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Abstract
Sharing knowledge has become a critical part of inter-enterprise collaboration. Knowledge sharing appears
particularly in short-term System Development (SD) projects. Most SD projects entail changes to hardware and
software. With the growth in such complex SD projects, and demand for unique technical know-how, there is a
greater need to explore the dilemma of effective knowledge sharing among SD project individuals, their technical
knowledge, perceptions, and social interaction that shape the outcomes of the projects. Effective collaboration is
imperative for business success, however, it remains challenging as ad-hoc teams work across time, geographical,
language, and technical boundaries. Often times, one team is dependent upon the work, feedback, or criticism of
another team in order to progress in the SD, while lack of trust between and within teams appears to hinder the
effectiveness of the collaborations as well as the progress of the SD project. Subsequently only some tacit and
explicit knowledge is shared among team members. Our goal is to investigate workers’ familiarity with the
organization information privacy policy, and their trust on effective collaboration in short and long term projects.
In this work-in-progress, we propose a theoretical model for the impact of trust, tacit and explicit knowledge
sharing, and familiarity with information privacy policy on the projects’ effective collaborations. We then pose four
hypotheses and a proposed agenda for addressing the hypotheses. Some preliminary data analysis is expected to be
included in revisions of this draft. We end with a brief discussion and conclusions section.
Keywords: Effective collaboration, familiarity with privacy policy of the organization, trust building, knowledge
sharing, long vs. short term SD projects, information systems projects.

Introduction
Sharing knowledge has become a critical part of inter-enterprise collaboration. In spite of the
propagation of advanced collaboration and communication technologies (i.e. Skype, E-mail,
SharePoint, WebEx), a shortage of knowledge sharing appears particularly in short-term System
Development (SD) projects (Khouloud, Chirine, Sodki, Lucien, & Emad, 2008). Yet,
organizations are increasingly relying on such critical knowledge sharing among knowledge
workers (Ribes & Finholt, 2007). Knowledge workers typically engage in a multitude of SD
projects with varying time spans. Short term SD projects are defined as project extending over a
six month period, while medium and long term SD projects extend over a period of six to 18
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months, and 18 months or longer respectively. Most SD projects entail changes to hardware and
software. Some examples include hardware downsizing, migration to an application service
provider (ASP), migration to the cloud, and upgrade in enterprise software. Recently, analysts in
Forrester and Gartner reported that companies worldwide are spending upwards of $3.7 trillion
on information technology (IT) projects related to software and IT services due to cloud
migration, and software-as-a-service adoption (Savvas, 2013).
With the growth in such complex SD projects, and demand for unique technical know-how, there
is a greater need to explore the dilemma of effective knowledge sharing among SD project
individuals, and how their technical knowledge, perceptions, and social interactions shape
project outcomes. In fact, McLeod and MacDonell (2011) have long recognized SD projects as a
social process. Furthermore, they listed a variety of constructs influencing the outcome of the
project, yet the individual factor appears to play a significant role throughout the project lifecycle
and outcome. Based on the work of McLeod and MacDonnell (2011), we define the individual
factor as individuals and teams that are engaged with the SD project. Their perceptions,
behaviors, unique knowledge set, and social interactions ultimately influence the project
outcome. Thus, we believe effective knowledge sharing among such individuals, both in the
form of tacit and explicit knowledge, influence the degree of effective collaboration.
According to Chen Romano, Nunamaker, and Briggs (2002), project management paradigm is
rapidly shifting due to business globalization and IT innovations supporting distributed and
virtual project teams. Their study adopted Dyer (1987)’s definition of teams as collections of
people who must rely on group collaboration to achieve optimum success and fulfill goals of the
project. Warkentin, Moore, and Bekkering (2009), Pardu (1996), as well as Burke Aytes, and
Chidambaram (2001) have identified lack of team communication as one of the top factors
leading to failure. Subsequently, communication within the team, and across other teams,
appears to lead to better management of the project and individual performance. Achieving task
goals, and resolving obstacles along the way, require good communication. Thus, inter-enterprise
communication appears to play a key role in the outcome of the SD project. Warkentin et al.
(2009) provided testimonials about critical factors, where “Good communication is repeatedly
mentioned in relation to managing...[individuals] expectations, …[providing] explicit
instructions...[conducting] face to face negotiation” (p. 16). According to Dvir and Shenhar
(2011), Glass (1998), as well as Jarvenpaa and Leidner (1998), communication across teams is
essential for the coordination of activities and problem solving. Teams often include individuals
from diverse areas and backgrounds within one organization; such teams may not have worked
with or met each other before. Cross teams include individuals from one or more organizations.
In both cases, teams may include individuals who are knowledge workers and others who are
technical specialists (Dvir & Shenhar, 2011).
Establishing a working relationship and a common goal set becomes a challenge within the
teams and across teams. Individuals within their respective teams may be reluctant to disclose
sensitive information to others, or share their tacit knowledge. In some cases, they may not be
familiar with their organization’s privacy policy. Such obstacles may lead to underutilization of
knowledge and weak collaboration among teams. Furthermore, Dvir and Shenhar (2011) noted
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that successful SD projects require a long period of preparation where the best approach is
defined, and stakeholders have an opportunity to ‘buy-in’ to the vision and mission. Along the
same line, individuals should engage in building trust. Warkentin et al. (2009) indicated that
communication and trust are essential for coordination within and across teams. The aim of this
research-in-progress is to explore the relationship between trust, knowledge sharing (tacit &
explicit), familiarity with information privacy policy, as well as effective collaboration across
short and long-term projects. More specifically, we seek to address the following main research
question: How do trust, knowledge sharing, and information privacy influence the effectiveness
of team collaboration?
Theoretical Background
Trust
Trust can be defined as “the extent to which one is willing to ascribe good intentions to and have
confidence in the words and actions of other people” (Cook & Wall, 1980, p. 39). Developing
trust in virtual organizations is a difficult task (Handy, 1995). According to Mennecke, Hauser,
and Byrd (1992), team development refers to the degree of maturity and cohesion a team
achieves over time as members interact, learn about one another, as well as develop relationships
and roles within the team. Individuals take time to form relationship through observation,
communication, and actions. The wide array of communication choices (i.e. phone, instant
messenger services, e-mail, Skype, Facebook, etc.) adds a challenge because workers are
expected to maintain presence in multiple communication platforms and be available to respond
quickly. Choice of communication platforms may change based on time of day, and individual
preferences (Peralson & Saunders, 2012). This issue is particularly critical when teams
experience strict deadlines for meeting goals and benchmarks. Subsequently, little time is left for
camaraderie building in the team. Cross teams, dependent upon one another for tasks, feedback,
and constructive criticism in order to progress in the SD, while lack of trust within the team or
across teams appears to hinder the effectiveness of the collaborations.
Trust can facilitate transactions and collaboration (Fukuyama, 1995). According to Mitzal
(1996), while lack of trust is evident by “keeping our mind open to all evidence, secures
communication and dialogue” (p. 10). Moreover, “teams with higher levels of trust come
together more easily, organize their work more quickly, and manage themselves better" (Lipnack
& Stamps, 1997, p. 225). This suggests that “where relationships are high in trust, people are
more willing to engage in ... cooperative interaction” (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998, p. 254).
According to these researchers, trust promotes more communication among individuals. Longer
projects that are more complex in nature may provide more opportunities to develop trust
relationships given the extent of time and coordination between teams. Shorter projects that are
simpler in scope and nature may land fewer opportunities to forge trust as workers may be
engaged in completing their tasks based on their unique competencies. Therefore, shorter
projects are likely to entail fewer iterations and feedback cycles attributed to the short duration of
the project. Existing research does not appear to address trust building in short and long term SD
projects. As such, this research-in-progress study will fill that gap by proposing a model to assess
the contribution of trust to effective collaboration among teams in short and long-term projects.
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Knowledge Sharing
Researchers have found that individuals are the prime movers of knowledge creation within
organizations (Nonaka, 1994). In agreement with Nonaka (1994), other researchers suggested
that knowledge sharing is key within organizations due to the increasing recognition that tacit
knowledge provides individuals within a reference team or in other teams the ability to learn
from each other (Haas & Hansen, 2005; Marouf, 2007). Quinn, Anderson, and Finkelstein (1996)
suggested the value of knowledge increases as it is shared. Importantly, Haas and Hansen (2005)
suggested that past knowledge-sharing research focused on causes and impediments, but not as
much on how knowledge sharing results in individual or team performance. They also found that
a limited amount of research has been conducted linking individual knowledge sharing to the
organizational knowledge gained (Hass & Hansen, 2005).
Grant (1996) identified knowledge sharing as one major challenge in organizational knowledge
management. However, Nonaka and Konno (1998) suggested that organizational members could
absorb new knowledge from their colleagues to be leveraged by organizations. Other
Information Systems literature suggested that the individual’s reference teams within an
organization result in knowledge sharing, which may keep knowledge and information obtained
from various sources current in order to serve as a guide for future action (Lukas, Hult, & Ferrell,
1996). Other researchers suggested that learning in an organization results from an accumulation
of individual-level learning (Shrivastava, 1983). Dodgson (1993) suggested intra-organizational
knowledge sharing helps the organization by the diffusion of individual-level learning, to
achieve two major objectives of organizational learning: improving efficiency and
innovativeness when the organization is facing environmental uncertainty.
At the individual level, Ipe (2003) viewed knowledge sharing as an effective leverage for making
knowledge available to others within an individual’s reference team. Ipe (2003) defined
knowledge sharing as a process that transforms knowledge held by an individual and converts it
into a format that can be understood, absorbed, and used by other individuals. Ipe (2003) also
identified factors influencing knowledge sharing, such as motivation to share, perceived power
attached to the knowledge, reciprocity, and relationship with the recipient involving matters such
as trust and rewards. According to Gibbert and Krause (2002), knowledge sharing cannot be
forced, but can only be encouraged and facilitated. As such, it appears knowledge sharing could
be facilitated within an individual’s reference team through colleagues and the organization’s
technical support, however, distinction between the role of knowledge sharing in the context of
short-term and long-term projects doesn’t appear to be well studied.
Familiarity with Information Privacy Policy
The higher the level of sharing, the greater the social benefit to inter-enterprises and consumers
can be (Peijun, 2002). According to Ping, Weijun, and Fang (2009), complete information
sharing can increase earnings of the cooperative enterprise, and also increase consumers’ income
and the welfare of the whole society. Typically, the majority of inter-enterprise collaborative
decision-making are carried out under incomplete information sharing, that is sharing common
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information and protecting sensitive information such as financial data, or business sales, cost
data and other information (Ping et al., 2009). Sensitive privacy information could become a
bottleneck of inter-enterprise collaboration, especially to competitive inter-enterprise
collaboration. Sensitivity is defined as the need to protect past or current related information
from being disclosed to others who might have low or unknown trustworthiness or undesirable
intentions (Fan, 2012). Clearly, limiting or restricting information impacts the level of
cooperation between inter-enterprises. To achieve some common goals, cooperation between
inter-enterprises often needs to share relevant information to achieve efficient allocation and
combinations of resources (Gavirneni, Kapucinski, & Tayur, 1999). Organizations develop
specific policies, for example, privacy policy that seeks to guide employees on how to protect
corporate sensitive information. Research related to familiarity shows that familiarity and
recognition based on prior experiences leads to automatic decision process, thus, individuals who
are familiar with their organization privacy policy will likely experience more open
communication (Jones, Brown, & Atchley, 2007). Individuals, who are not familiar with the
organization’s privacy policy, will not be able to recollect prior experiences, and will reject or
decline communication about sensitive information with certain individuals across teams. In
some cases such individuals may seek support and guidance from the team leader or simply
decline the communication all together. Thus, this research-in-progress study also seeks to
investigate the contribution of familiarity with privacy policy on effective collaboration.
Collaboration
The success of SD projects to a large extent depends on individuals within the team who are
engaged in problem solving. Teams experience, or what Collins and Guetzkow (1964) term ‘the
assembly effect,’ where a team can achieve solutions of higher quality compared to those
achieved by any individuals within the team working alone. Subsequently, over the past decades,
research shifted focus from work being accomplished primarily by an individual to investigating
aspects of collaboration. Perhaps the best-known evidence comes from Hall (1982)’s research
with the “Lost on the Moon” problem. Hall (1982) found that “when a team’s final decision is
compared to the independent points of view that the members held before entering the team, the
team’s effort is almost always an improvement over its average individual resource, and often it
is better than even the best individual contribution” (p. 33). Hill (1982) analyzed experimental
comparisons of teams and individuals on four dimensions: task, process, individual differences
and methodology. The overall results from the review and analysis showed "team performance
was generally qualitatively and quantitatively superior to the performance of the average
individual" (Hill, 1982, p.33).
A major organizational SD project challenge involves on-going series of social exchanges (social
or knowledge sharing interactions). We believe that as interdepartmental individuals work
together toward a common goals set, they move through a collaborative process in which they
must combine their experience, their knowledge, and their resources to achieve a goal. By
definition, collaboration is broadly defined as a “process through which organizations who see
different aspects of a problem can constructively explore their differences and search for
solutions that go beyond their own limited visions of what is possible” (Gray, 1989, p. 5).
Whereas, a single enterprise department often faces problems that are sufficiently challenging
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and complex so no single department can accomplish the task alone. To compound SD project
complexity, quite a number of these problems have cross-organizational boundaries along with
partial or shared ownership creating issues of authority and responsibility among departments.
Therefore, a joint effort among departments affects sharing of general, specific, and procedural
knowledge towards the common goal such as developing a successful project. As projects
become more complex in scope they require extensive collaboration and multiple feedback
loops. Short-term projects tend to have fewer iterative cycles and opportunities for collaboration
across teams. Instead, the team may relay on experts to achieve specific stark goals in strict short
deadlines.
Schrage (1990) defined collaboration as the process of shared creation: two or more individuals
with complementary skills interacting to create a shared understanding. In the software and
computer science world, definitions of collaboration are: A process in which two or more agents
work together to achieve shared goals (Terveen, 1994, p. 67), and a joint effort where in each
party provides specific products and services toward a common goal (Beckman Coulter,
Khajenoori, & Mead, 1997, p. 50). We define quality of collaboration as appreciation of joint
effort by relevant stakeholders.
Effective Collaboration
Belief in the passage "two heads are better than one" is evidenced in the use of collaboration in
many societies; for example, committees, boards, councils, and the use of juries within many
legal systems (Hill, 1982; Schwartzman, 1989). According to Schrage (1990), collaboration is
defined as working together to accomplish a task and discussing with each other to solve difficult
problems. Successful collaborative design depends on the ability to manage and share
engineering knowledge and experience effectively throughout the entire development process
(Liao & Luo, 2012). Based on this definition, effective collaboration includes both individually
focused tasks and interactive team-work (Mishra & Mishra, 2009). Other literature suggested
that effective collaboration and knowledge sharing skills are crucial for successful employment
in the modern economy (Johnson & Johnson, 2007; Parente, Duck, Zhao, & Fizel, 2007). As
Johnson and Johnson (2007) wrote:
We live in an historical period in which knowledge is the most critical resource for social
and economic development, and people need to be able to participate in a networked,
information-based society. Whereas previously people engaged in manufacturing-based
work where they generally competed with or worked independently of each other, now
people engage in information- and technological-rich work where they work in teams. (p.
785)
Hall (1994) found in three-surveys of 10,277 U.S. workers from all levels of employment that
97% reported they need conditions that encourage collaboration to do their best work. Effective
collaboration is no longer a competitive advantage for companies; now it is imperative for
business success (Handoll, Elstub, Elliott, Kavanagh, & Madhok, 2012). However, effective
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collaboration remains challenging as ad hoc teams work across time, geographical, language, and
technical boundaries (Forrester, 2009).
For the purposes of this study, effective collaboration is defined as a team of people behaving in
a way that not only produces individual benefits, but leads to a degree of success belonging to
the team and can only be achieved by team members working together in this fashion (Head,
2003). Whereas, unproductive meetings cost organizations more than money: time may be lost,
morale may decline, and productivity may be reduced (Romano & Nunamaker, 2001).
Collaboration often times is needed between the technologist teams and knowledge works teams
to achieve the goals of the project. In this research-in-progress study we hypothesize that trust
among individuals, knowledge sharing, and familiarity with information privacy policy all have a
significant contribution to effective collaboration.
Proposed Model and Methodology
The main goal of this research-in-progress paper is to propose a causal model and understand the
impact knowledge sharing, trust, and familiarity with information privacy policy have on
effective collaboration in long and short term SD projects. The need for this work stems from the
recommendation made by Bock Zmud, and Kim (2005), who recommended further research to
investigate users’ actual knowledge-sharing behaviors in projects. The purpose of this researchin-progress study is to generate deeper knowledge and understanding on how these constructs
influence effective collaboration. This study draws on existing collaboration, and trust building
theories for its theoretical framework. Figure 1 depicts the conceptual model of this research and
identifies the research hypotheses.

139

Online Journal of Applied Knowledge Management
A Publication of the International Institute for Applied Knowledge Management

Volume 1, Issue 1, 2013

H1.
H2.
H3.
H4.
H5.
H6a.
H6b.
H6c.

Trust will have a significant positive contribution on knowledge sharing.
Familiarity with the organization’s privacy policy will have a significant positive
contribution on knowledge sharing.
Trust will have a significant positive contribution on effective collaboration.
Knowledge sharing as evident in tacit and explicit knowledge will have a
significant positive contribution on effective collaboration.
Familiarity with the organization’s privacy policy will have a significant positive
contribution on effective collaboration.
The contribution of trust on effective collaboration will not significantly differ
when controlled by the length of the SD projects.
The contribution of knowledge sharing on effective collaboration will not
significantly differ when controlling for the length of the SD projects.
The contribution of familiarity with the organization’s privacy policy on effective
collaboration will not significantly differ when controlling for the length of the
SD projects.

To test the relationship among trust, knowledge sharing, information privacy policy, and
effective collaboration, this research-in-progress study proposes to collect data from three
companies. A standardized self-administered Web-based survey will be e-mailed to participants
of these three companies. One stipulation to take the survey is that potential participants must
have been a member of a project team and have participated in at least one project. The
participant will receive an e-mail inviting them to partake in the study. The research team will
explain the scope of the study, and provide a link to the survey. Participants will come both from
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the technical and managerial fields. The goal of this study is to collect approximately 300
records. Survey submissions will be full anonymous.
This study will use a quantitative approach using a causal modeling research method (Mertler
and Vannatta, 2010). The Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS™) software will be used to
perform the model-fit testing based on Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). According to
Simon and Paper (2007), there is agreement in literature that SEM is a robust technique for a
model-fit examination, superior to multiple regression analysis or regular path analysis.
Moreover based on prior literature, Levy and Green (2009) suggested seven common measures
of model-fit analysis. These seven model-fit measures include chi-square/degrees-of-freedom
(Chi-square/df), goodness-of-fit index (GFI), adjusted goodness-of-fit-index (AGFI), normed fit
index (NFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI), comparative fit index (CFI), and root mean squared
error of approximation (RMSEA). In this study, these seven model-fit measures are adopted
from Levy and Green (2009).
The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability test will be conducted on the constructs to determine the
construct reliability across each measured construct. According to Mertler and Vannatta (2010),
a Cronbach’s Alpha score of over .70 represents a reliable construct. We anticipate that the
results of our study will indicate that all measured constructs will demonstrate high reliability as
these measures were adopted from previous studies where they have been well validated. In
addition, AMOS™ software will be used in testing the proposed hypotheses.
Discussion and Conclusions
From the perspective of sharing knowledge in SD, this research-in-progress study anticipates
finding that information is withheld by individuals not willing to share information within and
across teams due to either low trust building between the project team or by lack of familiarity
with corporate information privacy policies. According to Usoro, Sharratt, Tsui, and Shekhar
(2007), one component of knowledge sharing is identifying the degree to which an individual
feels they engage in knowledge sharing. With regard to trust, project team trust affects the
success of collaboration as well as the overall success of the SD project. O’Hara-Devereaux and
Johansen (1994) suggested trust is the glue of the workspace. Trust has been identified as a
major influencing factor, especially in communities of practice where there is very little or no
face-to-face contact. Trust is described as an expression of confidence between several parties
during exchanges, referring to confidence free of harm or risk through either parties’ action, and
that confidence is not exploited by any party (Jones & George, 1998). Hence, trust building is
one of the critical ingredients to successful knowledge transfer (Davenport & Prusak, 1998;
Lander, Purvis, McCray, & Leigh, 2004). McEvily, Perrone, and Zaheer (2003) claimed that the
level of trust affects the extent of knowledge sharing We anticipate this study will help highlight
further aspects of trust and its contribution to effective collaboration.
This research-in-progress study will also provide deeper understanding of the contribution of an
individuals’ familiarity with their organization’s privacy policy, and suggest practical
applications to effective collaboration. Finally, this study will investigate the role of short- and
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long-term projects on effective collaboration and contribute best practices that will be helpful to
project managers and practitioners in this context. For academic researchers, this study will offer
an expanded model for effective collaboration that doesn’t appear to be previously explored in
the literature. Following our next phase of data collection and analysis, this research-in-progress
study is anticipated to conclude with suggestions for future studies across transnational
organizations pursuing SD projects resulting from the findings uncovered.
References
Beckman, K., Coulter, N., Khajenoori, S., & Mead, N. R. (1997). Collaborations: Closing the
industry-academia gap. Software IEEE, 14(6), 49-57.
Bock, G., Zmud, R. W., & Kim, Y. (2005). Behavioral intention formation in knowledge sharing:
Examining the roles of extrinsic motivators, social-psychological forces, and organizational
climate. MIS Quarterly, 29(1), 87–111.
Burke, K., Aytes, K., & Chidambaram, L. (2001). Media effects on the development of cohesion
and process satisfaction in computer-supported workteams: An analysis of results from two
longitudinal studies. Information Technology and People, 14 (2), 122-141.
Chen, F., Romano, N., Nunamaker, J., & Briggs, R. (2002). A collaborative project management
architecture. Paper presented at the Proceeding of the 36th Hawaii International
Conference on System Sciences, Hawaii, USA, pp. 1-12.
Collins, B. E., & Guetzkow, H. (1964). A social psychology of group processes for decisionmaking. New York: Wiley.
Cook, J., & Wall, T. (1980). New work attitude measures of trust, organizational commitment and
personal need non-fulfilment. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 53, 39-52.
Davenport, T. H., & Prusak, L. (1998). Working knowledge: How organizations manage what
they know. Boston, Massachusetts: Harvard Business School Press.
Dodgson, M. (1993). Organizational learning: A review of some literatures. Organization Studies,
14(3), 375–394.
Dvir, D., & Shenhar, A. J. (2011). What great projects have in common. MIT Sloan Management
Review, 52(3), 19-21.
Dyer, W.G. (1987). Team building: Issues and alternatives. Reading MA: Addison-Wesley
Publishing Company.
Fan, S. (2012). Three Case Studies on Business Collaboration and Process Management,
Management Information Systems (pp. 163). Tucson: University of Arizona.
142

Online Journal of Applied Knowledge Management
A Publication of the International Institute for Applied Knowledge Management

Volume 1, Issue 1, 2013

Forrester, R. (2009). Building The Future of Collaboration, from www.forrester.com
Fukuyama, F. (1995). Trust: The social virtues & the creation of prosperity. New York: The Free
Press.
Gavirneni, S., Kapucinski, R., & Tayur,S. (1999). Value of information in capacitated supply
chain. Management Science, 45(1), 16-25.
Gibbert, M., & Krause, H. (2002). Practice exchange in best practice marketplace. Erlangen,
Germany: Corporate Publishing.
Glass, R. (1998). Short-term and long-term remedies for runaway projects. Communication of the
ACM, 41(7), 13-15.
Grant, R. M. (1996). Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strategic Management
Journal, 17, 109–122.
Gray, B. (1989). Collaborating: Finding common ground for multiparty problems. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.
Haas, M. R., & Hansen, M. T. (2005). When using knowledge can hurt performance: The value of
organizational capabilities in a management consulting company. Strategic Management
Journal, 26(1), 1–24.
Hall, J. (1982). Lost on the moon. Psychology Today, 51.
Hall, J. (1994). Americans know how to be productive if managers will let them. Organizational
Dynamics, 22(3), 33-46.
Handoll, H. H., Stott, D. J., Elstub, L. J., Elliott, J. C., Kavanagh, A. L., & Madhok, R. (2012). A
framework for effective collaboration between specialist and broad spectrum groups for
delivering priority Cochrane reviews. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 66(5), 490-495.
Handy, C. (1995). Trust and the virtual organization. Harvard Business Review, 73, 40-50.
Head, G. (2003). Effective collaboration: Deep collaboration as an essential element of the
learning process. Journal of Educational Enquiry, 4(2), 47-62.
Hill, G. W. (1982). Team versus individual performance: Are N + 1 heads better than one?
Psychological Bulletin, 91(3), 517-539.

143

Online Journal of Applied Knowledge Management
A Publication of the International Institute for Applied Knowledge Management

Volume 1, Issue 1, 2013

Ipe, M. (2003). Knowledge sharing in organizations: A conceptual framework. Human Resource
Development Review, 2(4), 337–359.
Jarvenpaa, S., & Leidner, D. (1998). Communication and trust in global virtual teams. Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication, 4(1), 1-45.
Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (2007). Cooperation and the use of technology (In J. M.
Spector et al. (Eds.) , Handbook of research for educational communications and
technology, 3rd ed.). New York: Routledge.
Jones, G. R., & George, J. M. (1998). The experience and evolution of trust: Implications for
cooperation and teamwork. Academy of management review, 23(3), 531-546.
Jones, C. T, Brown, S. A., & Atchley, P. (2007). Feature and conjunction effects in recognition
memory: Toward specifying familiarity for compound words. Memory & Cognition, 35(5),
984-998.
Khouloud, B., Chirine, G., Sodki, C., Lucien, V., and Emad, B. (2008). How to employ context,
web service, and community in enterprise collaboration. Proceedings of the 8th
international conference on New technologies in distributed systems(NOTERE '08), 6.
Lander, M. C., Purvis, R. L., McCray, G. E., & Leigh, W. (2004). Trust-building mechanisms
utilized in outsourced IS development projects: a case study. Information & Management,
41 (4), 509-528.
Levy, Y., & Green, B. D. (2009). An empirical study of computer self-efficacy and the
technology acceptance model in the military: A case of a U.S. Navy combat information
system. Journal of Organizational and End User Computing, 21(3), 1–23.
Liao, K., & Luo, J. (2012). Knowledge management in collaborative product design-an activity
theory perspective. Journal of Software, 7(1), 17-24.
Lipnack, J., & Stamps, J. (1997). Virtual teams: Reaching across space, time, and organizations
with technology. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
Lukas, A., Hult, M., & Ferrell, C. (1996). A theoretical perspective of the antecedents and
consequences of organizational learning in marketing channels. Journal of Business
Research, 36(3), 233–244.
Marouf, L. (2007). Social networks and knowledge sharing in organizations: A case study.
Journal of Knowledge Management, 2(6), 110–125.
McEvily, B., Perrone, V., & Zaheer, A. (2003). Trust as an Organizing Principle. Organization
Science, 14(1), 91-103.
144

Online Journal of Applied Knowledge Management
A Publication of the International Institute for Applied Knowledge Management

Volume 1, Issue 1, 2013

McLeod, L., & MacDonell, S. G. (2011). Factors that affect software systems development
project outcomes: A survey of research. ACM Computer. Survey. [Spell out], 43(4), 24-56.
Mennecke, B., Hauser, R., & Byrd, T. (1996). Implementing Geographic Information Systems:
The Impact of Organizational Culture and Use. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the
Business Geographics for Educators and Researchers Conference, 1, 44-68.
Mertler, C. A., & Vannatta, R. A. (2010). Advanced and multivariate statistical methods:
Practical application and interpretation (4th ed.). Pyrczak Publishing, Los Angeles, CA.
Mishra, D., & Mishra, A. (2009). Effective communication, collaboration, and coordination in
extreme programming: Human-centric perspective in a small organization. Human Factors
and Ergonomics in Manufacturing, 19(5), 438-456.
Mitzal, B. (1996). Trust in modern societies. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Nahapiet, J., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital, intellectual capital and the organizational
advantage. Academy of Management Review, 23(2), 242-266.
Nonaka, I. (1994). A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation. Organizational
Science, 5(1), 14–37.
Nonaka, I., & Konno, N. (1998). The concept of "ba": Building a foundation for knowledge
creation. California Management Review, 40(3), 40-54.
O'Hara-Devereaux, M., & Johansen, R. (1994). Global work, bridging distance. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass Publishers.
Pardu, W. (May 1996). Managing change in a project environment. CMA Magazine, 6.
Parente, D., H., Duck, J., Zhao, X., & Fizel, J. L. (2007). Collaboration: Leading and learning by
example. MERLOT Journal of Online Learning and Teaching, 3(2), 170-178.
Peijun, H. (2002). Information sharing - effects and problems. Systems engineering-theory and
Practice, 6, 105-107.
Pearlson, K. E., & Saunders, C. S. (2012). Managing and using information systems: A strategic
approach (5th ed.). Wiley and Sons, Danvers, MA.
145

Online Journal of Applied Knowledge Management
A Publication of the International Institute for Applied Knowledge Management

Volume 1, Issue 1, 2013

Ping, W., Weijun, Z., & Fang, L. (2009). Collaborative ordering of enterprises with differentiated
products under the protection of sensitive information. Proceedings of the E-Business and
Information System Security, Wuhan, China, pp. 1-3.
Quinn, J. B., Anderson, P., & Finkelstein, S. (1996). Leveraging intellect. Academy of
Management Executives, 10(3), 7-26.
Ribes, D., & Finholt, T. A. (2007). Tensions across the scales: planning infrastructure for the
long-term. Proceedings of the 2007 international ACM conference on Supporting team
work, New York, NY, pp. 1-10.
Romano, N., & Nunamaker, J. (2001). Meeting analysis: Findings from research and practice.
Proceedings of the 34th Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences
(HICSS-34), Big Island, Hawaii, pp. 1072.
Savvas, A. (2013). Europe remains in IT spending slump, analysts say. Retrieved February 2,
2013, from http://www.computerworlduk.com/news/it-business/3418610/europe-remainsin-it-spending-slump-say-analysts
Schrage, M. (1990). Shared minds: The new technologies of collaboration. New York: Random
House.
Schwartzman, H. B. (1989). The meeting: Gatherings in organizations and communities. New
York: Plenum Press.
Shrivastava, P. (1983). A typology of organizational learning systems. Journal of Management
Studies, 20(1), 7–28.
Terveen, L. G. (1994). Overview of human-computer collaboration. Knowledge-Based Systems,
8(2-3), 67-81.
Usoro, A., Sharratt, M. W., Tsui, E., & Shekhar, S. (2007). Trust as an antecedent to knowledge
sharing in virtual communities of practice in Knowledge Management. Knowledge
Management Research & Practice, 5, 199–212.
Warkentin, M., Moore, R. S., Bekkering, E., & Johnston, A. C. (2009). Analysis of systems
development project risks: an integrative framework. SIGMIS Database, 40(2), 8-27.

146

Online Journal of Applied Knowledge Management
A Publication of the International Institute for Applied Knowledge Management

Volume 1, Issue 1, 2013

Biographies
Michelle M. Ramim is a part-time professor at the School of Information Technology at Middle
Georgia State College as well as Huizenga School of Business and Entrepreneurship at Nova
Southeastern University. She has extensive experience in information technology (IT)
consulting. Dr. Ramim directed the development and implementations of several IT projects
including promotional and interactive websites for major enterprises such as Debeer (Diamond
Trading Company). Her current research interests include ethical issues with IT, information
security and crisis management, legal aspects of computing, as well as ethical decision making.
She has published articles in peer-reviewed outlets including journals, conference proceedings,
encyclopedias, and an invited chapter. Moreover, she has been serving as a referee research
reviewer for national and international scientific journals, conference proceedings, as well as
MIS textbooks. She has developed the supplemental material for the Pearlson and Saunders
(2012) 5th ed book “Managing and Using Information Systems: A Strategic Approach” by Wiley
& Sons. She earned her Bachelor’s degree from Barry University in Miami Florida. Dr. Ramim
has received her Executive MBA from Florida International University. She completed her Ph.D.
in Information Systems at the Graduate School of Computer and Information Sciences, Nova
Southeastern University.
Bernard T. Lichvar is a. Data Manager for Scientific Research Corporation (SRC). His research
includes information systems, knowledge management, and team collaboration. He has
published a peer review paper at the Association for Information Systems conference. Dr.
Lichvar has served as a referee reviewer for several journals. Prior to joining SRC, he taught
engineering and business courses at Grantham University and Bellevue University while
working as a Business Development Sr. Information Technology Strategist at DynCorp
International Corporation. His email address is BLichvar@iconsult4u.com. His main website is
at http://www.iconsult4u.com.

147

