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Abstract 
 
 

Knowledge management strategies and implementation of knowledge–based 
systems have gained importance over the last decade. However, many organizations are 
not able to develop “winning” knowledge-based strategies and others waste significant 
monies when the knowledge-based systems they invest in fail to produce the desired 
results. To address the challenges faced by these organizations, a recently developed 
framework for strategic dilemmas was proposed by Russ et al., (2006) to aid in 
development of Knowledge-Based (KB) strategies. The framework (C3EEP) identifies six 
dilemmas that organizations should balance when considering their knowledge 
management and business strategies. Examples of such dilemmas include the balance 
between Concealment (Secrecy) versus Transparency, Complementary versus 
Destroying, and the balance between Exploitation and Exploration. The framework 
compliments the six stages in the life cycle of KB Systems (KBS) as identified by the 
academic literature that discusses the development and implementation of KBS from the 
Information Systems (IS) perspective (for example, Nissen et al., 2000; Lytras et al., 
2002). This interaction/linkage between KB strategies and systems is crucial for the 
success of both. Academic research supports the complex relationship between the two. 
However, there is no conclusive formula for managing this relationship to achieve 
success.   
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The purpose of this study will be to identify crossovers between the two streams 
(Strategy and Systems) of research by using a systematic literature review. For example, 
is the academic literature focusing mostly on the learning aspect (late stage in the life 
cycle) of the exploration strategy while largely ignoring the discussion about attracting 
the appropriate knowledge (early stage in the life cycle) for this kind of strategy? Or does 
the academic literature focus on populating a KBS with appropriate complementary 
knowledge while largely ignoring the dynamics of the transfer of destroying knowledge 
(learning aspect)? The authors hope to accomplish three goals in this study: 1) to continue 
the validation of the two (C3EEP and KBS Life Cycle) frameworks; 2) to identify new 
research opportunities; and 3) to focus managerial attention on areas of importance in KB 
strategies and systems that lack depth of academic discussion.  
  

Introduction 
 

Academic research conducted in the last decade within the economic and 
accounting disciplines suggests that knowledge and intellectual capital accounts for a 
significant unexplained wealth created within the economy and value created by firms 
(e.g., Lev, 2001; Blair and Wallman, 2001; Brooking, 1996; Nakamura, 2001). Therefore, 
to capture knowledge and intellectual capital, companies are currently spending 
significant amounts of money on systems that are not necessarily effective, efficient, nor 
do they create value.  Even though at the macro and cumulative level of analysis, it is 
clear that such investments have a positive impact on the economy at large, and a specific 
company’s performance (e.g., Brynjolfsson and Hitt, 2000), the ultimate investment 
results are inconsistent. Based on the inconsistent results of systems investments, a large 
number of practitioners and academics view knowledge management (KM) as a fad (e.g., 
Lev, 2000; Ryan and Hurley, 2004). First generation KM (at least in the US) was 
propagated by information systems (IS) providers that over-promised and under-
delivered, by suggesting that knowledge sharing and new knowledge development was as 
simple as installing appropriate IS (e.g., Groupware or data warehouse) or  Artificial 
Intelligence (AI) software (e.g., Expert Systems or Case Based Reasoning). This failure 
was followed by the realization that knowledge that creates value to the organization by 
definition is unique (Barney, 1991), complex, and sticky (Szulanski, 1996). As such, 
managing existing knowledge is seen as complicated and strenuous at best. And as 
important and complex as managing existing knowledge is, new knowledge development 
is where most of the competitive value is created through novel business models and 
strategies (e.g., Coulson-Thomas, 2004; Malhotra and Majchrzak, 2004). As a result, the 
second generation KM is moving away from the simplistic notion initiated by the 
(knowledge-based systems) KBS/IS system “pushers” and the proponents of AI, “we 
build, and they will come.” Still, large numbers of organizations have difficulties with 
managing their knowledge and even more difficulties developing a “winning” KM 
strategy that is formal, explicit, and supports or drives their business strategies (e.g., 
Bose, 2004).   
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To address the challenges faced by these organizations (as described above), 
companies have to address both KB/KM strategic and systems issues simultaneously. A 
recently developed framework for strategic dilemmas was proposed by Russ et al., (2006) 
to aid in development of KB strategies. The framework (C3EEP) identifies six dilemmas 
that organizations should balance when considering their KM and business strategies. 
The framework compliments the six stages in the life cycle of KBS as identified by the 
academic literature that discusses the development and implementation of KBS from the 
IS perspective (e.g., Nissen et al., 2000; Lytras et al., 2002). This interaction/linkage 
between KB strategy and systems is crucial for the success of both (e.g., Hung et al., 
2005). Academic research supports the complex relationship between the two; however, 
there is no conclusive formula for managing this relationship to achieve success (e.g., 
Paoli and Prencipe, 1999).   

The purpose of this study will be the first step in this excursion. Specifically, the 
goal of this study is to identify crossovers between the two streams (Strategy and 
Systems) of research by using a systematic literature review. The authors hope to 
accomplish three goals in this study:  

1) to continue the validation of the two (C3EEP and KBS Life Cycle – KBS LC) 
frameworks; 2) to identify new research opportunities; and 3) to focus managerial 
attention on areas of importance in KB Strategies and Systems that lack depth of 
academic discussion.  
  

This paper will report on the initial attempt of such an effort. This paper will also 
discuss the methodology used, the findings of this stage, the early conclusions and 
implications, and finally the next steps. 
 

Theoretical Background 
 

To begin, a brief discussion of the major frameworks and concepts used by this 
research is provided.  
 
C3EEP 
 

The following will briefly describe the dilemmas and provide limited illustrations. 
More in-depth discussion can be found in Russ et al., (2006).   
 
Codification (Explicit) versus Tacitness  
 
 Should the company concentrate on codifying its knowledge or would it be better 
off upholding the knowledge as tacit (e.g., Conner and Prahalad, 1996; Leonard-Barton, 
1995; Schultz and Jobe, 2001)? Tacitness might sustain the company’s competitive 
advantage by making it more problematic for competitors to emulate (e.g., Conner and 
Prahalad, 1996). If, on the other hand, the company decides to codify the knowledge and 
make it explicit and/or embedded, then the diffusion of the knowledge within the 
company can be accelerated (e.g., Leonard-Barton, 1995). An example of this dilemma 
would be where the company invests in KBS to corroborate employee’s knowledge 
sharing or where the company supports employee travel for the purpose of personal 
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contact (e.g., Persaud et al., 2001). Based on this strategic choice, the company should 
then decide whether, and how, to reward employees for using KBS (e.g., Zack 1999b).  
 
Complementary versus Destroying   
 

Should the company focus on developing knowledge that is complementary 
with its current KB or would it be better off destroying its existing KB by 
developing new-to the-company knowledge (e.g., Barley, 1986; Bower and 
Christensen, 1995; Hill and Rothaermel, 2003)? The Destroying strategy can be seen 
as a strategy focused on developing a new KB base while destroying the value of the 
current KB base in order to develop an exclusive competitive advantage that will 
allow the company to transform its industry (e.g., Hill and Rothaermel, 2003). A 
rising number of established companies are embarking on incorporating some 
aspects of the destroying strategy (see for example, Casillas et al., 2000; DeTienne 
and Koberg, 2002; Stringer, 2000). Complementary strategy is a strategy based on 
developing and using only knowledge that is compatible with the currently used KB 
(e.g., Hill and Rothaermel, 2003). Such knowledge can be “new to the world” 
development, but still be supportive of the existing KB of the company (e.g., 
Hargadon, 1998).  
 
Concealment (Secrecy) versus Transparency  
 

Would the company be better off keeping its knowledge concealed or would it be 
better off if the knowledge is transparent (e.g., Gray 1988; Inkpen, 1998; Lamming et al., 
2001; Radebaugh and Gray, 1997; von Furstenberg, 2001)? Secrecy (in international 
accounting) was identified as a value that indicates inclination toward confidentiality. As 
an example, limiting disclosure of knowledge within the legal limits to constituencies on 
a need-to-know basis that would be the most directly impacted, such as finance and 
management. Transparency was defined as being publicly open and accountable 
(Radebaugh and Gray, 1997). For example, Inkpen (1998) identifies the subject of how 
shielding the partners of their KB as a critical aspect of the knowledge acquisition 
process among partners in strategic alliance. Inkpen (1998) also details the preference 
that Toyota made about being more transparent then one would anticipate with its 
partner/competitor (GM) and the possible rationalization for such a transparency. Along 
the same line of thinking, Tapscott and Ticoll (2003), suggested that companies should 
not view transparency as a threat, but as an opportunity to build trusting relationships 
with both internal and external constituencies (e.g., suppliers).   
 
Exploration versus Exploitation  
 

Should the company focus on receiving the most from its existing knowledge 
or would the company be better off exploring new knowledge (e.g., Levinthal and 
March, 1993; March, 1991; Pitt and Clarke, 1999)? An Exploitation strategy of the 
company KB can be described as a strategy based on using and refining its available 
knowledge. The Exploration strategy can be described as a strategy using mostly 
inventions and innovation in order to create new knowledge.  (March, 1991; 
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Levinthal and March, 1993). The KBS and IS that will be most effective for each 
strategy might be different (e.g., Pitt and Clarke, 1999). For example, IS are fairly 
ineffective in supporting creativity and innovation that are seen as crucial for 
Exploration, but can be very efficient for sharing accessible knowledge that is 
important for Exploitation. 
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