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KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT ROLES 
AND TECHNOLOGICAL ISSUES: 

AN INTERNATIONAL WEB-BASED DELPHI STUDY 
 

ABSTRACT 
Knowledge leaders are hired by organizations to create and maintain a knowledge management 
(KM) environment. However, these individuals’ roles and the KM technologies at their 
disposition are not so well defined in today’s academic literature. Using a three rounds web-
based Delphi method, this study reaches a worldwide consensus on various KM roles and 
technological issues. A stable level of agreement among 100 knowledge leaders has been 
reached on these issues. The results indicate that their most important role is to foster a 
knowledge sharing culture in their organization. In addition, portals and information retrieval 
engines are found to be the most widely used KM technologies.  
 

KEYWORDS 
Knowledge Management, Knowledge Leaders, Roles, Technologies, Chief Knowledge Officer, 
Delphi Method 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
“By the year 2010, all the codified information bases in the world will double every 11 hours!” 
said Nick Bontis1. The need for organizations to manage and extract knowledge is increasing, so 
does the demand for knowledge leaders. In fact, Gartner Group estimates that by 2005, 
innovation-focused knowledge workers will represent 30 to 35 percent of the employed 
workforce in developed nations, up from 10 to 15 percent in 2000 (Morello and Caldwell, 2001).  
Using a web-based Delphi method, this study is the first, to our knowledge, to reach a worldwide 
consensus on knowledge leaders’ roles and the technologies they use for implementing KM 
initiatives in their organization. These two issues were retrieved from existing KM literature. 
They were then presented to KM experts in order to be validated.  
The main objective of this study is to present these issues in order to build a baseline allowing 
knowledge leaders to better understand where they need to be in the future. The next sections 
respectively offer a literature review, and a description of the methods used in the present study. 
Next, the findings will be depicted and discussed. Finally, the last section provides conclusions 
along with limitations, implications, and future directions of this study.  

                                                 
1 http://www.ccmd-ccg.gc.ca/events/workshops/KM/bontis/video1_e.html  
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1. Knowledge Leader Definition 
Chief Knowledge Officers (CKO) are defined in general terms as “the leaders of their 
organizations’ knowledge management initiatives” (Bonner, 2000, p.36; Rasmus, 2000; p.5), and 
as “senior executives responsible for ensuring that an organization maximizes the value it 
achieves through one of its most important assets – knowledge” (Skyrme, 1997). More 
specifically, a CKO is “the catalyst for a knowledge-sharing culture, owner of the infrastructure 
specifications that facilitate knowledge transfer and storage, and maintainer of the closed-loop 
learning system” (Rasmus, 2000, p.3). CKO is also recognized for setting “strategic policy for an 
organization’s acquisition and distribution of knowledge and learning, based on the premise that 
increasing people’s capacity to take action will enable them to respond more effectively and 
efficiently to their customers” (Barclay, 1997, p.8). 
Due to the infancy state of KM, various job titles were retrieved from the KM literature 
including Chief Knowledge Officer, Chief Learning Officer, Knowledge Manager, Knowledge 
Facilitator, etc.. To simplify these various definitions, this study will use the term ‘Knowledge 
Leader’ (KL), reflecting the philosophy that CKOs have to show leadership when implementing 
KM initiatives. Therefore, a KL is an individual responsible for creating and/or maintaining a 
KM environment. 
 
2.2. Knowledge Leaders’ Roles 
A role is defined as “a set of systematically interrelated and observable behaviors that belong to 
an identifiable job or position” (Mintzberg, 1975). In the context of this study, a role is the duty 
that KLs are expected to perform to develop and/or implement a KM environment in their 
organization.  
Previous research has examined the responsibilities of twenty KLs in North America and Europe 
to understand their roles and gain insight on evolving KM practices (Earl and Scott, 1999). It was 
shown that the mandates and overall mission of a KL were unclear. A recent study emphasized 
this lack of consensus regarding the competencies needed by individuals charged with leading 
KM initiatives (Neilson, 2000). 
In another study, eighteen KLs representing various industries from large private and public 
organizations described themselves as first generation incumbents who started their jobs less 
than three years ago without a clear definition of their roles, responsibilities, and daily activities 
(Bonner, 2000). 
It is not surprising that KLs do not have clearly defined roles. Since KM is an emerging field, the 
only available resources for these individuals are books, conferences, the Internet, and input from 
a limited number of consulting firms. Knowledge leaders do not have predecessors from whom 
they can seek guidance.  
Therefore, one of the objectives of this study was to update prior research findings on today’s 
KLs’ most important roles. A compilation of the five most recurrent roles was done from the 
literature. Table 1 contains these roles in order of occurrence, and the studies from where they 
were extracted. These constituted the first part of the first-round questionnaire. 
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Knowledge Leaders’ Roles Source 
Foster a knowledge sharing culture in my 
organization. 

Davenport, 1994; Corcoran and Jones, 1997; Guns, 1998, 
Earl and Scott, 1999; Herschel and Nemati, 1999; Bonner, 
2000; Flash, 2001; Sears, 2001.  

Develop my organization's knowledge resources. Davenport, 1994; Skyrme, 1997; Guns, 1998; Paquette, 
1998; Herschel and Nemati, 1999; Liebowitz, 1999; Bonner, 
2000; Lee and Yang, 2000. 

Convince senior management of what our 
organization will gain through managing knowledge. 

Corcoran and Jones, 1997; Guns, 1998; Liebowitz, 1999; 
Bonner, 2000; Flash, 2001; Foote et al., 2001.  

Drive initiatives to measure KM benefits in my 
organization. 

Davenport, 1994; Guns, 1998; Earl and Scott, 1999;  
Herschel and Nemati, 1999; Flash, 2001. 

Select and provide support for technologies that 
contribute to implement KM activities in my 
organization. 

Guns, 1998; Earl and Scott, 1999; Bonner, 2000;  
Lee and Yang, 2000. 

Table 1 - Knowledge leaders’ roles by order of their occurrence in the literature  

 
2.3. Knowledge Management Technologies 
Spending on KM software reached $330 million in 1999 and will account for approximately $1.8 
billion in 2003 (PriceWaterHouseCoopers, 2000). These technologies have been assisting KLs to 
develop and implement KM programs for several years now (Chase, 1997; Offsey, 1997; Alavi 
and Leidner, 1999; TechWeb, 1999; KPMG, 2000; Wensley and O’Sullivan, 2000; Duffy, 2001).  
While one study cites that the most effective technologies include e-mail, Intranet, Internet, firm 
yellow pages, and groupware (Chase, 1997), another study reports that Intranet and data 
warehousing are the most effective and Internet the least effective (KPMG, 2000). 
Contradictions among these articles are not uncommon.  
Therefore, the second objective of this study was to shed light on the debate by attempting to 
reach an acceptable degree of agreement among KLs on the technologies they are using to 
develop and implement KM in their organization. A compilation of the ten most recurrent 
technologies was prepared and presented in Table 2. These items constituted the second part of 
the first-round questionnaire. 

Knowledge Management Technologies  Source 
Portals (Internet/Intranet/Extranet) Offsey, 1997; Chase, 1997; TechWeb, 1999 . 
E-mail Chase, 1997; Duffy, 2001; Bontis, 2000. 
Information Retrieval Engines Offsey, 1997; Bair and O'Connor, 1998. 
Collaborative Work Support Tools Chase, 1997; Offsey, 1997; Bair and O'Connor, 1998; 

TechWeb, 1999; APQC, 2001; Duffy, 2001. 
Corporate Yellow Pages of Skills and Expertise Chase, 1997; TechWeb, 1999. 
Video-conference Chase, 1997. 
Audio-conference Chase, 1997. 
Document Management Systems Offsey, 1997; Bair and O'connor, 1998; TechWeb, 1999; 

Duffy, 2001. 
Data Mining Chase, 1997; Offsey, 1997; TechWeb, 1999; Duffy, 2001. 
Help-desk Applications Offsey, 1997. 

Table 2 - Knowledge management technologies 
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3. METHODOLOGY 
A web-based Delphi method was used to reach a worldwide consensus on major issues 
concerning today’s KLs. Although various issues were retrieved from existing KM literature and 
presented to KM experts in order to be rated, this method also required experts to suggest 
missing issues.  
As stated earlier, the two objectives of this study were to identify today’s KLs’ roles as well as 
the technologies used to implement and/or maintain a KM environment. To our knowledge, these 
issues had not yet been combined within a same study. Thus, the following two research 
questions aim to identify the major issues: 

Question 1: What are knowledge leaders’ current most important roles? 
Question 2: What are knowledge leaders’ current most important technologies for 

knowledge management initiatives? 
The Delphi method is defined as a procedure to “obtain the most reliable consensus of opinion of 
a group of experts … by a series of intensive questionnaires interspersed with controlled opinion 
feedback” (Dalkey and Helmer, 1963, p. 458). This process stops when an acceptable or stable 
level of consensus is reached. This method allows anonymity, eliminates confrontation, group 
domination, and geographical barrier but most importantly, it allows the potential to measure the 
level of agreement on the issues studied.  
A web-based survey was chosen to collect the data required. To our knowledge, this was the first 
Delphi study to be conducted online. This method consists of sending e-mails to potential 
respondents, and inviting them to go to a web address in order to complete the questionnaire 
(Dommeyer and Moriart, 2000).  
The first source of respondents consisted of a list of 150 KLs compiled from past literature. The 
second source involved contacting international KM associations and requesting that they 
publish a short summary of the study’s objectives on their website and/or newsletter, reaching a 
potential 7,700 respondents. A last source for finding KLs consisted of posting a message on 
various international KM online discussion groups, reaching another potential 3,796 respondents. 
The total number of 11,646 potential respondents was used to start the first round data collection.  
Three rounds of questionnaires were employed by this study to reach a stable level of consensus 
among KM experts. Each questionnaire was pre-tested with academics and master students; they 
all contained a cover letter, general instructions with a definition of KL, and a thank you page.  
Round One In the first section of the questionnaire, the five most cited roles in the literature were 
randomly ordered. In the second section, the top ten technologies also found in the literature 
were randomly listed. The respondent was asked to rate the provided issues using a 5-point 
Likert-type scale. This scale ranged from 1- Highly not important to 5- Highly important. An 
additional choice ‘6- Not applicable’ was provided. The respondent was also encouraged to add 
and briefly explain as many as five additional important roles and three additional KM 
technologies. Usable responses were received from 117 worldwide KLs.  

Round Two Potential respondents for the second round included those who had answered the first 
questionnaire. Since the analysis was to include only respondents that filled the three 
questionnaires, as well as those who completed the second and third round questionnaires, the 
authors of this study opted to follow various studies by re-contacting online KM associations and 
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forums to compensate for the possible attrition of the first round participants (Watson, 1989; 
Niederman et al., 1990; Brancheau et al., 1996; Dekleva et al., 1996; Jeffery et al., 2000; Green 
and Price, 2000; Keller, 2001).  
The first section of the second questionnaire asked respondents to rate the fifteen most important 
roles compiled from round one. The second section asked the respondents to rate the sixteen 
most important KM technologies compiled from round one. The respondents were provided with 
the same scale as the one used in the previous round. Usable responses were received from 142 
worldwide KLs. 
Round Three The third round questionnaire was sent to respondents who had participated in the 
first and second rounds, or only to the second round. Knowledge leaders’ ten most important 
roles and the ten most important KM technologies were retrieved from round two, randomly 
ordered, and placed in the appropriate section in the third round questionnaire. Similarly to the 
second round, all of the questions in the third round questionnaire were closed, requiring the 
respondents to rate the items using the same scale as the one used in previous rounds. Usable 
responses were received from 100 worldwide KLs. 
Respondents were found in the five continents: 35% from North America, 22% from Australia, 
19% from Europe, 17% from Asia, and the remaining 6% from South America and Africa. 
Thirty percent of the respondents’ companies were in business services, 20% in the 
educational/governmental sector, 17% in IT services, 9% in finance, insurance, and real-estate, 
and the remaining in other industries. Finally, 56% of the respondents worked in KM related 
jobs, 13% in IT/IS related jobs, and the remaining job titles were classified as other job positions. 
 
4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1. Level of Consensus  
In order to determine the level of consensus on the items studied, various analyses were 
performed, including mean ratings, standard deviations, medians, IQR, percent top issues, and 
Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (see Table 3). Results yielded from these analyses tend to 
conclude that the level of agreement on the importance of the items stabilized between rounds 
two and three. Hence a fourth round would not have had an impact on the results.  

4.2. Top 10 Knowledge Leaders’ Roles 
Each of the most critical KLs’ roles listed in Table 3 will be briefly discussed below.  
Foster a Knowledge Sharing Culture. The role of fostering a knowledge sharing culture ranked 
first in importance, with a mean rating of 4.59. An organizational culture is best defined as a 
pattern of basic assumptions that has worked well enough to be trusted by the organization’s 
staff (Schein, 1985). The confusion around creating the right culture for KM assumes that the KL 
knows what the current culture is and how it relates to KM. This implies understanding how 
knowledge contributes to value within the organization, how culture around knowledge operates 
in the organization, how it arose and is maintained in its current state, and what might be done to 
encourage it to move in the desired direction. The KL will not single-handedly change a culture, 
but s/he should be the driver for cultural change as it relates to knowledge sharing. Hence, the 
KL helps shape the human factors toward a knowledge-sharing culture while simultaneously 
designing the systems and spaces that will support knowledge transfer among people.  
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Section 
Mean 

Rating / 
S.D.      

 Kendall's 
Corrected 

W

Rank
4.32 /   
0.72

0.12   
(.000)

1 Foster a knowledge sharing culture in my organization. 4.59 0.64 5 5 1 1 94
2 Facilitate knowledge sharing among staff. 4.56 0.61 5 5 1 1 96

3
Convince senior management of what our organization will gain through 
managing knowledge. 4.49 0.67 5 5 1 0 90

4 Lead by example by sharing knowledge. 4.48 0.72 5 5 1 2 91
5 Embed KM within internal processes. 4.37 0.66 4 5 1 0 90
6 Develop my organization's KM strategy. 4.32 0.71 4 4 1 2 90
7 Promote KM's benefits throughout my organization. 4.28 0.71 4 4 1 3 91
8 Develop my organization's knowledge resources. 4.16 0.86 4 4 1 6 85
9 Facilitate knowledge sharing events / meetings. 3.99 0.75 4 4 0.75 2 76

10 Drive initiatives to measure KM benefits in my organization. 3.95 0.87 4 4 2 5 74

Rank 3.98 /    
0.82

0.17   
(.000)

1 Portals (Internet/Intranet/Extranet). 4.49 0.70 5 5 1 2 96
2 Information Retrieval Engines. 4.28 0.66 4 4 1 0 88
3 E-mail. 4.24 0.90 5 5 1 4 78
4 Collaborative Work Support Tools (ex.:Groupware). 4.04 0.82 4 4 1 4 77
5 Document Management Systems. 4.03 0.73 4 4 0 4 84
6 Corporate Yellow Pages of Skills and Expertise. 4.00 0.92 4 4 2 6 74
7 Knowledge Maps. 3.88 0.84 4 4 1 5 43
8 Discussion Boards. 3.74 0.84 4 4 1 6 68
9 E-learning Technologies. 3.57 0.86 4 4 1 11 56

10 Data Mining. 3.49 0.97 4 4 1 14 66

 KNOWLEDGE LEADERS' ROLES

 KM TECHNOLOGIES

 
Table 3 – Results analysis of round three 

 
Facilitate Knowledge Sharing Among Staff. Although the role of facilitating knowledge sharing 
among staff ranked second in importance (4.56), its mean rating difference with the previous role 
is very small (0.03), suggesting that the level of importance of both roles is very similar. An 
explanation for this observation is that accomplishing this role poses an enormous challenge if a 
knowledge sharing culture is non-existent. To facilitate knowledge sharing in their organization, 
various researchers suggest that KLs should identify the obstacles of effective knowledge sharing 
(Sears, 2001), encourage informal social interactions and build communities of practice (Earl and 
Scott, 1999), as well as develop corporate or in-house universities and labs (Bonner, 2000).  
Convince Senior Management of KM Benefits. This role ranked third in importance (4.49). KLs 
should communicate and sell this new KM concept to executives (Corcoran and Jones, 1997). 
Knowledge merits an increased attention of top managers as a company increases their use of 
knowledge at a competition level (Foote et al., 2001). Hence, as with any other major 
organizational projects (CRM, TQM, etc.), senior management should agree on what it hopes to 
gain from managing knowledge explicitly to better support a learning environment (Guns, 1998; 
Liebowitz, 1999; Bonner, 2000; Flash, 2001).  
Lead by Example by Sharing Knowledge. This statement ranked fourth in importance (4.48). 
Although this role was not advocated in the reviewed literature, it stands amongst the most 
important ones generated from the first questionnaire. The ability to share knowledge fosters a 
cooperative and collaborative environment. Respondents suggested that KLs should be role 
models in terms of sharing knowledge. One respondent stated that s/he “sets an example to 
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others in sharing what [s/he] knows.” Another respondent stated that KLs should be “KM 
crusaders”, leading the way to knowledge sharing.  
Embed KM within the Organization’s Internal Processes. This is the fifth role in importance 
(4.37). Similarly to the previous one, this role was proposed by respondents in the first 
questionnaire. The respondents’ comments varied from “identifying business processes that 
create new knowledge” to “embedding knowledge processing capabilities by leading process 
redesign initiatives”. A knowledge vision and culture could potentially help the company to 
rearrange knowledge in novel ways, as well as help the organization understand its history with 
the aim of managing knowledge differently. However, and more importantly, in order to properly 
embed KM within her/his organization’s internal procedures, a KL should identify “where the 
company needs to change how [managing knowledge] gets done” (Von Krogh et al., 2000, 
p.107). 
Develop the Organization’s KM Strategy. Although this sixth role in importance (4.32) was not 
included in the first questionnaire due to the lack of literature, the respondents noticeably 
suggested it. A KM strategy “identifies the ways in which a firm’s knowledge resources may be 
leveraged against business issues in support of the firm’s overall business strategy and 
objectives.” (Srikantaiah and Koenig, 2000, p. 362). A company’s knowledge activities should 
be selected primarily on the basis of how they support or enable aspects of its overall business 
strategy (Davenport 2000).  
Promote KM's Benefits Throughout the Organization. It is apparently essential for the KL to 
promote the benefits of KM organization-wide, and not only in specific divisions of the firm, 
since this role ranked seventh in importance (4.28). One respondent stated that a KL should 
“Create KM propaganda within the organization”. Other respondents’ comments include 
“demystifying staff with regards to KM”, as well as “educating everyone on KM’s principles and 
benefits”. Winning the support of the staff could be facilitated by creating reference projects or 
good case studies that produced obvious benefits. This would enable the staff to understand how 
managing knowledge helps them in their work (Earl and Scott, 1999). 
Develop the Organization’s Knowledge Resources. This eighth role (4.16) was extracted and 
presented to the respondents in the first questionnaire since it was the second most encountered 
in the literature. Developing the organization’s knowledge resources implies designing, 
implementing, and overseeing their creation and development, including the use of libraries, 
knowledge bases, human resources, computer knowledge networks, research centers, and 
academic relationships (Herschel and Nemati, 1999). In addition and as reported by one 
respondent, a KL should also “foster the use of knowledge resources in the organization by 
facilitating access to existing resources and promoting the development of new resources”. This 
role is also convergent with Earl and Scott’s findings (1999), who maintain that KLs are 
designers of knowledge directories and knowledge-based systems.  
Facilitate Knowledge Sharing Events / Meetings. One would tend to believe that this ninth role 
(3.99) would have been highly related to the second role “Facilitate Knowledge Sharing among 
Staff”. This difference in rating could be explained by the fact that organizing knowledge sharing 
events and meetings such as communities of practice is only one solution for facilitating 
knowledge sharing among staff, implying that for the present time, more importance is being put 
on the concept of facilitating knowledge sharing than on the techniques used for this purpose. 
KLs could occasionally be sponsors, “promoting and contact-managing the construction of 
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meeting, eating, and resting places to encourage informal social interaction, reflection, and 
chance conversations” (Earl and Scott, 1999, p.33). 
Drive Initiatives to Measure KM Benefits. This is the last role in importance (3.95). It is 
surprising to see that it was ranked less important than the role of promoting KM benefits 
throughout the organization (ranked seven) common sense suggesting that before promoting 
benefits, it would be wise to drive initiatives to discover and measure them first. Academic and 
non-academic literature on how to measure KM benefits has already started to be published. KLs 
should make KM pay off economically (Davenport, 1994). More specifically, KLs should drive 
initiatives to both measure and protect intellectual capital as well as identify, measure, and 
disseminate KM benefits (Herschel and Nemati, 1999; Earl and Scott, 1999). 
 

4.3. Top 10 KM Technologies 
The most critical KM Technologies perceived by KLs are listed in Table 3. Each technology will 
be briefly discussed below.  
Portals (Internet/Intranet/Extranet). Portals ranked first in importance with a mean rating of 
4.49. One of the Net’s greatest assets is that it is interactive and, thus, has the potential 
reciprocity to foster knowledge sharing and learning. It allows those who are seeking for 
knowledge to access millions of Web pages.  
Information Retrieval Engines. Information retrieval engines ranked second in importance 
(4.28). Information retrieval engines, the center of information businesses, mainly include 
searching printed reference sources, online sources, CD-ROM, hypermedia, and Internet 
databases. To maintain high-quality control in information production and services in the highly 
competitive information business world, the speed of retrieval, the accuracy of retrieved 
information, and the cost of searching an enormous scale of information field must be 
strategically planned and tactically coordinated.  
E-mail. E-mail, which ranked third in importance (4.24), enables a community of practice to 
share knowledge asynchronously across the world. Although e-mail can be very effective, it may 
become too impersonal if there are few occasions for individuals in the community to get to 
know one another.  
Collaborative Support Tools. These technologies ranked fourth in importance (4.04). They allow 
formal and ad hoc conversations when the participants cannot communicate in real time, 
therefore enhancing the exchange of knowledge.  
Document Management Systems. Document or content management systems ranked fifth in 
importance (4.03). Explicit knowledge – knowledge that has been codified and available to the 
seeker – can be easily captured and distributed through systems. In many organizations, 
knowledge has and still is being embedded in documents, hence the need for a document 
management system that “supports the unstructured data management requirements of KM 
initiatives through a process that involves capture, storage, access, selection, and document 
publication” (Duffy, 2001, p. 65). 
Corporate Yellow Pages of Skills and Expertise. These technologies ranked sixth in importance 
(4.00). In many companies, it is difficult to find who knows what. Employees waste time re-
researching topics or making decisions that are not based on the company’s best thinking. This 
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type of technologies helps to store and distribute knowledge about skills and areas of expertise of 
the organization’s staff. Its objective is to allow people in the organization to efficiently and 
effectively find colleagues with adequate skills and/or expertise. 
Knowledge Maps. Knowledge maps which ranked seventh in importance (3.88) can take a wide 
variety of shapes and sizes, but are designed to help people in the organization know where to go 
to find what they need to know, whether the destination be a person, place, or thing.  
Discussion Boards. Such technologies aim to support conversations among communities of 
interest, or often just discussion groups. Although discussion boards which ranked eighth in 
importance (3.74) lack good document storage and search facilities for uploaded files, they are 
usually relatively inexpensive.  
E-learning Technologies. E-learning technologies ranked ninth in importance (3.57). Another 
way to share knowledge across an organization is through structured online learning events. By 
helping to create shared common language, and providing 24-7 access to information that aligns 
with culture and with business objectives, e-learning helps support knowledge-driven 
environments that enhance employee empowerment, self-directed learning at all levels, 
collaborative discovery, and a sense of community.  
Data Mining. This tool, which ranked tenth in importance (3.49), is defined as the “process of 
exploration and analysis, by automatic or semi-automatic means, of large quantities of data in 
order to discover meaningful patterns and rules” (Berry and Linoff, 2000, p.7). It also refers to 
extracting or mining knowledge from large amounts of data. However, this knowledge should be 
shared among interested parties to be useful.  
 
5. CONCLUSION 
Using a three-round Delphi procedure, this research reached a stable level of agreement as well 
as a deeper understanding of the most important KLs’ roles and technologies used to develop 
and/or implement KM initiatives in their organization.  
The findings suggest that although specific approaches to KM vary from firm to firm, key 
themes and common concerns emerge. The three most important KLs’ roles are to foster a 
knowledge sharing culture, facilitate knowledge sharing among staff, and convince senior 
management of KM’s benefits.  
Although some authors argue that information technology is an important tool for supporting a 
KM strategy, it does not mean that a KL must have a technology background. However, this 
individual should certainly understand the technologies that could potentially be used to develop 
and implement KM initiatives and the benefits that these technologies can offer. This study finds 
that the three most important technologies are portals, information retrieval engines, and e-mail.  
This study is the first to our knowledge to have utilized the Delphi method using a web survey 
methodology. The advantages of triangulating enabled us to succeed in reaching a worldwide 
audience, as well as evaluating the level of agreement of this audience on the most important 
issues studied.  
One limitation of this study is related to the 5-point Likert scale used in the questionnaires. The 
third questionnaire’s items were rated the most important in the second questionnaire. Hence, 
using a five-point Likert scale lead to a small variation in the ratings and a negatively skewed 
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distribution for most items. However, a scale change was not possible since doing so would have 
prevented the comparison of results between rounds. 
The results could serve as guideposts and benchmarks to KLs and executives to examine the 
possible transition to a fully integrated knowledge organization and assist them as they further 
evolve KM functions. With a list of the most important technologies used for developing and 
implementing KM initiatives, software and system developers are able to understand and direct 
their efforts and resources in developing and/or enhancing the proper technologies, hence 
helping KLs in fulfilling their most important roles. The web-based approach was genuine and 
could benefit other academics who are trying to reach a large sample at a reduced cost. Finally, 
this study could be replicated after a period of time in order to update the results found.  
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