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 The first step in the development of knowledge programs and mechanisms of the 
knowledge creation is identifying the affecting factors on knowledge creation in the 

organizations. Growing multitude of studies conducted in recent years in the field of 

communities of practice, shows the importance of Cops in the global trade area and its 
importance and concepts related to it have been considered more. From this 

perspective, many researchers have studied in the field of  affecting the Cops on the 

knowledge creation; sharing and management. But so far, there are not full 
investigations in connection with the identification of affecting factors on the Cops and 

how it affects the organizational knowledge creation and there is a lack of research. 

Hence, in this study, the Cops as the important tools for knowledge creation have 
considered in a learning organization and in order to develop this argument, the first 

identified comprehensively affecting factors on the Cops and the 18 factors have been 

identified that affect the Cops and has been studied the impact of Cops on the 
organizational knowledge creation based on Nonaka model and Taguchi and are 

investigated and examined as a case study in Payame Noor University Tehran- North. 

The findings of this study indicate that the key factors in the success of Cops that 
classified after a comprehensive review in six factors including the Organization, 

Optimizing Interactions, Infrastructure, Supporting tools, Strategies and goals and also 

Organizational support will be have  multiplier effect on the process of knowledge 
among students. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 In the general definition, the community of practices is a "group of individuals who have a concern, set of 

problems, or a passion about a subject to share and exchange their knowledge and expertise based on their 

continually interactions" [82,83]. However, the ability of distinctive is a feature of speech communities of 

practices requires a very precise vision. Communities of practice have increasingly important in a lot of 

organizations as The American productivity and quality center in 2004 about the communities of practices says 

“communities of practices become the core strategy of the global organization. When a group of people are 

together, create, share and learn from each other in direct confrontation. Communities of practices shared desire 

of knowledge; a desire to remain and need to share problems, experiences, insights, models, tools and best 

practices is pushed". Communities of practices and its importance are in the global organization that is currently 

being developed. Knowledge on the importance of the social aspects of applying knowledge management 

technology is increasing. Today, much of the experience and expertise are concentrated as social structures for 

the creation and sharing of practice and knowledge are considered feasible [27]. Organizations that focus on 

creating a knowledge system are selected mainly looking for a way to manage the explicit knowledge creation, 

knowledge sharing and management. The emerging communities of practice as an option for the system- 

knowledge by establishing a social process where a voluntary organization in addition to creating and sharing 

their knowledge to explicit knowledge to participate and to learn from other members help each member 

[45,22,26,56,83]. Despite such interest to the communities of practice and ever collective agreement among 

researchers about the factors affecting key communities of practice has been reached. Hence, the study found no 

comprehensively all aspects of community what is intended. And also conducted a review of research indicates 

that the major manufacturing organization based on research conducted and business is still the subject of the 

organization of the foundations of knowledge so dramatic. The organization's competitive advantage depends on 
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the deployment of effective and there's nothing community. This research tends to comprehensively identify the 

most important factors of communities of practice that organizations are able to use it to benefit from it reached. 

 

Background: 

Knowledge Management: 

 Writers and scholars, knowledge management, define knowledge management from diverse perspectives; 

here are some definitions that can be expressed. 

 Rubintz  defined as Knowledge Management includes all the procedures that understands that organizations 

manage their knowledge assets technology, which includes how to gather, store, transport, use, and to create 

knowledge. From Larry Prusak’s view Knowledge management is an attempt to uncover hidden assets into the 

minds of the members of the organization so that all employees have access to it. Davenport defines knowledge 

management, as: Knowledge Management is, Operations discover, organize and summarize the information 

asset is the way to improve staff knowledge. But from the perspective of Saint- Ongo [73] Knowledge 

management is the enterprise value of hidden assets. When this goal is to be able to be supplied a way to foster 

organizational and individual to create, share and gather knowledge capable. This implies high value distinguish 

for human beings. School of Management, Texas argues that knowledge management is, systematic process to 

discover, select, organize, summarize and present data to such that give better recognition in the area of interest. 

Knowledge management helps organizations to experiences, knowledge and insights gained its activities on the 

acquisition, storage and use of knowledge in order to focus on problem solving, dynamic learning, strategic 

planning applications and decisions take advantage of this knowledge. Knowledge management is not only 

declining asset prevent mental and brain, but also continually adds to the wealth [6]. Finally we can refer to 

Wikipedia definition you are not organized to identify, select, organize and publish freely. This management for 

problem solving, learning, planning, strategic planning and decision able to make dynamic, efficient and 

effective manner. 

 

Knowledge Creation: 
 Knowledge creation is a continuous process and the excellence, during which individuals acquire new 

knowledge and new vision of the world, extends to the border of the old to the new. Creating knowledge is, "the 

journey of being  to become " that interact with each other in the micro and macro levels and changes in both 

occur a person (the micro) as the environment in which interaction with it is (The macro level), will be affected 

and the impact on it [66]. The basis of the knowledge of those who work can be carried out, the way that tacit 

knowledge and explicit work to refine existing and develop new knowledge is shared and combined. Thus, 

knowledge creation requires cooperation among individuals and units. To create new knowledge generally 

contains at least six stages are as follows: 

• Initial sharing knowledge and experience among members 

•    Creating effective new product and service concepts based on shared knowledge 

•    Explain the concepts deeply rooted in such as market studies , trend studies 

 Focus interviews, Benchmarking or company strategy 

•    Prototype product or Initial service offering 

•    Employing the Global Knowledge, concepts, examples and suggestions  the entire company. 

 These steps show that knowledge creation process not be displayed in map format but is a multi-source 

phenomenon. Knowledge creation in strategy and leadership, as well as in terms of organizations. 

 

Communities of Practice: 
 Communities of practice, it especially is as the main tool to convert knowledge “implicit” with “explicit” is 

recognized. Review of America productivity and quality Center show that 95 % of the top functional 

organization communities of practice know very important for knowledge management strategy in its 

organization. Communities of practice can help people work and share tacit knowledge sharing (someone) in a 

particular field or to work. Beginning in 1990, Orr studies performed on individual service firms and Xerox 

Company under the communities of practice, organizational learning used. Orr emphasized that the basis of 

standardization through free training, satisfy the learning process did not work, but people in connection with 

the communities of practices through knowledge sharing with fellow images based on your feedback  by 

internal informal voluntary  to learn from each other, according to the findings presented by Orr, Brown in [70], 

with responsibility for Organizational learning research Centre Xerox corporate, potential work integrated 

learning and innovation proposed through communities of practice [45]. The other famous case study at Xerox 

was conducted by Brown and Duguid who alive modern societies concept of communities of practices. They 

define it as "it is the actual work performed together with a shared sense of purpose and a real need to know 

what others know" were defined [15,16]. Again, Wenger and Snyder [82] recognized two of the most theorists, 

communities of practice such as "the non- formal shared expertise and passion for a venture capital common 

"was defined as the communities of practices. Lesser and Prusak structure a resolve issues and problems facing 
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organizations that is, to define and rise to organizations can invest in human and his knowledge through the 

communities of practices capital work by increasing the activity of gathering and communities considering a job 

as the critical enterprise social assets vital to know [56]. Lave, Wenger and many other researchers have been 

studying the social context of work. However, challenges have arisen due to members of management 

knowledge and enhance business communities, investigate effectively, they need to be reached. In recent 

research on community do have focus, several factors are identified and described in the table below have been 

examined: 

 
Table 1: Identify success factors communities of practice. 

Number Success factor of  communities of practice Reference 

1 Specific objectives and strategies Khosla and Cho,  Borzillo [14] , keritner [51] 

2 Cash prizes Conghaila and  Cinneide [28] keritner [51] 

3 Organizational interaction Homan  and  Prada [40] Carbery et al[18], Flint [32]  

4 Organizational structure Borzillo [14], Carbery et al  [18], Joen et al [45] 

5 Nonfinancial prize, Recognition appreciation 
and  Maintain  intellectual property 

Conghaila  and  Cinneide  [28], Keritner [51] 

6 Member safety Borzillo [14](2007) 

7 Organizational support Thompson [79] 

8 Size organization Calvay [17] 

9 Members independence Keritner  [51] 

10 Information technology Koh and Kim [50], Homan  and  Prada [40], Joen et al [45], Lee and 

Chengline [54] Flint [32], Philpott and pike [71] 

11 Innovation and creativity Calvay [17] 

12 Organizational culture Hug  et al., [41] 

13 Humanities and social infrastructure Monavvarian et al [63] 

14 Empowerment Kelly et al [46],Yen et al [85], Jung [43], Flint [32], Adamson and 

Bromiley, Monavvarian et al [63] 

15 Assessment standards Khosla and Cho [50] 

16 Leadership support Keritner [51], Borzillo [14] 

17 Members Interaction Grima and Josserand [34], Flint [32] 

 

18 Creating institutional memory Chang et al [20], Lee et al [54] 

     

 The same as in Table 1 were determined by examining the main  factors taken into consideration in recent 

research, a series of socially influential work was identified and then in the form of a questionnaire to assess the 

impact of the knowledge products. 

 

Research Methods: 

Type of Study Design, Data Collection:  

 In this study, is used the survey method indeed we utilized the survey methods to collect data. After an 

overview of the theoretical background of the existing literature on the factors affecting the community of 

practice, were identified a series of factors. In this study we tried to review the factors affecting the community 

of practice in many researches in recent years, and found a series of factors in educational institutions such as 

universities that are applicable. In this study, is used a questionnaire survey and statistical analysis. According to 

the presented table in this paper (Table 1) that designed on reviewing articles in the fields of CoPs, was 

identified the questionnaires including the factors affecting on the CoPs. To measure every question of 

questionnaire was used five-point Likert scale that are arranged from very high to very low points and 

respondents express their comments on each question by placing a number from 1 to 5, the highest response to 

the weakest response. 

 

Statistical Community and Sampling: 

 To investigate the factors affecting the communities of practice, have been selected students of Payame 

Noor University Tehran-North. PNU Tehran-North has 8000 students includes BSc, MSc and PHD students. In 

this paper, based on Cochran model questionnaires were randomly contributed 450 samples among different 

students of PNU of Tehran-Northern that of these, 412 questionnaires filled out and  between the filled 

questionnaires,10 questionnaires were incomplete and removed from the analysis and finally 402 questionnaires 

were analyzed. 

 

Validity: 

 To validity of questionnaire, it was sent for a group of professionals with expertise in the field of  

knowledge and communities of practice. According to the experts comments create changes in the questionnaire 

and reform. It was defined as a questionnaire consisting of 18 variables after adding and omitting some factors. 

In the final questionnaire, the factors affecting the communities of practice effectively define to the educational 

organizations 
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Reliability: 

 In our study, Cronbach's alpha coefficient used to test the reliability of the data. Nunnally is recommended 

score of 0.7 and above as logical and reasonable score. To reliability of the questionnaire and then send it to the 

experts and change it based on their opinions and were sent into groups of 35 students via e-mail and the results 

were analyzed in the factor analysis software that reliability of the questionnaire was given to 35, which is 

equivalent to Cronbach's alpha is 0.804, which indicates the reliability of data. After this step, collection data of 

statistical community began. At this stage, 450 questionnaires distributed accordingly that was answered 412 

questionnaires, the response rate is 91.55%.  

 

The Analysis of Data and Research Findings: 

Demographic Description of the Sample: 

 At this stage, 450 questionnaires distributed accordingly that was answered 412 questionnaires, the 

response rate is 91.55%. Based on information from respondents, the demographic characteristic of respondents 

is according to the following table (Table 2). Classification and identification of success factors of CoPs has 

used the factor analysis. Basically, principle factor analysis is used to ensure sufficient number of data for factor 

analysis before the index "sampling adequacy". KMO value for this index is equal to 0.833, which means 

suitable for factor analysis. Bartlett's test also showed that the condition is satisfied. Using principal components 

analysis and varimax rotation, 18 indicators were selected in this study and summary to 6 factors that we refer to 

the component matrix and rotated factor matrix, factor analysis test can be interpreted and name factors that is 

shown in the table 3: 

 
Table 2: Characteristics of respondents. 
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Table 3: Naming factors. 

Number Factors Indicators 

1 Organization Organization communications, Organizational structure 

2 Optimizing interactions 
Assessment standards, Leadership support, Members Interaction and Creating 
institutional memory 

3 Infrastructure Organizational Culture, Humanities and social infrastructure, Empowerment 

4 Supporting tools 

Members independence, Information technology, Innovation and creativity, 

Nonfinancial prize, Recognition appreciation and  Maintain  intellectual property,  
Member safety, Cash prizes 

5 Strategy and goals Specific objectives and strategies 

6 Organizational support Organizational support, Size organization 

 

Correlation Tests: 

 Such as that observed in this study, 18 variables were classified in six categories which these groups, 

defined as six independent variables in this research. Now we proceed to investigate the relationship between 

the key variables in the communities of practice with knowledge creation based on correlation and regression 

equations. Correlation test level 0.01(2-tailed) was performed. The correlation of these variables with 

knowledge creation of the 402 samples collected in Payame Noor Tehran- North revealed the highest 

correlations among the fifth factor (strategy and goals) and the creation of knowledge, with the value of 

0.339**( Symbol (*) means it is a strong correlation between the variables. In the second level of correlation the 

fourth factor (Supporting tools) value was 0.259** and so the second factor (Optimizing interactions) with 0.149 

** and the first factor with value of 0.143** to be more low they have taken. It was found that there is no 

significant correlation between the third factor (infrastructure) and the sixth factor (organizational support). 

Table of correlation between the independent variables and knowledge creation can be seen below (Table 4) 

 As we know if the significant values are less than 0.05 we can evaluate the correlation between variables 

otherwise it conveys the absence of correlations between variables. Accordingly, as it is observed significant 
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value for factors I, II, IV and V is less than 0.05 which means that there is a strong correlation between variables 

and also this value for the third and sixth factors is more than 0.05 and it conveys the correlation between these 

factors and knowledge creation 
 

Table 4: Correlation between the six success factors of communities of practice and knowledge creation. 

Success factor in communities of practice Knowledge Creation 

Correlation coefficient significance 

Organization .143** .004 

Optimizing interactions .149** .003 

Infrastructure .081 .107 

Supporting tools .259** .000 

Strategy and goals .339** .000 

Organizational support .068 .174 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

Evaluating the Relationship between Independent and Dependent Variables with the Assist of Linear 

Regression: 

 After evaluating the correlation between independent and dependent variables, regression equations based 

on these four variables is formed. In order to know that with how many independent variables having stronger 

correlation with the dependent variable the regression equation should be consisted, we evaluated R
2
 which 

means it is the more share of knowledge creation it has consisted of. Which in the formation of regression 

equation with four variables the largest share of knowledge creation included approximately. Now we evaluate 

the regression equation based on the four independent variables, constant value of knowledge creation and 

variables coefficients examined by software (Table 5). 

 
Table 5: Regression coefficients. 

 
Constant Organization 

Optimizing 

interactions 
Supporting tools 

Strategy and 

goals 

Knowledge creation 3.265 0.085 0.113 0.154 0.223 

 

 The regression equation between success factors of communities of practice and knowledge creation: 

 Knowledge creation = 3.265 + 0.085 * (Organization) + 0.113 * (Optimizing interactions) + 0.154 * 

(Supporting tools) + 0.223 * (Strategy and goals) 

 Equation 1. Regression equation between success factors of communities of practice and knowledge 

creation 

 

Discussion: 

 A model represents the relationship between the variables and in this unit before explaining the final model 

we explain the smaller models that are components of final model. In each component model it is shown how 

the latent variables are measured by observed variables. After running any of these programs, the results were 

obtained in the structural model forms 1 to 6. As appears in Figure 1-6, strategy and goals of the component 

model, in the forms of the path coefficient for the two variables specific objectives and strategies, cash prizes 

are, respectively, 0.75 and 0.55. This means that in the strategy and goals factor the more important criteria are 

specific objectives and strategies and a criterion for cash prizes is less important and the coefficient of the 

impact of strategy and goals variable on the success factors of CoPs is 1.29. 

 

 
 

Fig. 1: Strategy and goals component model. 

 

 This component of the model equations are: 

 Strategy and goals = Specific objectives and strategies * 0.91, Errorvar = 0.75 

 Strategy and goals = Cash prize * 1.21, Errorvar = 0.55 

 Equation 2. Equation component model of the strategy and goals 
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 Figure 2 shows that the coefficient impact of the organization factor to member safety (1.01) is greater than 

the coefficient impact to organizational interactions (0.93), the organizational structure (0.91) and the non-

financial prize (0.97). This means that respondents think member safety is more important than the other 

criteria. The impact of structural factor on success factors of communities of practice is 1.23. 

 

 
 

Fig. 2: Organization component model. 

 

 This component of the model equations are: 

 Organization = Organizational interaction * 0.93, Errorvar = 0.67 

 Organization = Organizational structure * 0.91, Errorvar = 0.69 

 Organization = Nonfinancial prize * 0.97, Errorvar = 0.65 

 Organization = Memory safety * 1.01, Errorvar = 0.62 

 Equation 3. Equation component model of the organization 

 In the organizational support factor according to model component of figure 3 the criteria of organizational 

support and size organization have respectively direction coefficient of 1.23 and 0.54. The organizational 

support has the greatest impact and the size organization has the lowest impact on organizational support. The 

impact coefficient of organizational support variable on the success factors of CoPs is equal to 1.06. 

 

 
 

Fig. 3: Organizational support component model. 

 

 Equation 3 expresses the relationship between the component models variables: 

 Organizational support = Organizational support * 1.23, Errorvar = 0.49 

 Organizational support = Size organization * 0.54, Erorrvar = 0.90 

 Equation 4. Equations component model of organizational support 

 

 Figure 4 indicates that the three Member’s independence, information technology and Innovation and 

creativity effect on supporting tools. Meanwhile as the coefficient direction to information technology (1.10) is 

larger than the other two coefficients (1.05 and 0.81), so this criterion has effect on supporting tools. The impact 

coefficient of supporting tools on the success factors of CoPs is equal to 0.93.  

 

 
Fig. 4: Supporting tools component model. 
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 This effect can be represented as the following equation: 

 Supporting tools = Members independence * 1.05, Errorvar = 0.65 

 Supporting tools = Information technology * 1.10, Errorvar = 0.61 

 Supporting tools = Innovation creativity * 0.81, Errorvar = 0.79 

 Equation 5. Equations component model of supporting tools 

 Component model in figure 5 suggests three independent variables influence on a dependent variable. 

These criteria (organizational culture, infrastructure and empowerment) consist of 0.79, 1.31 and 1.00 which 

among these three variables, the infrastructure has the highest impact. It can be understood from the model that 

the infrastructure with a factor of 0.78 effects on CoPs. 

 

 
 

Fig. 5: Infrastructure component model. 

 

 The relationship between the variables is displayed as part of the model equation: 

 Infrastructure = organizational culture * 0.79, Errorvar = 0.77 

 Infrastructure = infrastructure * 1.31, Errorvar = 0.35 

 Infrastructure = Empowerment *1.00, Errorvar = 0.62 

 Equation 6. Equations component model of infrastructure 

 Figure 6 indicates that the four factors include assessment standards, leadership support, member’s 

interaction and creating institutional memory effect on optimizing interactions. As the leadership support factor 

(1.01) and member’s interaction (1.00) are almost identical and have the same effect and impact coefficient of 

optimizing interactions variable on the success factors of CoPs is equal to 0.67. 

 

 
 

Fig. 6: The optimizing interactions component model. 

 

 This effect can be represented as the following equation: 

 Optimizing interaction = Assessment standards * 0.77, Errorvar = 0.73 

 Optimizing interaction = Leadership support * 1.01, Errorvar = 0.54 

 Optimizing interaction = Members Interaction * 1.00, Errorvar = 0.55 

 Optimizing interaction = Creating institutional memory * 0.94, Errorvar = 0.61 

 Equation 7.Equations component model of optimizing interaction 

 The impact of each criterion on the relevant factors can be seen in Table 6.  
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Table 6: Impact of each factor on the success factors of CoPs. 

Impact factor independent variable Latent variable ]Impact factor Dependent variable 

0.91 Specific objectives and 
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Strategy and goals 1.29 
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1.00 Members Interaction 
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 Structural model of the relationship between success factors of community of practice and knowledge 

creation, which reflects the effect of six factors on the dependent variable of the success factors of CoPs and the 

relationship of the CoPs on knowledge creation is represented in Figure 7. The success factors of CoPs include 

strategy and goals, organization, organizational support, supporting tools, infrastructure and optimizing 

interactions. Although all these variables have a significant impact on the success of the communities of 

practice, the tracks of the success of CoPs variable to other variables shows that reflect the latent other variables 

that reflect the latent variable, strategy and goals which is described by two independent variables has the 

highest impact (the path coefficient 1.29) on the success of the communities of practice and there is organization 

factor (path coefficient 1.23) with some differences which is measured by four variables Organizational 

interaction, Organizational structure, Nonfinancial prize and Member safety. Other factors considered in the 

next category, which respectively include organizational support, supporting tools, infrastructure and optimizing 

interactions, with coefficients of 1.06, 0.93, 0.78, 0.67. 

 

Conclusion: 

 These measures were assessed at the university under study and 18 identified criteria classified in six 

categories. These factors include strategy and goals, organization, organizational support, supporting tools, 

infrastructure and optimizing interactions. These factors were presented as influenced factors in the success 

factors of CoPs in Payame Noor University and considered the basis of this research. Statistical analysis of the 

case study was carried out and the results were discussed and evaluated. At this University, the highest 

correlation has been among the fifth factor (strategy and goals) and knowledge creation. Accordingly we can 

focus on the importance of the appropriate policies by the university and plans to support students in the 

creation of the appropriate field in order to establish student groups. In this study it was clear that certainly any 

program requires supporting tools for the implementation in the campus and we can see the fourth factor 

(supporting tools) in the second rank in correlation test providing new facilities and possessing of technologies 

suitable for Payame Noor University Have a significant impact on students in the formation of CoPs form and 

its impact on knowledge creation. And also in the formation of regression equations, strategy and goals 

mentioned as first factor of the regression equation that expresses a particular focus from the university on the 

University's current policy and changes based on advances in technology and knowledge. In evaluating 

regression equation analysis revealed that in statistical population of woman in the highest correlation is 

between factor 4 (strategy and goals) and the knowledge creation and it means women in Payame Noor 

University Tehran- north consider the university
’
s polities as an important factor in knowledge creation. By 

looking at the policies of this university we can understand that short time and long time policies of university 

has had a lower focus on students. 

 In spite of some differences between women and men in the university both groups want their university to 

re-examine their policies and they consider the current policies as an obstacle to their knowledge creation. The 

interesting point in this study was observed in the age groups. As the students become older their tendency 

becomes more and more to create their knowledge however they consider policies of university. As a barrier to 

their knowledge and when we refer to lower age groups. They have to criticize supporting tools and 

organizational support and when we evaluate the correlation between factors and knowledge creation in 
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educational groups (levels), we can see a confirm about ideas of different age groups on the base that the senior 

students expect university Tehran- North to pay more attention to their knowledge creating activities. Also, we 

understand the university policies as a barrier to their activities and they we not satisfied with the supporting 

tools which the university provided with them.  

 

 
 

Fig. 7: The Structural model. 
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 This information in the study can improve the direction of university activities effectively so that the 

university can get a good understand of the students to plan in order to improve knowledge policies by 

separating the students. The structural model represented by means of Lisrel software and in order to have extra 

evaluation each of the model components was explained. Accordingly the latent variable strategy and goals 

which has described by two independent variables specific objectives and strategies and cash prizes, has the 

highest effect (with direction coefficient of 1.24) on the success factors of CoPs. By investigating the statistical 

results of the study, they came to this conclusion that how the Payame Noor University Tehran- North focuses 

on the students as valuable assets of its knowledge by providing the six factors and providing students with 

better knowledge services, they will achieve many comparative advantages that may be lead to the progress of 

the position of this university among other universities and in fact the students of this university. So they intend 

to create and present their knowledge in their university. However; the requirements of supporting these groups 

hasn’t provided. According to the increasing importance of knowledge orientation and understanding of the 

advantages resulted from it, the university should have a plan in order to provide requirements and improve its 

knowledge- orientated students and definitely one of the ways of their success is by making groups of student 

members efficient on knowledge creation and this study has provided efficient factors which can develop the 

achievement way of educational organizations to these knowledge groups but the way these factors take 

influence  and the degree of their influence on other factors is something that need more studies in this area. 

Also due to limited data availability, this study selected Payame Noor University Tehran- north which 

generalization of this research to more universities could be good subject for future research. The author hopes 

to be based on research help to discover more hints of CoPs that continues to their growth in global 

communities. 
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