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Towards Understanding the Effects of Web 2.0 at the Project
Level Knowledge Management on Projects’ Success

Anupam Kumar Nath*

Abstract

Web 2.0 is in use for knowledge management (KM) in organizations at different
levels. In this research, we study the relationship between the use of Web 2.0 in
knowledge management (KM) and its effect on the Project's success when Web 2.0 is
in use for the project's KM. We also study the impact of project-level KM context
variables on this relationship. Findings show that the uses do not have a decisively
positive effect.

Keywords: Web 2.0, knowledge management, group, and case study.

I. INTRODUCTION

Knowledge management (KM) is the process through which organizations
generate value from their intellectual and knowledge-based assets (Levinson, 2000).
Currently, organizations utilize internet-based technologies as KM tools to manage
organizational knowledge (Zeng et al,, 2015). A newer generation of internet-based
collaborative tools, commonly known as Web 2.0, has increased in popularity,
availability, and power in the last few years in organizations (Zeng et al., 2015; Husin et
al., 2016). Web 2.0 is a set of internet-based applications that harness network effects
by facilitating collaborative and participative computing (Anderson, 2007; O’Reilly,
2007; Parameswaran & Whinston, 2007; and Richards, 2009). Web 2.0 has the potential
to deliver rich peer-to-peer interactions among users, enable collaborative value
creation across business partners, and create dynamic new services and business models
(Ganesh & Padmanabhuni, 2007). Web 2.0 technologies include Wiki, blog, RSS,
aggregation, mashups, audio blogging and podcasting, tagging and social bookmarking,
multimedia Sharing, and social networking. Realizing this potential for effective KM, a
few leading IT organizations have adopted Web 2.0 for KM at the project level.
However, it is not propetly understood how effective they are at the project level KM.
In our study, we want to understand the effect of Web 2.0 based KM on a project’s
success. Hence, the following research question guides our research:

How does the use of Web 2.0 for KM affect a project’s success?

In this research, we adopt a qualitative positivist case study based research
approach to confirm the relationships between the use of Web 2.0 technology and KM,
and its effectiveness. Our approach essentially helps us to examine the proposed
relationships as well as identify noteworthy interesting aspects pertinent to the
hypotheses through the interpretation of the qualitative data.

The finding of our research addresses a gap in the existing literature on KM and
can help the organizations to have a better understanding of the effective use of Web
2.0 for KM at the project level.
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW

Existing studies have assessed the effects of KM on projects in two prominent
ways: the project output's success (Fedor et al., 2003) and team performance (Janz &
Prasarnphanich, 2003). Both have been measured in the same study, too (Akgiin et al.,
2005). An overview of these studies has been provided in Table 3. One criterion that
has been used to determine a project's success is goal achievement (Fedor et al., 2003;
Akgln et al., 2005). For example, Akgln et al. (2005), in their study to identify the
antecedents of creating an effective transactive memory for projects' KM, measured the
effects of KM in terms of success of the new product created in a project using
financial indicators (e.g., return on investment (ROI)) and non-financial indicators (e.g.,
satisfaction of management and customers with the new product). They found that KM
positively influenced product success. Effects of KM on a project have also been
measured in terms of project completion time (Mitchell, 2006). Specifically, Mitchell
(2006) found that effective KM can reduce delays and help to finish a project as petr
schedule.

KM’s effect on projects has also been studied in terms of performance of a
project team, measured in terms of efficiency (i.e., the efficiency of team’s operation),
effectiveness (i.e. quality of the work a team produces) and timeliness (i.e. a team’s
adherence to schedule) (Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003). Effects of KM on a project
team’s performance have also focused on a team’s learning measured by the extent to
which KM has helped a team gain knowledge to improve performance (Janz &
Prasarnphanich, 2003); and how much of that knowledge has been transferred to later
projects (Akgiin et al, 2005). Both studies found a positive influence of KM on
dependent variables establishing the importance of KM for projects.

Gold et al. (2001) argue that objective measures such as financial indicators are
significantly confounded by many uncontrollable business, economic, and
environmental factors. Hence, using measures less confounded by uncontrollable
factors will provide a clearer insight into the value-added aspect of KM capability. In
this research, we are interested in learning how Web 2.0 facilitated KM affects a project
team’s performance in terms of efficiency, efficacy, timeliness and team learning, as well
as KM’s effect on the project’s success.

2.1. Web 2.0 for KM and Effective Transactive Memory System

Alavi and Tiwana (2002) pointed out that knowledge networking in groups or
teams is effective if members know who has the required knowledge and expertise,
where the knowledge and expertise are located, and where and when they are needed
(Salas et al., 2002). The idea of such knowledge networking and interpersonal awareness
of others’ knowledge has been studied and is referred to as the transactive memory
system (TMS) (Hollingshead, 1998). In TMS, individuals who are in continuing
relationships, utilize each other as memory soutrces or aids to supplement their own
limited and unreliable memories and knowledge (Wegner et al., 1985). A TMS occurs
when two or more people cooperatively store, retrieve, and communicate information
and knowledge, and it provides a knowledge network among individuals, thereby
allowing the interchange of data, information, and knowledge. TMS has three principal
components (Akgiin et al., 2005):

a) Specialization: the differentiated structure of member knowledge, which is facilitating
the availability of different sorts of knowledge, especially complimentary.

b) Credibility: members’ beliefs about the accuracy and reliability of other members’
knowledge.
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¢) Coordination: effective and orchestrated knowledge processing.

We believe that Web 2.0 technology has the potential to deliver all three
components at the project level due to the following:

First, on Wiki, a Web 2.0 technology, people with different knowledge base and
expertise can share their knowledge (Hohman & Saiedian, 2008). We found in our
exploratory study that Wiki is in use at the project level in all three organizations. Wiki
is in use to facilitate the knowledge sharing of different people with diverse skills and
expertise in a project team.

Second, Wiki can facilitate the asynchronous, simultaneous collaboration of
multiple people by means of which knowledge can evolve through conversation
(Wagner, 20006). The version-control feature of Wiki is also an advantageous feature of
IT projects as in addition to storing the information; it helps to identify the evolution of
knowledge and to backtrack if required (Louridas, 2000). All these features of Wiki can
help to ensure effective coordination (Brown et al., 2007).

The positive influence of a TMS on team performance is well established in the
extant literature (Yoo & Kanawattanachai, 2001). Akgin et al. (2005) found that
effective TMS positively influences the success of a project’s product. A product’s
success refers to the performance of the product (Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1987),
which can be measured in terms of its acceptance by the stakeholders such as
management and customers (Akglin et al., 2005). As we assert that Web 2.0 technology
can cfficiently facilitate TMS, we posit that the use of Web 2.0 for KM also have a
similar positive effect on a project team’s learning and a product’s success.

Hi: Web 2.0 technology for KM in a project positively affects the project’s product
success.

2.2. Role of Project-Level Context Variables

The members of a project team are involved in that project's KM and, therefore,
their familiarity with each other is a critical project-level KM context variable. Project
team members' familiarity can be defined as the degree of prior interaction between
team members. Gruenfeld et al. (1996) empirically found that the team members who
were familiar with each other were significantly more successful at sharing than a team
of strangers. Janz (1999) also highlighted the importance of the team environment in
creating effective KM in which team members are familiar with each other.

In addition to team members’ familiarity, team-level studies have also noted the
importance of team stability in effectively allowing the interchange of data, information,
and knowledge in project teams. Reseatch has found that the project team's stability has
a positive impact on team learning and overall project success (Akgin et al., 2002). Blau
(1964) highlighted reciprocity as a benefit for individuals who engage in social
exchange. Several studies have empirically shown that individuals participating in online
KM activities perceive reciprocity as a strong motivating factor (Kankanhalli et al.,
2005). Based on the results of existing studies, we can infer that if a project team is
stable and its team members are familiar with each other, then there will be a higher
sense of reciprocity. This higher reciprocity will have a positive effect on team
members’ participation in Web 2.0-based project-level KM, and this will, in turn,
positively affect the different project-level outcome variables. Another context variable
that plays a role in the effective sharing of information in a project team is a team
leader’s ability to provide an open environment for communication (Fedor et al., 2003).
A team leader sets up a tone for the whole team by providing ongoing directions and
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guidance (Nemeth et al., 1992; Nath, 2012). A team leader is also the key person to

establish the information sources both within and outside the team for his team.

Moreover, a team's leader essentially facilitates or constraints free flow of
information and ideas for his team's KM (Davenport et al., 1998). Hence, to use Web
2.0 tools for a project team's KM, it is important that the project team leader facilities
an open environment where project team members participate in Web 2.0 based KM
activities to share their knowledge. Therefore, we assert that a project team leadet's
ability to provide an environment for communication and information sharing will
increase team members' participation in their team's Web 2.0 based KM activities and
that will, in turn, positively affect the different project-level outcome variables.

Based on this conjecture, we consider these context variables positively affect
the relationship between the uses of Web 2.0 for KM and a project-level outcome
variable. We depict the relationships through the following hypotheses and model.

Hi.: project team members’ familiarity with each other positively —affects
the relationship between the use of Web 2.0 technology for KM at the project
level and success of a project’s product.

Hip: stability of the project teams positively affects the use of Web 2.0 technology for
KM at the project level and success of a project’s product.

Hi.: team leadership positively affects the use of Web 2.0 technology for KM at
the project level and success of a project’s product.

Figurel

Research Model Based on Hypotheses

Web 2.0 for KM at Success of Project’s
the Project level Product

Context Variables:

I Team Members’ Familiarity I

| Stability of the Project Team |

| Team Leadership |

III. RESEARCH SAMPLE AND METHODOLOGY

A positivist case study research can be used to test theory(s). We deploy a
qualitative positivist case-study approach to test the hypotheses. Our adoption of
positivism is consistent with the views that are held by scholars in the fields of
organizational studies (Eisenhardt, 1989; Lee, 1991), and information systems (Lee,
1989; Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991; and Lee at al., 1999; and Sarker & Lee, 2002), and
follows a similar path. “Hypothetico-deductive logic” is central to the world of
positivist research today (Lee et al.,, 1999), which necessarily is a synthesis of three
traditions: empiricist, rationalist, and critical rationalist (Sarker & Lee, 2002). There is an
empiricist influence in our positivist approach that is reflected in the rigor of our
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research process, drawing mainly on Yin (1994). The rationalist and the critical-
rationalist traditions are reflected in the use of pattern matching to deductively test
falsifiable statements derived from the literature (Sarker & Lee, 2002).

As this research is principally positivist in nature, using clearly defined
methodological guidelines we satisfy the four criteria of rigor (Shanks, 2002): construct
validity, internal validity, external validity, and reliability (Lee, 1989; Yin, 1994). In the
following table, we summarize how we address the requirements of the positivist case-
study method.

Tablel
Steps to Achieve Rigor of the Study as Per Qualitative Case-Research Criteria
Rigor Criterion Guidelines to achieve rigor based on Lee (1989), Yin (1994),
and Sarker and Lee (2002)
Construct Validity Use of multiple sources of evidence
Review of the report by the key informants
Chain of evidence
Internal Validity Pattern matching

Reliability Case-study database (consists of case-study notes, documents,
and narratives) creation and maintenance
Case-study protocol

External Validity  Increased degree of freedom
Replication logic

Based on this plan, we collect data to test the proposed hypotheses. According
to the recommendations by Glaser and Strauss (1967), George and McKeown (1985),
Eisenhardt (1989), and Yin (2003) we based the case selection for our study on two
factors- theoretical background and feasibility. We will study projects from three
organizations that used Web 2.0 for KM at the project level for more than 10 years.

3.1. Selection of Cases

Case selection is a critical aspect of conducting a case study. Not only does the
population define the set of entities from which the research sample is to be drawn, but
the selection of an appropriate population also controls extraneous variation and helps
to define the limits for generalizing the findings (Eisenhardt, 1989). According to the
recommendations by George and McKeown (1985), Eisenhardt (1989), and Yin (2003),
we based the case selection for our study on two factors - theoretical background and
feasibility.

The first factor includes theoretical relevance, purpose, similarities, and
differences across data sources concerning the data sources' appropriateness for the
study. In our case, we want to study the uses and effects of Web 2.0 based KM at the
group levels. Hence, we selected three organizations which have been using Web 2.0
for KM at group levels for a sufficient length of time (in this case more than ten years)
to identify and understand the effects of Web 2.0 based KM. All three organizations are
leading firms in their respective fields in the I'T industry and have branches or offices in
many countries. However, they are different in terms of the type of business they
conduct within the IT industry. The organization I is mainly involved in IT services.
Organization B manufactures and sells computer hardware and software with a focus
on the latter. Organization C concentrates on networking and communications
technology and services. For groups, we selected different functional units, such as
research, design, and testing groups.
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The second factor, feasibility, was largely determined by each organization’s
willingness to participate in the study and to provide the required information. In our
research, the organizations we selected had to be willing to provide us the necessary
information and share their experience so that we could study the uses and effects of
Web 2.0 for KM.

3.2. Brief Description of the Selected Organizations

The organization I is an information technology services company headquartered
in India. It is one of the largest IT companies in India with more than 100,000
professionals. The company has offices in 22 countries and development centers in
India, China, Australia, UK, Canada, and Japan. In 2009, organization I was identified
as one of the best performing and most innovative companies in the software and
services sector in the world by Forbes and Business Week. The organization I has a
strong focus on KM and has won several prestigious awards for its organization-wide
KM efforts. It has been using Web 2.0 for KM for approximately twelve years.

Organization B is a multinational computer, technology, and IT consulting
corporation. Organization B is one of the Fortune 100 companies. The company is one
of the few information technology companies with a continuous history of being
recognized as a leading I'T company, dating back to the 19th century. Organization B
manufactures and sells computer hardware and software, and offers infrastructure,
hosting, and consulting services in areas ranging from mainframe computers to
nanotechnology. The company has more than 400,000 employees worldwide, with sales
exceeding 100 billion US dollars. The employees are scientists, engineers, consultants,
and sales professionals in over 170 countries. Organization B has been using Web 2.0
for KM since 2003-2004.

Organization C is an American multinational corporation that designs and sells
consumer electronics, and networking and communications technology and services.
Organization C has been identified as one of the Fortune 100 companies. Organization
C has more than 70,000 employees and annual revenue of more than 36 billion dollars.
It has more than 190 branches worldwide and has been using Web 2.0 for KM for
approximately ten years.

3.3. Data Collection and Analysis

Our principal data collection method was semi-structured interviews. We
interviewed six managerial level professionals from the selected organizations. All
interviewees had experiences using Web 2.0 for KM at different levels. Therefore, they
were in a position to describe how Web 2.0 is used for KM at the group, project, and
individual levels in their respective organizations and their experience while using it at
these levels. Each interview had an average duration of forty-five minutes to an hour.
We interviewed one person from organization C twice. He had a significant amount of
information to share, and it was not possible to gather all the information in one
interview. Later, we also conducted several short interviews with these interviewees to
clarify some aspects of their responses during the first round of interview. We recorded
these interviews whenever possible and transcribed all sessions before starting the data
analysis. To enhance the validity of the answers, whenever possible, we verified
summaries of the major findings with the interviewee after the interview session.

Furthermore, to ensure consistency and reliability, we used a structured intetrview
guide for all the interviews. The interview guide includes several open format questions
based on our research framework and the identified effects of KM at different levels
from the existing literature. However, to allow the participants flexibility in their
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responses, we used open-ended questions. We also included questions on
organizational and interviewee demographics to obtain a complete understanding of the
tirms and individuals interviewed.

As a second data source, wherever possible, we also investigated the Web 2.0
technologies (e.g., blogs, Wikis, social networking platforms) which the organizations
use for KM. Existing literature suggests that it is preferable to have multiple
investigators in such case studies. Hence, wherever possible, we made sure that at least
two researchers were present for the interviews.

A significant characteristic of our research is the ovetlap of data analysis and
collection, and we achieve this through field notes. Overall, we followed the same
guidelines provided by Lee (1989), Sarker and Lee (2002), and Yin (2003) to achieve
rigor in our case study.

IV. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

We did not find support for the hypothesis that the use of Web 2.0 technology
for KM at project level positively affects the success of a project’s product. While
interviewees thought that the use of Web 2.0 for KM could help a project especially in
terms of knowledge sharing, they did not think that it could significantly affect the
success of a project’s product measured in terms of acceptance by management and
customers.

Interviewees, who had used Web 2.0 in their projects' KM, stated that in many
cases, the knowledge transferred from previous projects helped the project team
significantly in ongoing projects. Web 2.0 tools also helped in knowledge sharing
among team members. However, interviewees emphasized that the success of a
project’s product is not significantly affected by advantages gained from the use of Web
2.0 for projects’ KM. For example, an interviewee from organization B stated,

No way. So many factors are associated with a project, and each project is so
much different from the others and poses different challenges that these tools alone
cannot make a big difference.

Similarly, an interviewee from organization C stated,

“... they sure do help quite a bit in different ways. We have talked about

those, right? But, I would not say that these tools affect the success of a

product significantly. You know so many other factors are there”.

Our results show that while the use of Web 2.0 for a project’s KM helps in the
transfer of knowledge between projects, it does not significantly affect the success of
that project’s product.

Managing project knowledge includes the creation of a system to organize
project information and simplify access use of project data by the team (Linman, 2011).
While this management of project's knowledge is essential (Linman, 2011), other
factors associated with a project, such as requirement changes and team members'
performance, significantly affect the success of that project (Belassi & Tukel, 1996).
The interviewees expressed similar views. The interviewees thought while the use of
Web 2.0 can positively affect a project's KM, it alone cannot significantly affect the
success of a project because other factors have more significant impacts.

Our finding suggests that management should consider Web 2.0 for project-level
KM to facilitate knowledge transfer and reuse in projects more effectively. If the other
factors such as requirement changes do not come into play, then Web 2.0 based KM
can positively affect a project's success.
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4.1. Use of Web 2.0 for KM, Success of a Project’s Product and Context Variables

We studied three project-level KM context variables: team members’ familiarity
with each other, the stability of the project team, and the team leader's ability to provide
a team environment for open communication. While there are some indications that
these context variables are important for the Web 2.0-based KM to be effective at the
project level, we could not conclude that the context variables significantly affect the
relationships between the use of Web 2.0 for a project's KM and success of a project's
product.

We could not draw any definite conclusion regarding the hypothesis that project
members’ familiarity with each other positively affects the relationship between the use
of Web 2.0 for KM and a project’s product’s success. Our results were inconclusive as
interviewees could not clearly identify the effect of the project team members’
familiarity with the success of a project’s product in the Web 2.0 based KM
environment.

We found that interviewees did not think that use of Web 2.0 for KM at project
level significantly affects the success of a project’s product, but rather they pointed to
other factors that significantly affect the success of a project’s product. Consequently,
the interviewees could not clearly identify how and to what extent project team
members’ familiarity would affect the use of Web 2.0 for KM at the project level and
which in turn would positively affect the success of a project’s product. As described
by an interviewee from organization C,

“Hard to say as we are always more about worried things like sudden

changes in the project requirement”.

While we could not draw any definite conclusion regarding the effect of project
team members’ familiarity with each other on the relationship between the use of Web
2.0 for KM and a project’s product’s success, the existing literature emphasize the
importance of project team members’ familiarity in team’s KM (Janz, 1999). Therefore,
while we encourage management to consider project team members’ familiarity with
each other as an aspect in forming project teams, we do not assert that it would have a
significant effect on the success of a project’s product in Web 2.0 based project level
KM environment.

Another project level context variable that we studied is the stability of the
project team. We could not find enough evidence in the interviewees’ responses to
draw a definite conclusion regarding the hypothesis that a project team’s stability affects
the relationship between the use of Web 2.0 for KM and a project’s product’s success.
Our hypothesis testing result is inconclusive as interviewees responded that the effect
of a project team’s stability on the success of a project’s product in the Web 2.0 based
KM environment is not cleatly identifiable if there is any effect at all.

In the responses of the interviewees, it was evident that they were more
concerned about other factors, such as abrupt changes in the requirements by the
client, that affect the success of a project’s product measured in terms of acceptance by
management and customers. Such responses led us to the conclusion that the stability
of the project team does not have any significant effect on the success of a project’s
product in Web 2.0 based KM. However, when asked whether this is a valid
conclusion, the interviewees did not concur. For example, an interviewee from
organization C responded,

“I would not say so. Stability (i.c., the project team’s stability) very well

might have a positive effect on the use of Web 2.0 (i.e., Web 2.0 based
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KM). It is just that other factors are the ones we notice more and Web 2.0

things are sort of new”.

While extant literature points out the importance of a project team’s stability on
the project level KM and subsequent outcome variables (Akgiin et al., 2005), we could
not draw any definite conclusion regarding the effect of project team’s stability on
success of a project’s product in Web 2.0 based project level KM. Akgiin et al. (2002)
suggested that project team stability contributes to a positive outcome in the project if
there are no exceptional circumstances such as an unexpected change in the project
requirements or scarcity of the required skills. In accordance with Akgiin et al. (2002,
2005) findings, we encourage management to form stable project teams, but we do not
infer that stability would have a significant effect on the success of a project’s product
in Web 2.0 based project level KM environment.

We also studied project managers' ability to provide an open environment for
communication as project-level context variables. We could not draw a specific
conclusion regarding the hypothesis that a project manager’s ability to provide an open
environment for communication affects the relationship between the use of Web 2.0
for KM and a project’s product’s success. Interviewees responded that the effect of a
project manager’s ability to provide an open environment for communication in the
success of a project’s product in the Web 2.0 based KM environment was not cleatly
identifiable to them due to the existence of many external and internal factors that
affect a project’s product success. Therefore, we could not draw any definite conclusion
regarding the hypothesis.

All interviewees were unanimous that project managers play a very important
role in the implementation of Web 2.0 based KM at the project level. As mentioned by
an interviewee from organization C,

“His (the project manager) perception towards that (Web 2.0 based KM)

is very critical. When I have to work with different managers in different

projects, it becomes very evident that how and to what extent a project

team is using KM depends largely upon the project manager”.

Another interviewee from organization B stated the following regarding his
project managet’s role to facilitate open communication among team members,

“Project managers do not usually interfere. Therefore, whenever needed,

we (the team members) just communicate with each other, set up a WikiB

page, and so on”.

While interviewees thought that the ability of project manager to provide an
open environment for communication is important for a project’s KM, they could not
draw any definite conclusion about how important it would be in the success of a
project’s product. Once again, interviewees mentioned the existence of many different
factors that affect the success of a project’s product as the reason why they could not
comment specifically about the role of a project manager in the relationship between
use of Web 2.0 for KM and success of a project’s product.

A team’s leader is responsible for facilitating the free flow of information and
ideas in a team (Davenport et al., 1998). Therefore, it is important that the project team
leader facilities an open environment to encourage project team members to patticipate
in Web 2.0 based KM activities to share their knowledge and make Web 2.0 based KM
effective. While through our case study we could not confirm the hypothesis that a
project manager’s ability to provide an open environment for communication affects
the relationship between the use of Web 2.0 for KM and a project’s product’s success,
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the findings of our study do suggest that a project manager should provide an open
environment for communication to make the project level KM functional.
The findings of our study are in Table 2.

Table 2

Summary of the Proposition Testing Results

Pi: Project
product’s
success

Not
supported

Use of Web 2.0 for KM can
help a project, especially in
terms of knowledge sharing.
Use of Web 2.0 for the
project’s KM cannot signi-
ficantly affect the success of
a project’s product measu-
reed in terms of acceptance

Management ought to
consider Web 2.0 for project-
level KM to effecttively

facilitate knowledge transfer
and reuse in projects.

The management and the
project team members should
not expect to produce a
successful product due to the
Web 2.0 based KM alone.

Pia: Project
product’s
success with
familiarity

Inconclusive

by management and
customers.
Interviewees could not

cleatly identify the effect of
the project team members’
familiarity in the success of
a project’s product in the
Web 2.0 based KM

environment.

The familiarity of the project
team members with each o-
ther should be used a criteri-
on in project team formation
to facilitate knowledge sha-
ring even though it might not
have a significant effect the
success of project’s product.

Py, Project
product’s
success with
stability

Inconclusive

Effect of a project team’s
stability in the success of a
project’s product in the
Web 2.0 based KM envi-
ronment is not a cleatly i-
dentifiable as there are o-
ther factors are more pre-
valent in affecting the suc-
cess of a project’s product.

Stability in a project team is
desired only if there are no
major changes in the project
setup, such as changes in
project requirements.

Pyc: Project
product’s
success with
team
leadership

Inconclusive

The ability of the project
manager to provide an open
environment for communi-
cation is important for
project’s KM.

The effect of a project
manager’s ability to provide
an open environment for
communication in  the
success of a project’s pro-
duct in the Web 2.0 based
KM environment is not
clearly identifiable due to
existence of many external
and internal factors that
affect a project’s product
success.

A project manager should
provide an open environ-
ment for communication to
make the project level KM
functional.
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V. CONCLUSION

Web 2.0 has gained widespread popularity at the consumer level. However, it is
still not well-understood how Web 2.0 can be effectively used for KM by enterprises.
Our research addresses one aspect of this gap in the literature by studying the effects of
using Web 2.0 for KM at the project level. We also study the effects of the context
variables. Our finding shows that while the use of Web 2.0 for KM at the project level
has some positive influence, the impact is not enough to draw any definitive
conclusion. We believe this study will address a gap in the literature as well as help the
managers to make effective use of Web 2.0 for project-level KM. In the future, we
would like to extend this study to the various levels in the organization to understand
the overall impact of Web 2.0 based KM.
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