This resulted in there
being no definitive process descriptor available, and
no clear understanding of end-to-end impact of
local changes, or assurance local changes complied
with overall strategic business direction.

Another important aspect of the development is
how employee knowledge and information sharing
practices are considered during process develop-
ment. Those with responsive processes all rely on
end user involvement in the initial stages of the
process development.

End user involvement

This was a key differentiator between the partici-
pating organizations. Those with responsive
processes actively sought employee involvement
with on-going and future process development.
Those organizations that used end-user expertise in
their process development did so in the knowledge
that this would facilitate the identification of
barriers that in turn would impact the process once
deployed. By taking this bottom-up development
approach the organization wanted to achieve
two things. Firstly the development of a more
responsive process that was in-tune with the end
user’s information and knowledge creation and
sharing habits, and secondly, the development of
a sense of ownership and ‘buy-in’ from employees
for the process.

Process control

There is a belief that in order to support a supply
chain operation, the organization must look to
re-align from a functional to process alignment
(Van Weele, 2002). The evidence from the case
studies would not necessarily support this view.
The participating organizations all operationally
managed their processes from a functional
alignment perspective. However, all recognized
the importance of end-to-end process connectivity.
Therefore, whilst the organization continues to
operate in a functional alignment, the important
point is that the core process is developed, and
controlled, and owned centrally by a process-
aligned team; thus ensuring that the process
does not become fragmented and locally modified
without cognisance of the overall end-to-end
impact. If organizations adopt this approach it
may reduce the overall importance to re-align the
overall organization.

Managing barriers through process
development

This provided an initial view into how the
respective organizations started to develop their
knowledge strategies. The organizations with
responsive processes used teams to set out design
parameters for core process development. Thus,
initially a personalized approach was used to
identify knowledge/information barriers. From this
the team would then recommend the best approach
to managing the barriers; be it codified, personal-
ized or a combination of both. In essence, the
aim of the knowledge strategy was to provide a
combination of approaches dependent on, and
matched to the different parts of the process,
and relative to barrier impact. This approach to
successful knowledge strategy implementation also
supports the initial research finding that knowledge
strategy needs to be aligned to process knowledge/
information needs, and not deployed as part of a
blanket organization-wide solution.

End-to-end connectivity

All organizations believed this to be a priority
in process development and management. How-
ever, only those organizations with a responsive
process maintained an active control over process
development throughout the processes lifecycle.
This allowed the ‘responsive process’ organizations
to better gauge the impact of potential changes
across the entire end-to-end process.

Those organizations with less responsive pro-
cesses developed their processes from a top–down
perspective, with little or no end-user involvement,
and once the process was deployed tended to pass
operational and development responsibility over to
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the respective business units. Once this happened
operational owners would modify the process to
take into consideration local working practices.
These changes would not necessarily be reviewed
centrally and therefore, their up and down stream
impact on the process would not be known.

Prioritizing change

The success organizations experienced in ensuring
process change requests are prioritized in line with
business objectives, and with limited negative
impact was linked to the way processes were
locally controlled. Prioritization of change hap-
pened best where all process owners were involved.
This way, up and down stream impact could be
assessed and a decision to accept or reject the
change request would be made on the basis of
overall benefit to the process, and business objec-
tives. Those organizations that maintained local
control of process development and change tended
to have the less responsive processes.

Ensuring employee buy-in

Once the process was deployed, getting employees
to use and accept it would be a main consideration
in the speed at which the process is integrated into
mainstream business operations. Once again, the
participating businesses approached this differ-
ently. Those with less responsive processes
depended on achieving buy-in once the process
was deployed. A number of techniques are used
ranging from on-the job training to individual
appraisals and reward schemes. Those organiz-
ations with responsive processes simply relied on
employee buy-in being established through gen-
erating a feeling of ownership for a process they
helped design and deploy. Although, these organ-
izations also provided training (as not every
employee could be involved in the development)
the use of regular communications from the
employee development team to the wider user
community was felt to build confidence in the
process, which in turn accelerated the acceptance of
the process by the wider user community. Failure to
communicate process changes from the top down
was also seen as a contributing factor in preventing
an expeditious acceptance of new processes in those
organizations with less responsive processes.

This analysis helped to further understand how
the case organizations approached theway inwhich
they manage and process development. Table 5
shows how the respective case organizations
conformed, and non-conformed with the initial
framework as outlined in Figure 1. From Table 5 a
comparison can be made between those organiz-
ations that perceive their processes to be responsive,
and those stages of the framework that they see as
being inherent in their respective process lifecycle
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management. Figure 2 shows the modified frame-
work based on the findings as outlined in Table 5.

CONCLUSION

The original framework for developing knowledge-
dependant processes (Figure 1) was reviewed in line
with the findings outlined in the case study reports.
Table 5 shows how the implementation model
mapped to the different case study organizations,
and the degree to which they do, or do not comply
with themodel (bold text indicated compliancewith
the knowledge strategy implementation model).

When the importance of bottom-up, end-user
involvement is taken into consideration, the original
implementation strategy process (Figure 1) changes.
The first two steps are amended from ‘define’
and ‘identify’ to ‘centrally define’ and ‘centrally
identify’, respectively. This emphasizes the import-
ant role the centralized team play in the overall
development of the core process (McLaughlin et al.,
2006). An additional step is introduced after the

‘identify process KPIs’ step. The new step (in bold in
Table 5) highlights the importance of ensuring
process improvements are handled centrally; thus
ensuring up and down stream impact assessments
are made before any changes are implemented.

Another important finding from the initial test
case (Organization 1) and subsequent case study
research is the existence of different knowledge
transfer barriers along the core process pathways.
Although, as expected, the barriers differ in
appearance and impact depending on the organiz-
ation, what is interesting is how the different
organizations identified and managed the barriers.
Evidence suggests that those organizations with the
more responsive processes identify and manage
barriers centrally from a bottom-up perspective.
This allows for the identified barriers to be
considered during the development of their core
processes. Those organizations with less responsive
processes tend to develop processes from a top–
down perspective with little consideration given to
barrier impact until post deployment. Thus barrier
issues are left to local management to resolve

Figure 2 Framework for developing knowledge-dependant processes (amended)
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locally. This has, and does result in sub-optimal
process operation. This finding therefore, supports
the research finding that core processes are
best managed and developed centrally, with
change request prioritization being handled by a
centralized, process aligned cross-functional team.

Although the case study research was not
extensive, the initial findings would point to the
fact that many large organizations do not con-
sciously develop knowledge strategy, but rather
allow one to emerge. This emergent strategy is
influenced by existing information and data
requirements and as such usually develops into a
codified approach. Those organizations that adopt
a centrally driven, bottom-up approach to process
development tend to use a personalized (team
driven) approach to help identify specific knowl-
edge barrier issues along the process and agree on a
suitable approach to resolve them. Therefore,
in these organizations the knowledge strategy
develops from a bottom-up perspective based on
knowledge and information practices along core
process pathways. This approach also allow the
process team to identify barriers which surround
the knowledge transfer cross-over points post
process deployment. These are the points along
the process where codified and personalized
knowledge transfer happen, and provide the largest
potential for knowledge loss along the core process.
As such their effective management provides the
most potential benefit in optimizing the overall
process. Those organizations which do not consider
where these knowledge transfer cross-over points
exist along their core processes leave the effective
transfer of knowledge at these points to chance.
Therefore, for an organization to rely on an
organization-wide, top down, knowledge strategy
it could result in a failure to properly manage
knowledge barriers, which in turn will result in a
process that will fail to reach its operational
performance potential.
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