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Abstract   
   

The video game industry has developed into a multibillion dollar industry. As the rise of social 

media and other online networks has enabled consumers to more easily express their opinions 

and critique about the products, these platforms become important when it comes to obtaining 

customer knowledge. The responsibilities of a community manager includes to obtain this 

knowledge and share it further with the game developers. Hence, a shared effort between the 

firm and the online communities of the firm can help create value for the customers in the long 

run. This study aims to gain a deeper understanding of the community manager's role within 

the process of transferring information from the communities into knowledge for the company, 

and also to explore how it differs in different sized companies. Theory regarding knowledge 

transfer and conversion, as well as customer knowledge management theory have be covered 

and in addition also theories on online communities. To achieve the aim of the study a 

qualitative and exploratory research was undertaken by selecting four case companies. 

Gathering the empirical findings, it became clear that one company had the most interesting 

community out of the four cases and therefore it became the main focus in the analysis. A 

community manager’s role is different depending on the company and its size. Larger firms are 

more concerned with a social media presence and smaller firms are more concerned with 

maintaining close relationships. Reaching a conclusion, it was clear that the community 

manager at Expansive Worlds, had several different roles within the process of knowledge 

transfer, in terms of acquiring, combining, and sharing knowledge.  
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1. Introduction 
 

In the first chapter of the thesis, a background is presented and thereafter the problem 

discussion and the research question is shown, followed by the purpose of the study.  

  

1.1 Background 
 

"The most powerful way a company can add value is to provide a place where 

prospects, customers and the company itself can interact." 

                – The Online Community Playbook (2013) 

 

Ten years ago video games were mostly regarded upon as simply fancy, expensive toys for 

children. Today the video game industry has developed into a multibillion dollar industry and 

videogames has become a part of our day-to-day lives (Nichols, 2014). The popularity of 

playing video games continues to rise, to the extent that the most popular video games can 

match (or even exceed) Hollywood box office revenues of movies (Zackariasson and Wilson, 

2010). In the fast-paced multibillion dollar industry that is the video game industry, managing 

knowledge is considered a vital organizational capability, and could steer companies towards a 

leading competitive position in the market. Even though some say that knowledge cannot be 

managed, the issue remains that organizations have to create and sustain its competitive position 

and thus managing knowledge is absolutely necessary (Becerra-Fernandez and Leidner 2008).  

 

“Managing customer knowledge is critical to ensure the survival of your organization. Fail to 

manage such knowledge and you will be out of business; leverage it, and you can lure your 

competitor’s customers” (Desouza and Awazu, 2005, pp.1). The majority of the research within 

this area have focused on knowledge flowing within the company and disregarded the 

knowledge from the customers. However, according to Ma and Qi (2009) the knowledge from 

the customers is considered to be the most important part. The video game players are such an 

important source of knowledge, and since the industry is characterized by rapid growth and 

technology advances it becomes vital to manage this important asset (Burger-Helmchen and 

Cohendet, 2011; Zackariasson and Wilson, 2010; Ma and Qi, 2009). This can be seen in the 

fact that the industry is now shifting towards more and more online platforms and content 

(Burger-Helmchen and Cohendet, 2011; Gidhagen et al., 2011; Zackariasson and Wilson, 

2010). Thus, as the rise of social media and other online networks has enabled consumers to 



2 
 

more easily express their feelings and critique about the products they want to purchase or 

already have purchased, these platforms become important when it comes to obtaining 

consumer knowledge (Zackariasson and Wilson, 2010). This can for instance be done through 

the use of social communities in the different digital channels for the different game titles of a 

company through a community manager. The community manager can for instance collect 

information from the communities, such as their gaming and purchase patterns as well as collect 

information from beta testers of the game in order to make improvements (Gidhagen et al., 

2011). Moreover, this can both be a threat and an opportunity for the company, as the company 

can get both positive and negative publicity through these digital channels (Nichols, 2014). 

Hence, a shared effort between the firm and the online and offline communities of the firm can 

help create value for the customers in the long run (Burger-Helmchen and Cohendet, 2011). 

 

1.2 Problem 
Community managers are the developers’ first official representatives in the community and 

their purpose is to act as a liaison between the users and the developers. Moreover, the actual 

purpose of having a community is that the members can share their thoughts, requirements, 

comment on game content and contribute to the game development by distributing 

modifications or mods to the developer (Gidhagen et al., 2011). Consumers’ part of online 

gaming communities can act as a threat, as they are autonomously capable to collectively reject 

actions taken by the company (Heding, Knudtzen and Bjerre, 2009). Reversely, it can be seen 

as an opportunity, where new information can be obtained from community members by 

community managers and further be transferred into knowledge for the company (Ibid).  

 

However, there can be several challenges in the process of using social media and communities 

in order to create valuable knowledge for the company. For instance, in large communities there 

can be thousands of comments and posts where users might express very different opinions 

(Nichols, 2014). It becomes extremely important that the community manager is able to handle 

the information properly and that he or she is able to manage the process of transferring this 

information into knowledge for the company (Gidhagen et al., 2011). Distinguishing between 

what is important and useful for the company in the long run is also an important factor (Ibid). 

Previous research have mostly been focusing on the value creation for the company (Gidhagen 

et al., 2011) and there is not enough previous research on the actual role the community 

managers can have within this process in such a fast-paced industry as the video game industry 

(Habibi, Laroche and Richard, 2014). 
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If this knowledge is not managed as a proper process, it can be both expensive and impeding 

for an organization (Stone, Bond and Foss, 2004). The customer knowledge have a great value 

for the firm, but it is the customers who decide if they want to share their knowledge or not 

(Wang and Juan-Ru, 2008). When the customers do share their knowledge, the difficult issue 

is to be able to fully understand the customers’ needs. Previous research have explored several 

factors that could improve knowledge management within the organization, but they have rarely 

focused on knowledge from the customers (Ma and Qi, 2009). It is often a very expensive and 

inexact process, and even though customers might know exactly what they want it is difficult 

to transfer their possessed information to companies (Thomke and von Hippel, 2002). In 

addition, game development today is significantly more expensive than it used to be. For 

instance, today, expenditures of developing a game has an average cost of $20 million, 

approximately double the cost compared to a decade ago. Even though video game companies 

have been able to keep costs at stable levels, it will be a hard challenge for most in the future 

(Sherr, 2013).  

 

As the community manager have the responsibility to act as a liaison between the community 

and the product developers, and to transfer new information and knowledge to the developers 

in the company it becomes vastly important to understand their role (Gidhagen et al., 2011). 

Hence, the research question of this thesis is stated as such:   

 

What role does the community manager have within the process of transferring information 

from the communities into knowledge for the company? 

 

1.3 Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to explore the role of the community manager in video game 

companies in Sweden and to understand their role within the process of harnessing information 

from the customers in their digital channels. Thus, this study aims to gain a deeper 

understanding of the community manager's role within the process of transferring information 

from the communities into knowledge for the company. Hence, the purpose is not to explain 

the whole knowledge process explicitly, it is rather to explore the role that the community 

manager can have within this process. Consequently, it is also of interest to explore and compare 

how the role differs within the knowledge process of different sized companies in the video 

game industry in Sweden.  
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2. Theoretical Framework 
 

The second chapter of this thesis will display the different relevant theories and models needed 

in order to meet the purpose and answer the research question of this study. In the end of this 

chapter there will be a small summary of the theories that was presented.   

 

2.1 Knowledge  
Before discussing what knowledge management is, Becerra-Fernandez and Leidner (2008) 

believe it is important to distinguish between knowledge and information. Information is first 

created when raw data is given a meaning and a context (Groff and Jones, 2003). Accordingly 

to Becerra-Fernandez and Leidner (2008) definition of information, it is an increment to 

knowledge, meaningful only to its individual possessor. Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) 

definition is: “information is a flow of messages, while knowledge is created by that very flow 

of information, anchored in the beliefs and commitment of its holder” (pp. 58). 

 

Knowledge is made up of information when it is combined with understanding and capability, 

which resides in people’s minds. It has often been called the “infinite asset”, because it is the 

only asset that actually increases when shared (Groff and Jones, 2003). Similarly, Metzas, 

Apostolou, Kafentzis and Georgolios (2006), also argue that knowledge is embedded in people, 

as well as tools and routines. According to Groff and Jones (2003) knowledge is thus 

distinguished from information, as knowledge refers to information in the context where it 

enables action or decisions. Becerra-Fernandez and Leidner (2008) state that knowledge is an 

organized structure of facts, relationships, experience, skills and insights that produces an 

outcome of action, stated differently; knowledge produce an opportunity to make decisions. 

Other perspectives see knowledge as a transformation process, where data is converted to 

information, and information is converted to knowledge (Ibid). However, Tsoukas and 

Vladimirou (2001) discuss the problematic situation that knowledge is not clearly related to 

taking action and discuss what knowledge actually is. Davenport and Prusak (1998) define 

knowledge as: “Knowledge is a flux mix of framed experiences, values, contextual information, 

and expert insight…” (pp. 5). Based on this definition, Tsoukas and Vladimirou (2001) believe 

that it is difficult to separate information from knowledge and know what the difference is. 

Views are clearly different depending on the researcher. Becerra-Fernandez and Leidner (2008) 

believe the two concepts can be distinguished, while Tsoukas and Vladimirou (2001) have an 

opposing view.  
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Two main types of knowledge exist; tacit and explicit. Tacit knowledge is personal knowledge 

embedded in individuals’ minds, in the shape of values, beliefs, and intuitions that are difficult 

to verbalize and share (Polanyi, 1966). The tacit knowledge is subjective and is possessed by 

an individual and is difficult to transfer (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Tacit knowledge consists 

of two parts, cognitive and technical parts (Alavi and Leidner, 2001). Cognitive refers to an 

individual's mental mind of beliefs and viewpoints, whereas technical refer to know-how, 

craftsmanship and skills (Ibid). Good examples of tacit knowledge could be as Becerra-

Fernandez and Leidner (2008) mention, a skilled chocolate maker with 40 years of experience. 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) conclude that people that possess long time experience of a certain 

trade can never be replaced by a knowledge management system. This tacit knowledge that is 

derived from experience could be sticky, meaning that the knowledge sticks to a particular 

individual and also becomes hard to share (Szulanski, 1996; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). 

Explicit on the other hand, is knowledge that has been tacit and has been documented, thus 

enabling knowledge transfer among individuals easier (Groff and Jones, 2003). Explicit 

knowledge that has been documented, can either be captured in drawings or writing according 

to Nonaka and Krogh (2009). Explicit knowledge according to Polanyi (1966) is relying on 

being understood tacitly and applied, thus meaning that all knowledge is either tacit or rooted 

in the concept of tacit knowledge. Hence, knowledge cannot be wholly explicit (Ibid). 

 

2.1.1 Knowledge management 

The field of knowledge management has been seen to encourage the creation, capture, sharing 

and application of a company’s knowledge. If companies are able to learn how to most 

effectively manage organizational knowledge, than benefits such as leveraging your core 

competencies, increasing innovation, improving cycle times and more benefits, could lead as a 

result (Becerra-Fernandez and Leidner, 2008). Knowledge management is the process to 

acquire, organize and communicate individual knowledge, so that other people can make use 

of it (Beck, Pahlke and Seebach, 2014). Knowledge is considered an important asset that has 

the possibility to create long term benefits, such as a competitive advantage (Ravindran and 

Iyer, 2014). In recent years, an increasing interest in treating knowledge as an organizational 

resource has in fact developed and keeps on growing (Alavi and Leidner, 2011). Accordingly, 

knowledge management has been realized as a vital organizational capability that improves 

competitive positioning, as well as being a scarce resource (Becerra-Fernandez and Leidner, 

2008; Grant, 1996). Arguably by some, knowledge management is a poor term, because it is 

said that knowledge cannot be managed, primarily because it is situated in one’s mind. To 
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achieve effective management of this “infinite asset” knowledge management is required, as it 

focus on utilizing methods to convey raw data into meaningful information, and into knowledge 

(Becerra-Fernandez and Leidner, 2008; Groff and Jones, 2003). 

 

2.2 Knowledge Transfer 
Argote, Ingram, Levine and Moreland (2000) argue that knowledge transfer is starting to 

become more important for organizations. Those who can transfer their knowledge internally 

in an efficient manner are able to be more productive, and improve the innovative capacity, but 

it is difficult to achieve (Argote et al., 2000; Pennings and Harrianto, 1992). Knowledge transfer 

is the process for which one unit, for example an individual or group is affected by the 

experience from another unit (Argote et al, 2000). It is also the basis for organizations who 

strive for competitive advantage (Ibid). The process of knowledge transfer either occurs 

explicitly or implicitly. Knowledge transfers that occur explicitly are for example when two 

units within a firm communicate clearly with each other, which can improve the firm's 

performance. Implicit transfer of knowledge is the situation when the recipient/adopter of the 

knowledge is unable to articulate and communicate the acquired knowledge with other people 

(Argote and Ingram, 2000). Darr and Kurtzberg (2000) argue that knowledge transfer between 

units occur when a contributor share knowledge with an adopter. In their definition of 

knowledge transfer, they include the concept of an adopter, whereas in many other cases an 

adopter is not applied. Normally a definition of knowledge transfer is synonymous with sharing 

and not the person who receive this knowledge. Observing the adopter makes it easier to verify 

that knowledge transfer have occurred (Darr and Kurtzberg, 2000).  

 

2.2.1 Knowledge conversion 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) assume that “human knowledge is created and expanded through 

social interaction between tacit knowledge and explicit knowledge” (pp.61). This is called 

knowledge conversion, and it is a social process between individuals, not within the sole 

individual alone. The first mode is socialization (tacit to tacit). That is the conversion process 

where individuals’ tacit knowledge of experiences is shared to create more tacit knowledge, 

such as technical know-how (Groff and Jones, 2003; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Tacit 

knowledge is acquired through shared experience by spending time together or occupying the 

same environment (Nonaka, Toyama and Konno, 2000). The second mode is externalization 

(tacit to explicit). It is the process when tacit knowledge, e.g. personal beliefs, is converted to 

documented explicit concepts, portraying the shape of analogies, models and metaphors. In this 



7 
 

stage it is allowed to be shared by others (Nonaka et al., 2000). According to Groff and Jones 

(2003) this is a key function of any knowledge management strategy. The third is combination 

(explicit to explicit), which is the process of combining different types of explicit knowledge, 

that is either collected inside or outside the organization (Nonaka et al., 2000). Knowledge can 

be combined through for example documents, meetings or telephone conversations. The last 

mode is internalization (explicit to tacit), is the conversion of documented explicit knowledge 

to tacit knowledge (e.g. technical know-how residing in minds of individuals) that is shared 

throughout the firm (Nonaka et al., 2000) and that could be valuable for the company (Nonaka 

and Takeuchi, 1995). These modes are shown in Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) figure below. 

 

 

Fig. 2.1. The Knowledge Spiral (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995) 

 

The first mode, socialization, usually starts with ”field building”. That means that you try and 

build interaction and aim at sharing this tacit knowledge of experiences. Externalization is 

triggered when there is a meaningful dialogue, in which using for example metaphors can help 

articulate the hidden tacit knowledge to become explicit. The third mode of combination is 

triggered by linking recent/new with existing knowledge from other parts of the company, 

leading to new products. The last mode, internalization, is converted by the employees and 

otherwise known as “learning by doing” (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Noticeable is that the 

figure is a spiral and that means more knowledge will be created and transferred as conversion 

continuously grows (Nonaka et al., 2000). 

 

It is important to briefly acknowledge the debates around knowledge conversion. The debates 

are grouped in three streams; the conceptual basis, the relationship of knowledge conversion to 

social practices, and last the outcome of knowledge conversion (Nonaka and Krogh, 2009). The 

first stream is based on the original work from Polanyi (Nonaka and Krogh, 2009).  Even though 
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Polanyi has been acknowledged for his distinction between tacit and explicit knowledge, his 

research has not been researched sufficiently (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995. If his work had been 

researched more, tacit knowledge would not have been able to be converted into explicit 

knowledge, since knowledge has tacit presuppositions, i.e. it could never be externalized and 

written down in an explicit form (Nonaka and Krogh, 2009; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). 

Tsoukas and Vladimirou (2001) thus believe that the externalization mode of knowledge 

conversion does not exist. The second stream can be summarized so that knowledge conversion 

is impossible because tacit knowledge is mainly acquired through social practices. In the third 

stream it is concluded that the knowledge conversion process is not well specified in theory. 

(Nonaka and Krogh, 2009) 

 

2.3 Customer Knowledge Management 
Knowledge that customers possess can involve three kinds of knowledge; knowledge about, for 

and from the customer. The kind of knowledge that is about someone, concern peoples 

requirements and expectations (Salomann, Dous, Kolbe and Brenner, 2005). It makes it easier 

for companies to understand its customers wants and needs and target them more effectively 

(Desouza and Awazu, 2005). Knowledge for customers is about knowing the customers’ 

information needs in order to support their experience with the firm’s product and/or service 

(Ibid). Knowledge from customers, relates to ideas, thoughts, and information which the 

organization receives from its members of a community. It is the community manager 

responsibility to gather knowledge from their customers (Gidhagen et al., 2011; Desouza and 

Awazu, 2005). It is also common for organizations to only focus on one type of knowledge and 

not all three types (Desouza and Awazu, 2005).  

 

Of the three kinds of customer knowledge, knowledge from customers has the greatest potential 

to provide innovative long-term benefits (Smith and McKee, 2005). It is assumed to be equally 

important to manage the customer knowledge as it is to manage knowledge transfer within the 

organization. It is called customer knowledge management (CKM) and stems from customer 

relationship management (CRM) and knowledge management (KM). Kolbe et al. (2005) define 

it as “the systematic handling and management of knowledge collected at customer interaction 

points which are required for the efficient and effective support of business processes” (pp. 2). 

Ma and Qi (2009) define it as a process that never stops and involves customer knowledge 

acquisition, integration, sharing, internalization, and innovation. An important reminder to 

consider when customer knowledge is discussed is the fact that it is not knowledge owned by 
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the organization to any extent. It is knowledge solely owned by the customers, with value for 

the firm, who is either willing to share or not share their knowledge (Wang and Juan-Ru, 2008). 

 

2.3.1 Process of CKM 

Properly managing customer knowledge involves five interrelated steps: acquisition, 

integration, sharing, internalization and innovation. They form a dynamic loop that interacts 

with a customer knowledge repository (a storage of all customer knowledge), which is 

necessary to achieve and maintain their competitive advantage (Ma and Qi, 2009). 

 

 

Fig. 2.2. A process-based CKM model (Ma & Qi, 2009) 

 

CKM is according to many companies a difficult concept to understand (Smith and McKeen, 

2005). Bose and Sugumaran (2003) says the major problem of CKM research is that a simple 

framework for understanding the concept does not exist In more literature of CKM there is no 

accepted model used universally, thus hindering future research of the area, however the model 

proposed by Ma and Qi (2009) hope to bring the impediments down and provide this as a 

platform in CKM research (Ibid).  

 

The first step of this model is to acquire customer knowledge. Customer acquisition consists of 

exploitation and collection of knowledge about, for and from customers when using technology 

and direct interactions between the firm and the customer (Ma and Qi, 2009). After acquisition 

integration of customer knowledge follows. Most of this knowledge is scattered when it enters 

the organization and only knowledge that is clearly structured and standardized is useful for the 

firm. Thus, this is the purpose of integration (Ibid). Next in line is knowledge sharing, that is 

when customer knowledge which previously was integrated is made accessible for the 
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employees of the organization (Desouza and Awazu, 2005). A way of sharing the knowledge 

is through having a dialogue, communication and meeting with the employees, especially in 

regards to tacit customer knowledge (Wang and Juan-Ru, 2008). This is an important step in 

the model, since knowledge produces much greater value when shared (Ma and Qi, 2009). 

Making it accessible to people within the organization means that someone has to filter and also 

distribute the knowledge to the appropriate people (Gidhagen et al., 2011; Davenport, Harris, 

and Kohli, 2001). Internalizing refers to the application of the customer knowledge so that it 

becomes a part of the organization, meaning that employees must make this knowledge their 

own and store it in their repositories. Once knowledge has become internalized, new knowledge 

can be created and that is the last step of innovation, before the dynamic loop starts over again. 

Innovation can lead to improvements and even new products (Ma and Qi, 2009). This way of 

managing customer knowledge can be done in several ways, and in the video game industry the 

most common way to manage this knowledge today is through online communities (Burger-

Helmchen and Cohendet, 2011; Gidhagen et al., 2011; Adler, 2001). 

 

2.4 Online Communities  
Amin and Cohendet (2004) define communities as a “gathering of individuals who accept to 

exchange voluntarily and on a regular basis about a common interest or objective in a given 

field of knowledge” (pp. 319). Another definition describing online communities is that it is as 

an open collective of dispersed people who share some common interest together, not known 

to each other, whose purpose is both for the individual and collective welfare (Sproull and 

Arriaga, 2007). Within a community, users can post and respond to comments, give suggestions 

about the game and share their experiences with each other (Gidhagen et al., 2011). There are 

thus many activities within a community, and these activities differ depending on the 

community (Ibid). Muniz and O’Guinn (2001) argue that communities can form around any 

brand, but they are most likely to form around brands with a strong image, long history and 

threatening competition. Many industry giants in the video game industry are known to have 

strong brand images and thus they can have many strong titles where communities can be 

formed, especially on social media, where they might have millions of followers around the 

world (Nichols, 2014). 

 

According to Burger-Helmchen and Cohendet (2011), one of the main features of the video 

game industry that is mentioned in the recent literature, is that they tend to divide a great part 

of their competencies to communities. This can for instance be production, accumulation and 
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the exchange of competitive knowledge, as communities are considered an important source of 

knowledge (Adler, 2001). Burger-Helmchen and Cohendet (2011) go on to say that a significant 

part of the value in the video game industry is created by the communities, which in turn are 

not directly controlled by the company.  In the video game industry, these communities can 

allow for communication between the users and between the users of the community and the 

developers of the games (Gidhagen et al., 2011). Burger-Helmchen and Cohendet (2011) 

further state that communities can be divided into two different categories; communities of 

specialists and communities of users. The communities of specialists within the video game 

industry can for instance be scriptwriters, game designers, graphic artists or software 

programmers. Communities of users on the other hand, are virtual communities of 

consumption. They can be online brand communities which can generate value for the company 

by for instance promoting the brand, supporting a product or act as a resource opportunity for 

new ideas (Ibid). 

 

Even though users in the different video game communities can actively help and give each 

other advice about the games they are interested in, most of the communities have community 

managers who are employed by the developers in order to monitor the activities within the 

community (Gidhagen et al., 2011). They are the official representatives of the developers and 

being a community manager is regarded upon as a full-time job within the video game industry. 

The community manager's job is to be attentive and pay attention to the gamers’ reaction to 

what the developer does and interacts with the customers, in order to find valuable information 

from the communities (Ibid). In addition, customers who are very active within the communities 

or have certain knowledge of the products can sometimes be made moderators of the 

communities. This means that they will post what the community manager asks them to post 

and help monitor the community. They can also be in charge of coming up with own posts and 

leading discussions in the forums. In these cases it is the community manager who interacts 

with the moderators and builds a relationship with them, based on their actions within the 

communities (Gidhagen et al., 2011). 

 

Community managers also have the responsibility to act as a liaison between community 

members and the video game developers (Gidhagen et al., 2011). That implies that knowledge 

is exchanged as dyadic interactions between two individuals; the knowledge seeker and the 

knowledge contributor. In the interaction between employees, the purpose of knowledge 

exchange is to create interpersonal exchange in the organization. The dyadic social interaction 
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between seekers and contributors is the context where knowledge is developed (Beck et al., 

2014). Typical characteristics of a knowledge contributor are that a lot of time and effort is 

required in order to translate their knowledge into conversations, which as a result can create 

opportunity costs (Kankanhalli, Tan and Wei, 2005; Goodman and Darr, 1998). According to 

Wasko and Faraj (2005), a reward must also be given, for instance by gaining a higher 

reputation, for knowledge contributors to even consider sharing. When defining a knowledge 

seeker, social status is important to consider. Having social status indicates that your position 

is elevated in a group, and that members of that group believe that he or she possess knowledge 

of great value (Beck et al., 2014; Sutton and Hargadon, 1996). In a gaming community members 

can gain influence, by helping other members, but also by helping the video game firm with 

suggestions on game improvements (Gidhagen et al., 2011). Therefore, community members 

are seen as knowledge contributors and the community managers are seen as knowledge 

seekers. However, since a community manager is a liaison they can also be indirect knowledge 

providers for game developers, and thus game developers are also seen as the knowledge 

seekers (Gidhagen et al., 2011). 

 

2.4.1 Social Media based Online Communities  

Majchrzak, Faraj, Kane and Azad (2013) define the term social media as “a group of Internet-

based technologies that allows users to easily create, edit, evaluate, and/or link to content or 

to other creators of content” (pp.1). According to Habibi et al. (2014) the concept of user 

generated content means that people are more than just consumers, as they are actively 

participating in creating and sharing content as well. Examples of social media can for instance 

be Facebook or Instagram, and can also be where communities can build around a brand or a 

fan-site. The social nature of social media allows people who are like-minded and have common 

interests to interact and gather in groups and subgroups of these common interests (Ibid). Habibi 

et al. (2014) further state that just like in brand communities, people join the social networks to 

fill some of their own needs, such as for instance self-expression and increasing their self-

esteem. Moreover, the authors’ state that communities of brand admirers are at the intersection 

of brands and social media, and that is what they have chosen to call social media based brand 

communities. In their opinion, they are both “instrumental to human well-being”, but the 

difference is that creating and sharing meaning are the most important parts of a community 

while creating and sharing of content are the most important in social media. The authors further 

state that the intersection of both would be ideal for “creating, negotiating, and sharing of 

contents, meaning and values for like-minded consumers” (Ibid, pp. 8). 
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2.5 Summary of Theoretical Framework 
After combining Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of the knowledge spiral with Ma and 

Qi’s (2009) model of process-based CKM, an adaption has led to creating a framework used 

for this thesis. It contains the relevant concepts from the two figures, combined and discussed 

here as one model. The knowledge repository (see fig. 2.2) is excluded from the framework, 

since it was not found to be relevant in this study in relation to the research question. The 

theoretical framework with its five steps is continuously on a loop. One step leads to the 

following and so on.  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Fig. 2.3. The Theoretical Framework; A combined version of Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) 

model the Knowledge Spiral, and Ma and Qi’s (2009) model process-based CKM 

 

The starting-point of the framework is always socialization; it is the first step for which sharing 

of tacit knowledge with other people who have tacit knowledge occur. It is by the means to 

build interaction by sharing experiences of a tacit nature (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Once 

tacit knowledge has been shared it has to somehow be acquired and externalized. This is the 

second step of the theoretical framework, acquisition & externalization. The tacit knowledge 

of customers are acquired (Ma and Qi, 2009), where it simultaneously become externalized, i.e. 

going from tacit to explicit knowledge. Hence tacit knowledge is converted by having a 

dialogue (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).  

 

This leads us to integration & combining knowledge, the third step of the framework. 

Integrating the amount of knowledge that enters the firm simply means to give structure to all 

the scattered information and also combine the new explicit knowledge from customers with 
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existing explicit knowledge in the company (Ma and Qi, 2009; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). 

At this stage when customer knowledge has been structured and combined, it must be shared 

& internalized, in the fourth step of the framework. All the knowledge that the firm possesses 

must be shared and accessible to employees by having good communication and dialogues 

(Desouza and Awazu, 2005). Sharing knowledge means the explicit documented knowledge 

becomes tacit and a part of the organization, what is called internalization (Ibid; Nonaka and 

Takeuchi, 1995).  

 

Once knowledge has gone through this conversion it can lead to innovation (the last step in the 

framework), i.e. new knowledge may be created leading to improvements and innovations for 

the company (Ma and Qi, 2009).  Moreover, the innovations that could occur are a result as of 

the knowledge that the customers have, and this knowledge originates on the brand 

communities and on social media. Thus, following the innovation that customers help create 

the innovation goes back into the communities and the process starts all over again with the 

first step; socialization. Brand communities are open collectives that can be online, consisting 

of many individuals who share a common interest together (Sproull and Arriaga, 2007).  
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3. Method 
 

In the method chapter a description of the method chosen will be provided in order to address 

the research question. This includes the purpose of the research and research design, data 

collection explanation as well as data analysis and the use of the theoretical framework.  

 

3.1 Research Approach and Design 
The research question of this thesis is of an exploratory nature. It is relevant when researchers 

are interested at what is happening right now (cross-sectional as it is called, i.e. at one point in 

time) and are seeking new insights (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009). An explorative 

nature has the advantage to adapt to change. When new data comes forward, a new direction 

can occur. However, the need to adapt and change direction does not mean that researchers lack 

a sense of direction. It simply means that the focus normally start broad and becomes more 

narrow as the research continues (Saunders et al., 2009). 

 

An approach to the research are qualitative and a combination of a deductive and inductive 

approach. Approaching the thesis in a qualitative manner implies that the focus when data later 

is collected is on words rather than numbers (Eriksson and Wiedersheim-Paul, 2006). 

Qualitative work usually covers interviews focused on gaining insights through case studies 

(Ibid). According to Saunders et al. (2009) it is perfectly possible and also advantageous to 

combine both the deductive and inductive approach. When research is clearly not only adopting 

one approach and takes both sides, a combination is preferred. Deductive reasoning is 

preferable when there is plenty of literature in the area, when research have to progress quickly, 

and when lower risk is more desirable (Saunders et al., 2009). It is argued that this thesis is 

deductive for the reasons mentioned; first of all there are plenty of theories in areas such as 

knowledge conversion and tacit/explicit knowledge, for instance by Nonaka and Takeuchi 

(1995) or Groff and Jones (2003). Secondly, this study needed to progress quickly due to the 

limited time-span of the thesis. Third, lower risk was desirable and thus the approach was partly 

deductive. Inductive on the other hand, is preferable when data collection is of a qualitative 

nature, and theory is tested and not built (Saunders et al., 2009). The thesis is partly inductive, 

since the nature of data collection is qualitative; theory was tested and not built. Due to these 

preferable criteria, a combination of the approaches was chosen in this study. 
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3.2 Case Selection 
According to Yin (2009), in order to get a good sampling frame of their study it is preferable 

that the researchers have certain criteria of their own that needs to be fulfilled. Thus, in order 

to get a good sampling frame of the video game industry in Sweden, three different criteria 

needed to be fulfilled. First of all, the company had to have a community manager or similar 

who actively worked with the communities, as this implies that the company is either middle 

sized or have big enough game title(s) to have a significantly sized community. This leads to 

the second criteria, which was that the company had to be relatively well known in the video 

game industry, as that was believed to increase the chance of more developed work with the 

communities. Thirdly, even though well-known companies were chosen, they all had different 

sizes and market shares in order to be able to compare and see the difference or similarities in 

the role of the community manager. Also, as Saunders et al., (2009) mentions, heterogeneous 

samples are more likely to make it more difficult to identify the key themes from the findings. 

However, it has to be mentioned that these companies do not represent the entire video game 

industry in Sweden, as it is just a sample. The key respondents at each company were the 

community managers. Still, as the community managers often worked together with game 

developers and artists in the process of transferring information, these people were also 

considered relevant to interview.  

 

Avalanche Game Studio (hereafter Expansive Worlds) had the most interesting community to 

study for this thesis, as their game theHunter is a very niche game with an extremely dedicated 

community. Expansive Worlds have developed theHunter together with the community, as it is 

a hunting game and many of the members of the community are hunters in real life, which 

means that the company are dependent on the extensive information that can be gathered from 

them. Furthermore, at Expansive Worlds it was possible to get access to the more people in the 

company than it was at the other case companies. Thus, these are the reasons for why more 

information was gathered and analyzed from this particular company. The other companies 

interviewed did not have as strong communities and thus they were used for general comparison 

of the role of a community manager and in order to support the information gathered from 

Expansive Worlds. After all of the interviews had been conducted, no new data was surfacing, 

thus the subject was saturated (Yin, 2009). 
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3.2.1 Case Descriptions 

Before the interviews were made, all of the companies and the respondents were offered the 

choice to be anonymous in this study (Saunders et.al., 2009; Yin, 2009). However, as none of 

the companies felt the need to be anonymous they will be mentioned with their real company 

names. 

 

Electronic Arts (EA) is one of the largest video game publishers in the world. The office 

chosen to interview in this study was the Stockholm office, which had around 30 employees 

but only one community manager working for the Nordic countries. 

 

PlayStation (PS) is also a global company, but the interview material was gathered from the 

office of PlayStation Sweden in Stockholm. In Sweden they had one community manager 

working with communities and social media in Sweden alone. 

 

Arrowhead (A) is the smallest game studio interviewed for this thesis. However, at their head 

office in Stockholm there were two community managers who actively worked with their 

communities in Sweden. 

 

Expansive Worlds (EW) is a development studio owned by Avalanche Game Studio that is 

located in Stockholm. They were chosen due to the fact that they have a very active community 

within this specific game studio, for their game theHunter. There was one community manager 

working with this particular community from the Stockholm office, several game developers 

and art directors also interviewed in this thesis were introduced by her.  

 

Case Company Role of The Respondent Name of The Respondent 

Electronic Arts (EA) Community Manager (CM) Joyce Op De Weegh  

PlayStation (PS) Community Manager (CM) Niklas Ricaforte  

Arrowhead (A) Community Manager (CM) 

Community Manager (CM) 

Malin Hedström 

Lucy Armelin 

Expansive Worlds (EW) Community Manager (CM) 

Game Designer (GD) 

Game Designer (GD) 

Art Director (AD) 

Client Programmer (CP) 

Alena Rybik  

Daniel Jansson 

Björn Öjlert  

Peter Johansson  

Daniel Gustafsson  

Table 3.1. The roles of the Respondents in the companies interviewed 
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3.3 Data Collection  
The data was collected through semi-structured interviews, with open-ended questions, so that 

the respondents were free to answer as they prefer, as suggested when doing an exploratory 

study according to Yin (2009). Nine interviews were conducted face-to-face all together at the 

respective companies. Moreover, each interview lasted between 40-60 minutes depending on 

the discussion level of the interviews. Some of the interviews were conducted in Swedish and 

some of the interviews were conducted in English. Hence, the interviews conducted in Swedish 

were translated and all of the interviews were recorded and then transcribed in order to help 

validate the data collected. Pre-interviews were also conducted with some of the respondents 

beforehand; in order to get a broader knowledge frame of the companies they represented 

(Saunders et al., 2009). This was extremely helpful as it helped when formulating and deciding 

which questions to ask during the interviews on the later occasions.  

 

As all of the data needed and from whom it was needed was carefully discussed, questions were 

formulated according to such. As semi-structured interviews were conducted, not all questions 

were asked in all of the interviews as they were either answered by the respondent in a previous 

question or they were not relevant depending on the answers of the respondents (Saunders et 

al., 2009). Furthermore, as this is an exploratory study, this also allows for the possibility of 

adding different questions during the interviews (Ibid). Moreover, learnings from the first 

interviews were applied in the following interviews in order to improve the questions and get 

the best possible outcome from the respondents. Questions were formulated in a way that made 

the respondents feel like they had the possibility of being more open and free in their response, 

without forcing them in any direction (Saunders et al., 2009). Consequently, as both Saunders 

et al. (2009) and Yin (2009) discuss, semi-structured interviews often involves the risk of the 

interviewer being biased and hence influencing the answers of the respondents. This can be 

seen in for in for instance the tone of the interviewer and his or her behavior during the 

interviews, which can challenge the reliability of the data collected in the interviews. However, 

this was avoided as much as possible during the interviews and semi-structured interviews were 

still considered the best way to gather the data needed in order to answer the research question 

of this thesis.   

 

3.3.1 Operationalization of the Theoretical Framework 

Based on the theoretical framework, an operationalization of concepts was made, to use as a 

guide to formulate the interview questions (see Appendix 1 and 2). Some of the concepts in the 
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operationalization were combined in some of the questions for simplification reasons, as they 

had similar implications. A few short examples of how the concepts are linked to a question are 

explained: asking the respondents about acquisition and externalization, questions as “how 

do you acquire knowledge from the communities?” and “do you make use of information 

gathered from the communities?” Another example of how questions for sharing and 

internalization were posed is: “how do you as a community manager (CM) make sure that 

communities share their knowledge with you and the company?” and “how would you describe 

the way you internalize information gathered from the communities into the company and the 

minds of your fellow colleagues?” As for questions about brand community one was 

formulated as “how would you describe your role as a community manager? 

Table 3.2. Concepts derived from the Theoretical Framework of knowledge and community 

 

3.4 Data Analysis 
The analysis of the data started once all of the interviews had been translated and transcribed, 

as well as when all of the irrelevant information which did not contribute to the purpose of this 

study from the interviews had been sorted out. The interview questions were divided into seven 

categories, thus the analysis was also divided according to these seven categories (see Appendix 

1 and 2). As Yin (2009) discuss, categories made the data collected clearer and less biased, as 

they helped avoiding making any hasty conclusions before all of the data had been collected.   

 

Themes Concepts References 

Knowledge Knowledge Transfer 

(Knowledge Conversion) 

- Socialization 

- Externalization 

- Combination  

- Internalization 

 

 

 

CKM Process 

- Acquisition 

- Integration 

- Sharing 

- Innovation 

Argote, Ingram, Levine and Moreland (2000) 

Darr and Kurtzberg (2000) 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) 

 

 

 

 

 

Ma and Qi (2009) 

Community Brand Community 

 

 

Social Media 

Amin and Cohendet (2004) 

Gidhagen et al. (2011) 

 

Habibi et al. (2014) 
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4. Empirical Findings  
 

In this section, the empirical findings from the four case companies interviewed for this study 

will be presented. As previously mentioned in the method section, more information from one 

of the case companies (Expansive Worlds) has been collected will be shown here. The findings 

will be presented according to the theoretical framework. 

 

4.1 Knowledge 
 

4.1.1 Socialization 

The information that the customers in the communities have can provide Expansive Worlds 

with both short and long term benefits, according to Rybik (EW). They provide short term 

benefits in the sense that the company is able to deal with issues straight away with the help of 

the community. When the games are tested by the beta testing teams, information sometimes 

gets overlooked. However, with the help from the community Expansive Worlds are able to fix 

what the beta testing team have missed, thus they can save time and money. The long term 

benefits are the savings they can make on time and money in research and development, when 

most of the suggestions for improvements come from the community. Rybik (EW) explains 

that the game designers for instance have to do some research themselves, but at the same time 

the game designers do not have to sit pointing fingers at the sky, trying to find what is interesting 

for the game. That is all done by the community who tells Expansive Worlds what they want 

and need from the game every day.  

 

The customer knowledge that comes from theHunter community plays an important role 

according to the art director Johansson (EW). He argues that because of the niche of the game, 

many members have been able to push feedback back to the company. This is especially 

important, since many of the players of the game are real hunters in real life. They have seldom 

been proven invaluable in providing feedback and there are a number of users Expansive 

Worlds trust much to a great extent. According to Johansson (EA), the issue with customer 

knowledge is when members know what works in the reality of hunting, but they do not know 

how to develop a game. Therefore there has to be a lot of compromises between the organization 

and its members, but that has led to conflicts too. A lot of the work as a community manager 

involves conflict management, thus explaining why the company makes certain decisions and 

trying to make the customer understand these decisions. The game designer Öjlert (EW) states 
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that as they themselves did not have extensive knowledge about hunting, the community helped 

significantly when developing the game, especially in the beginning. In the long term the 

company benefits from the knowledge the community have, and Expansive Worlds can use this 

knowledge in the future. It is like having a “gigantic group of game testers” Öjlert (EW) says. 

 

4.1.2 Acquisition & Externalization 

Rybik (EW) explains that the acquired knowledge is gathered from the community of the game, 

but also from the Wiki. The Wiki contains hunting knowledge created and managed by 

members of the community. Rybik (EW) describes the community and Wiki as a large library 

of knowledge. Furthermore, Johansson (EW) states that he used to actively browse through the 

communities in order to acquire information. The developers used to be much more active in 

working with the communities, but due to the amount of rising conversations and threads it has 

become more of the community manager’s responsibility. As a game designer working with 

beta testers (meaning the players gets to try out the game before it is released), Jansson (EW) 

actively browse through the community every day in order to get information, but Rybik (EW) 

is also involved in this process of providing him with information. Gustafsson (EW) however, 

is not very active when it comes to browsing through the community, spending only a minimum 

of one hour a week to look through it. However, when there is a new release, he spends more 

time to observe and see what the feedback is. Öjlert (EW), is very active in acquiring 

information from communities, but he states that Rybik (EW) will often send an e-mail 

whomever the information concerns as well. 

 

One of the biggest challenges a community manager has to face according to Rybik (EW), is to 

make sure that the communities share the knowledge they possess with the company. She states 

that everyone can come and play a video game and be great at that, but the fact is that a lot of 

communities struggle more and more to let community members share their information. 

However, the situation for Expansive Worlds is different; players in the established 

communities know that it is cool to share information in the community. Rybik (EW) states that 

at times she had to approach people in the community herself and ask them for information. A 

good example of how she approaches people and retrieve information was one time when she 

talked to a member who was good at turkey hunting. She said to the member: “I have seen that 

you are good at turkey hunting, would you like to create a guide or share some tips and tricks?” 

She calls this “stroking their vanity”. The member becomes happy that the knowledge he or she 

possesses is appreciated and needed in the community. It even makes them come back to the 
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community, talking and sharing even more. Another way to ensure the sharing of knowledge is 

to foster status building conversations, for example having the people who are good at, for 

instance, bow hunting share their information in order to gain more status. Rybik (EW) further 

states that her job is to try and foster this atmosphere of knowledge sharing, both by asking 

questions but also featuring this knowledge in their newsletter to the communities and her 

colleagues, which focus on knowledge sharing. Except from this, Rybik (EW) also have close 

relationships with some of the so called power-users who are extremely good hunters. Together 

with them she tries to come up with different ways to make the community members share more 

and try to make it beneficial for both parts.  

 

Johansson (EW) says that one way to make use of information gathered from the community is 

to send out a survey that the members can answer. Previously, there used to be more 

improvisation, but now there are official and structured ways of doing this due to the growing 

communities and the difficulty of pleasing everyone. Jansson (EW) states that he makes use of 

the information from the communities for all of the beta testing, since they are the ones who 

will try out the games. He further states that changes are made depending on what the 

community thinks about the game. Gustafsson (EW) only look through the community when 

he has time and Öjlert (EW) makes use of information from the communities all the time, mostly 

in order to find new features and receive feedback on the game. 

 

4.1.3 Integration & Combined Knowledge 

The difficult part of managing customer knowledge from the communities is to know what 

information is relevant and what information that is irrelevant for the company. That is 

something that is extra difficult in the beginning when starting as a community manager, Rybik 

(EW) states. She states that she constantly had to ask people whether information was relevant 

or not. It takes time and there is no easy way, but one solution Rybik (EW) has come up with 

regarding this issue is to create what she calls “tip of the week”. This means that the members 

can submit their tips on how to play the game, and every week she picks one tip that she thinks 

is relevant. When community members react to a tip and believe it is useful, that works as a 

good sign that this is useful and has some relevance to it. Otherwise good discussions and good 

guides that ends up high in the forums are usually relevant information, according to Rybik 

(EW). The members can vote on the information that is shared and for every vote the piece of 

information moves up higher in the forum. As Rybik (EW) explained, if there are forty pages 

of discussion in one conversation, it is often a great indication of high relevancy.   
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Deciding the relevance of the customer knowledge can be heard by the tone of the information, 

according to Jansson (EW). If the member contributing with the information sounds very 

irritable, it is most likely irrelevant. However, if it is presented in a constructive way it is usually 

considered. Gustafsson (EW) believes that balancing relevant information from irrelevant 

information is an issue. Seeing that the company has a close relationship with the community, 

there is a lot of respect between the members and the feedback that they provide to the company. 

Thus, distinguishing relevant information from irrelevant information is easier when the 

company has a closer relationship with the community. According to Gustafsson (EW) the 

game has reached the point it is today due to the help from the community. Nevertheless, 

deciding what information is relevant is difficult. If hundreds of posts are posted in one day, 

one can see a pattern and if there is an issue, however Rybik (EW) has more time to analyze 

this. 

 

Expansive Worlds combine knowledge from the community with the existing knowledge that 

already exist in the company, with for instance the game designers or artists. Rybik (EW) 

explains this as “developers being a filter, or better to say, gatekeepers of community 

knowledge”, i.e. they gather all the information they can get their hands on and then filter it 

through their own expertise. Thus, leaving only the valuable knowledge left to be combined. 

Only recently, a new routine was implemented to share weekly community information, as an 

addition to the face-to-face communication and e-mails. Rybik (EW) says it is more structured 

way to go about it, by compiling a community report consisting on feedback from the previous 

week and presenting it to the whole team every week.  

 

4.1.4 Sharing & Internalizing 

At Expansive Worlds, sharing the obtained knowledge from communities and distributing that 

further in the company, is mostly done by the employees themselves. They would all go on the 

forum when they feel like they need to. Some of them are more active than others, asking 

questions to the communities frequently. When a thread on a forum requires Rybik’s (EW) 

attention, she sends the link to the relevant people, telling them to take a closer look at the issue. 

Rybik (EW) then asks if they have noticed the particular issue and if they have not, she makes 

them aware. At times, she has to ask the community about a recurrent issue and if they have 

any comments about it. If it turns out the developers are aware of a certain issue, Rybik (EW) 

can jump straight into the conversation and tell the community; “Yes, we are aware of this 

recurrent problem, it will be solved soon”. This is how it works most of the times, she retrieves 
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information from the communities, relates it to the developers, gets an answer, and then 

provides it back to the community (see fig. 4.1 below). Rybik (EW) also have moderators 

helping her in the process of sharing information. When developers are too occupied with their 

work, the moderators act as a filtering system that collects information that the developers do 

not have time to collect, and then provide this information to them. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 4.1. Map of the knowledge process within Expansive Worlds from the CM’s perspective 

 

The shared information from the communities is provided by Rybik (EW). There used to be a 

division between all members in the team, before she joined the company for the purpose of 

managing the community, Johansson (EW) says. Still, the developers keep track on the 

reactions on the forum, especially when there is a new release of something game-related, even 

though Rybik (EW) has more charge of the information being shared on community level. In 

addition to the face-to-face discussions there are at times also larger meetings where everyone 

sits down and makes plans for the future of the communities and company in general, and in 

those occasions information is distributed throughout the company. 

 

Knowledge that Rybik (EW) has obtained is either shared in person, often when it is a bug in 

the game that need to be fixed, or it is shared via email and/or chat, Jansson (EW) says. 

Gustafsson (EW) states that the game designers are more active when it comes to looking at the 

information and collecting it, as well as Rybik (EW). The moderators also collect information, 

mainly about bugs, but as a client programmer he is less active than others in the community. 

When knowledge has been shared to Gustafsson (EW) he usually prioritizes bugs in the game 
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and what is important to read. The shared knowledge that Rybik (EW) provide is often quite 

direct. However he feels that information sometimes can get lost in the communication. The 

game designers usually collect knowledge from the communities themselves, according to 

Öjlert (EW). Rybik (EW) mostly provide members of her team with information about their 

social media activities, but from the forum as well. Once the information has been transferred 

to Öjlert (EW), either by himself or Rybik (EW) he prioritizes what information is important 

and go forward from there. 

 

Rybik (EW) has the impression that the smaller and more independent companies are more 

responsive to collecting as much relevant information as possible from the communities, and 

that larger companies might not be able afford it anymore because it requires too much of their 

attention gaining this information. When it comes to theHunter, she believes that there are not 

that many competitors that work in a similar way as they do, and that it gives them a competitive 

advantage. Johansson (EW) also believe Expansive Worlds have more of a competitive 

advantage because of the fact that the organization is small and due to their close and more 

direct contact with the users. This direct and more natural contact with developers of the game 

is extremely appreciated from the user's point of view, according to Johansson (EW). 

 

Similarly, according to the community managers Malin Hedström and Lucy Armelin at 

Arrowhead, spreading knowledge within the firm is easy. There is a large amount of feedback 

that can be collected, basically by scanning through the different forums and retrieving “catchy 

and pressing” information. However because of the small size of the company it is difficult to 

answer every single comment on the forums.  People on the forums either express their issue 

with something or they express their gratitude to what a great game Arrowhead has developed. 

Both types of people are important to respond to, as it is vital to make the players feel like they 

are talking to a person and not an automated response. Talking to a community manager or just 

a developer is apparently lacking in the industry according to Hedström (A), as she have noticed 

from discussions with people that they never experience this with other games. People are 

generally surprised when they receive a response from an employee at their company. Thus, 

reaching out to people and just have a presence in the community is really important. Content 

wise it is handled to a large degree by the community itself, where members sometimes use 

information posted by the community managers to help others by sharing that particular 

information. Armelin (A) states that there is usually one or two power-users in the forums being 

more active and by winning them over by paying more attention to them, it is easier to spread 
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the information. With the information they receive it is often half complete, so their role is to 

gather more information and then put it all on a spreadsheet, sharing that with developers. Face-

to-face discussions are also common. Sometimes it is vice versa, meaning that developers give 

information to a community via the community manager. It is a mediating role to stay between 

the developers and the community.   

 

Comparing the process of sharing information in Expansive Worlds with the process of their 

competitors, Jansson (EW) thinks that it is different due to the fact that the company is small 

and the team is very close. The flow of information feels more direct and more flexible 

compared to the parent company, Avalanche, where it would take longer time for information 

to get through. The small size of Expansive Worlds definitely gives a competitive advantage, 

since they can adapt and solve problems quicker. Gustafsson (EW) does not know exactly what 

the competitors’ processes look like, but he still believes theHunter community give them a 

competitive advantage, thanks to the hardcore community. According to him, they follow the 

members’ opinions very strongly and whenever a lot of people think the same way about an 

issue they usually realize that this is something important to consider implementing. When it 

comes to taking learnings from the communities, the community manager at Electronic Arts 

(EA), Op De Weegh, says that they have to be a bit careful, since if they ask for ideas and get 

a really good one it can become a copyright issue in the future if they would like to do something 

similar. She states that there is a big difference when the community members come with 

suggestions and when they email her about bugs in the game. She cannot take all of the 

suggestions into consideration, unless there is a significant amount of people who gives the 

same suggestion. According to Op De Weegh (EA), the process of transferring information 

from the communities into knowledge for the company is a bit complex since EA are such big 

players in the video game industry, which means that there are more people involved in the 

process. 

 

The communities at Expansive Worlds are growing and it is harder to keep track of the 

information, and that is why Öjlert (EW) thinks they still have a competitive advantage to the 

larger firms, because their communities are compared to competitors still small and easy to 

manage. However, with time Expansive Worlds community will also grow and become more 

difficult to read through. Nevertheless, at the moment he believes they still have an advantage 

to larger firms, because their players are happier when they actually can see that their posts are 

being answered. It acknowledges that the members are seen by the company and that is very 
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positive. Trying to internalize information gathered from the communities into the company is 

not done at the moment by regular feedback sharing, such as a community newsletter or 

feedback letter, which Rybik (EW) would like to. Instead it is more face-to-face communication 

or e-mails to the whole company. Historically there have also been many internal discussions, 

like Johansson (EW) explained, to distribute and internalize the information from communities. 

 

4.1.5 Innovation 

When new knowledge has been created it can lead to innovation and/or improvements of their 

products. If it is something they have not thought about or could do better, the community will 

tell them. One example that Rybik (EW) brought up, was when the community disapproved a 

kangaroo character recently released in theHunter. The community did not like the design of 

the kangaroo and thought it could have been more realistic. The players would complain about 

the looks and Rybik (EW) asked what could be improved. People took their time to create how 

they thought it should look like in Photoshop. Once Rybik (EW) had the feedback she needed, 

she gave it to the person in charge of changing the looks of the kangaroo. The result and 

response was much better, with one comment in particular that she remembers; “It is like 

watching a BBC documentary”, a member said. This shows how valuable the community 

feedback and suggestions could be, and it also saves money and time. The 3D-artist who made 

the changes to the kangaroo only needed three days instead of five days to change it, all thanks 

to the help of the community. 

 

Innovations and improvements do happen sometimes according to Johansson (EW). Just 

recently a game feature was implemented after being highly requested for several years. 

However, Jansson (EW) says it is not so common that knowledge from customers lead to 

innovations, but when it do happen it might be something the company have not thought about 

and proves to be useful. Gustafsson (EW) states that only knowledge from customers lead to 

innovation and improvements, since the company listen carefully to theHunter community. 

Öjlert (EW) believes customer knowledge has been the source of innovation since the birth of 

the game. Everything they have done started out as a suggestion from the community. 
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4.2 Community 
 

4.2.1 Online Communities 

Rybik (EW) describes the role as a community manager to consist a lot of communication. She 

states that their main communication channel is their forum, because this is where the 

community takes place. According to PlayStation Sweden’s community manager Niklas 

Ricaforte, the role of the community manager is to be responsible for all channels in social 

media, by having an open dialogue with the end-consumer. The focus today is mainly to create 

content and a buzz in the communities. The daily work is to make sure they are having a 

structured strategy, everything from what the replies should look like, how to be perceived as a 

firm, and how that would differ depending on the channel, for example Facebook or Instagram. 

However, the difficult issue of being a community manager is to justify the purpose of a post 

or the purpose of having a dialogue. Communities of PlayStation have according to the 

community manager become more of a forum where you would ask questions that are more 

suitable to the support instead of being a forum where common interests are discussed. Inputs 

gathered from the community are daily reported to the marketing manager and the sales team. 

Ricaforte (PS) thinks a community manager will have a larger role in the future, and resemble 

more of a marketing manager role.  

 

Op De Weegh (EA), states that the community manager profession is one of those professions 

that have not been typically defined yet. According to Op De Weegh (EA), her role is to make 

sure that she knows what goes on in the community and that she knows who they are. She also 

makes sure that she provides them with the information they need and want, which she says can 

be both proactive and reactive, depending on the situation. She also states that it is the more 

theoretical part of it, and it basically means that she uses social media to keep in touch with the 

communities. Op De Weegh (EA) also states that for her personally, the job as a community 

manager is a lot about analytics and research, which is not always what community managers 

does. She likes to stay behind the scenes and to have a bit of a distance between herself and the 

community members. Although she becomes personal with some of the community members, 

it is usually with whom she calls influencers as they usually have a community of their own, 

which means that it becomes sort of like a community within a community. According to Op 

De Weegh (EA) she also has moderators who handles the community pages and sends her 

reports of what is going on and also a sentiment report where she can see which positive and 

negative comments the members have posted in the communities and on social media.  
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Rybik (EW) describes herself as a mediator between the community and the rest of her 

colleagues at the company. theHunter has been a very community oriented game from the 

beginning, according to Rybik (EW). They have always been developing this game in 

coherence with the community by having regular contact with them. When the game was 

smaller she says it was easier for the company to develop the game together with the 

community, and that this will become tougher now that they are growing and the community is 

growing because there will be more people with different opinions of the game. The brand 

community, or forum, currently has 18 000 members and around 30 % of them are active 

members. The forum is mostly used in order for the members to talk to each other, announcing 

news, give suggestions and support which are mostly given by the community members 

themselves since most of them are very engaged in both the game and the community. 

 

Rybik (EW) has three separate volunteer teams who helps out with different tasks in the 

community. One of the teams is the moderators who helps out with the support on the forum. 

They also have a localization team who does translations and a team of beta testers who try out 

the game and they are usually hunters in real life as well, which means they have extensive 

knowledge of the subject. Before they release anything, they will go to the beta testers and they 

will comment if they find any bugs in the game. All of these volunteer teams are working for 

free, and they have their separate jobs on the side. This system only works because they have 

such a strong sense of community, according to Rybik (EW). They have friends in the 

community and they come to the forums every single day, not just to play, but also to 

communicate with each other. There are players in the community who have been playing the 

game for six years, and they still come back every day to play and to talk to their friends in the 

community. They also have a number of handicapped players who used to be hunters in real 

life and cannot hunt anymore, so they find great pleasure in being about to hunt in the game 

instead. 

 

Furthermore, Rybik (EW) describes the communication and interaction the members have with 

each other within the community as healthy and mature, compared to other forums. She also 

says that since the forum has been around for such a long time, since 2009, people who have 

been around since the beginning have established some sort of elitism within the community. 

When the members posts something in the forums, a signature with how many animals they 

have killed in the game will appear in the post, which is an indication of what kind of status the 

members have in the community. She says that this can become an issue sometimes, since 
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people who are really good at the game can sometimes sound condescending when talking to 

the less experienced gamers. However, when this occur Rybik (EW) or the moderators will 

create a post about how to behave in the community and explain to them that they are not 

allowed to be disrespectful towards each other, which usually helps and the members are very 

understanding of this. She also states that a lot of members come to the community in order to 

feel good about themselves and to share information that other members might not know, in 

order to gain higher status in the community. As a result of this, the community members are 

often very helpful towards each other, because it makes them feel good. However, when the 

members in the community disagree about something and start to fight with each other, they 

are thinking about creating a special forum area called “outside” where they are allowed to fight 

with each other. Of course no swearing or disrespecting allowed, but sometimes people just 

want to discuss and blow off some steam and then it is better that they do it in that separated 

area. 

 

Rybik (EW) goes on to say that the community is the most passionate community she has ever 

worked with in her career as a community manager. She also states that because of this, there 

are also certain challenges, as they feel so involved in the game, like it is “their own baby”. 

This means that the community feels like they have the right to tell the company what to do 

with the game, and if they do not listen to them there will be a lot of “wars” and discussions in 

the forums. This means that they have to give the community what they want but also find a 

balance and explain to the community why they cannot help them with everything they want. 

She states that it is a difficult balance between keeping the community happy and the products 

profitable. The developers who developed this game before them went bankrupt, because they 

listened to the community too much. As a result, the development of the game went very slowly 

and the community was happy but the company was not profitable, so they could not survive 

in the long run. 

 

4.2.2 Social Media 

According to Rybik (EW), their main communication channel is the forum. However, they do 

have social media accounts like Facebook and Twitter, but she would rather not have it if she 

could choose by herself. Everyone has to have social media accounts today she says, but to 

them it is not the most important part. This is due to the fact that people in the social media only 

talks to the “company” and not to each other. It is mostly a one way communication between 

the company and the members of the social media and vice versa. In the social media accounts, 
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Rybik (EW) posts content and also sometimes content that the members have created. They 

sometimes make videos, pictures and competitions which is great to post on for instance 

Facebook. She does not want to spend too much time on the social media accounts, and states 

that she mostly use it in order to create buzz and get content out to the broader community. 

Furthermore, she says they use it in order to deliver news and also for easy customer support of 

the game. Rybik (EW) does not believe she gets enough return from using social media, 

however, she states that it is important to maintain it anyway because a lot of communication 

happens there and it would impossible to not have it. 

 

Moreover, she states that the social media accounts are more flowing and it is difficult to 

establish a sense of community there, which means that the posts are more difficult to find and 

follow. She describes that they have an audience on Facebook, but not a community. She also 

discusses their Twitter accounts, where they have four guys who have been very active and 

have become friends with each other over Twitter. It is like a micro community and more of 

customer support communication, which of course is very important as well. She argues that 

people come to their Facebook page because they know the brand and want to have everything 

in one place, without having to go to a forum. This is understandable, but instead of answering 

the same questions on Facebook all the time she mostly tries to direct them to the forums where 

the questions already have been answered. Moreover, she sees social media as a growth channel 

for the community which is very helpful and a way of communicating with the audience.  
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5. Analysis 

 

In this chapter, the empirical findings of this study will be analyzed and discussed according to 

the theoretical framework presented earlier in this thesis. The analysis will be presented 

according to the theoretical framework. 

 

5.1 Knowledge 
 

5.1.1 Socialization 

Knowledge from the customers (Ma and Qi, 2009) seems to exist in the forum of the game 

theHunter to a large degree, rather than knowledge about and for customers. The reason for 

why knowledge from customers seems to be more relevant is because they have a lot of ideas, 

thoughts and information that is shared on the forum and thus also with the company. These 

ideas and thoughts are the conversion process from tacit to tacit knowledge, i.e. socialization 

(Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). This socialization is the means by building interaction (field 

building) and occurs between members of the forum.  Rybik (EW) believes this tacit knowledge 

from customers is good for the firm, both in the short and long the term, mainly in terms of 

saving money and time. Her belief that customer knowledge will lead to short and long-term 

benefits is in accordance with Smith and McKee (2005) argument, that knowledge from 

customers has the greatest potential to provide innovative long-term benefits in particular.  

 

Johansson (EW) add from his interview that especially those that are hunters in real life posit 

technical tacit knowledge (Alavi and Leidner, 2001), by having know-how of real hunting, thus 

being able to push invaluable feedback back to Expansive Worlds. The tacit knowledge shared 

within the forum which later is acquired by the community manager and the company, is highly 

valuable, but has some issues. Customers, especially the real hunters, know what is realistic and 

what will work or not in reality, but they do not know the process of developing a game. Here 

lies the issue, as it results in a lot of compromises and conflict management by the community 

manager. Öjlert (EW) believes socialization of knowledge has been the key for the game 

success ever since the beginning and still is. This tacit knowledge that members of the forum 

have can help Expansive Worlds in the further stages of the theoretical framework model, as 

will be evident throughout the analysis.  

 



33 
 

5.1.2 Acquisition & Externalization 

The tacit knowledge that is shared within the forum between members is acquired by Expansive 

Worlds where it becomes explicit at the moment of documentation (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 

1995). Even though tacit knowledge is sticky when it derives from experiences according to 

Szulanski (1996) and Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), it becomes hard to share. If it is hard to 

share already in the socialization process, it could be assumed that the community manager 

would experience problems of acquiring the knowledge. Thus, a meaningful dialogue is 

believed to make it easier to acquire knowledge. Except from the forum, knowledge from the 

customers can be collected from the Wiki. The community manager, Rybik (EW), have a quite 

relaxed role of acquiring and managing the Wiki, as the members themselves are independent 

and takes care of it. The power-users in particular do not have to be managed by Rybik (EW), 

since they have a lot of knowledge themselves, thus she does not have to interfere. However, 

even though Rybik (EW) do not have to interfere as much with the power-users, exploitation 

and collection of knowledge from the customers still have to occur in one way or the other, 

meaning that knowledge has to be acquired. A direct interaction between customer and firm do 

exist, though perceived to be minimal (Ma and Qi, 2009). The role of a community manager 

according to Johansson (EW), the art director and former community manager, is first and 

foremost to acquire knowledge. Other colleagues of the team depending on their position and 

tasks are more or less active in acquiring knowledge from the community as well; however 

Johansson (EW) states it is still Rybik’s (EW) main responsibility of the externalization process. 

During a release of a new game or feature everyone involved in acquiring tacit knowledge, 

becomes extra active when it comes to collecting feedback which can be converted to explicit 

knowledge. 

 

Rybik (EW) states the biggest challenge for a community manager is to make sure the 

community actually share their knowledge with the firm, i.e. externalization is difficult to 

achieve and thus hard to acquire. This corresponds to Wang and Juan-Ru (2008) argument, that 

it is important to remember that customer knowledge is solely owned by them and not the firm. 

Either they are willing to share or they are not. However, in theHunter community, the members 

are willing to share their knowledge more since most of them have extensive knowledge within 

hunting and gaining status in the community is an incentive. According to Nonaka and Takeuchi 

(1995) the process of externalization is triggered when there is a meaningful dialogue. Rybik 

(EW) ensures a meaningful dialogue in numerous ways. Sometimes, she has to explicitly ask 

members to share information, other times she has to foster status building conversations, as it 
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is also important to manage the close relationships with the power-users. Ma and Qi (2009) 

states that knowledge from customers is acquired when there is a direct interaction between the 

firm and the customer, thus managing her close relationships with power-users and interacting 

with them helps the process of acquiring knowledge from customers. In the end all these 

activities are meant to foster an atmosphere of knowledge sharing, making sure that there is a 

conversion from tacit to explicit knowledge. It is assumed that socialization can help the process 

of externalization work even better if the different activities of ensuring that externalization 

works efficiently, thus it becomes easier to acquire customer knowledge. However, Rybik (EW) 

is not alone in ensuring the externalization. Jansson (EW) who is in charge of the beta testing 

teams, have the community members try out the game and changes are made in regards to the 

tacit knowledge that they receive by trying the game. 

 

5.1.3 Integration & Combining Knowledge 

Structuring the documented explicit knowledge obtained by the community manager is 

facilitated by integrating the scattered knowledge (Ma and Qi, 2009; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 

1995). Giving structure to the documented explicit knowledge that now has entered the firm is 

facilitated by integrating the scattered knowledge (Ma and Qi, 2009; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 

1995). To integrate the right knowledge Rybik (EW) must decide what is relevant. One way to 

ensure this is to look at “the tip of the week”, thus it becomes structured and can become 

combined with other explicit knowledge. Combining the integrated knowledge is the 

responsibility of the community manager. Rybik (EW) combines the explicit knowledge she 

has from the community with the explicit knowledge from her colleagues, by having daily 

personal contact, writing e-mails and having a weekly meeting with the team. The 

implementation of the standardized reports that are distributed on the weekly meetings has 

made the mode of combination slightly more standardized. Comparing to Nonaka and Takeuchi 

(1995) theory on combination it is clear that Rybik (EW) follows the same procedure of 

combining different types of explicit knowledge. However the argument that combination in 

the end leads to new products by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) is not true for Expansive Worlds 

in this mode. Innovation first occurs after knowledge has been internalized. Jansson (EW) and 

Gustafsson (EW) have different opinions in relation to Rybik (EW), but also between each 

other. Jansson (EW) believes in constructive feedback, whereas Gustafsson (EW) say it is all 

about using your gut feeling, to be able to integrate knowledge. According to Rybik’s (EW) 

opinion, it is clear that all three answers regarding relevant knowledge have its own distinction 

on how customer knowledge is structured and useful for the firm.  
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5.1.4 Sharing & Internalizing 

Knowledge that now is explicit and combined have the goal of becoming tacit once more, but 

within the firm, thus leading to internalization and becoming a part of the firm (Nonaka and 

Takeuchi, 1995). This internalized knowledge produces greater value when it is shared (Ma and 

Qi, 2009), and at Expansive Worlds it is shared to a large degree by the members of the team 

itself, not solely by the community manager. The knowledge is converted by the employees and 

you “learn by doing” as Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) stated. As previously touched upon, 

explicit knowledge is shared more actively depending on your position. Game designers are 

according to Öjlert (EW) usually more active than other employees in the forums, especially 

during a game release. This could be due to the fact that they are more in need of the feedback 

from the forums than a programmer would be. Gustafsson (EW) who is less active believes 

information can be lost in communication, thus knowledge will occasionally not be shared and 

internalized. Thus, due to a poor communication it will not be made accessible for employees 

of the company (Wang and Juan-Ru, 2008; Desouza and Awazu, 2005).  

  

It is assumed that Rybik (EW) share and internalizes more of the acquired knowledge to those 

in her team that are less active and vice versa. This assumption corresponds to Darr and 

Kurtzberg (2000) saying that internal knowledge transfer do not only have a contributor (Rybik 

in this case) but also an adopter (i.e. her colleagues) receiving the knowledge. Darr and 

Kurtzberg (2000) argue in their research that transfer can only occur when a contributor shares 

knowledge with an adopter. Even though anyone at Expansive Worlds can acquire and share 

knowledge which means anyone can be the contributor or adopter (Darr and Kurtzberg, 2000), 

it is still Rybik’s (EW) job to be in charge of this process of internalization, including the other 

processes; socialization, externalization and combination. As Johansson (EW) discussed, the 

role of the community manager used to be divided amongst the whole team, but with a growing 

community Rybik (EW) was brought in to have the main responsibility.  

 

Internalizing knowledge has historically and is still being done mostly through face-to-face 

discussions according to Rybik (EW). Johansson (EW) agree on this point, saying it is an on-

going and never ending process to distribute and internalize knowledge coming from the 

community. However, just recently the process of internalization has become more 

standardized by having weekly meetings with the team. Rybik (EW) and Johansson’s (EW) 

thoughts on internalization corresponds to Wang and Juan-Ru’s (2008) idea that sharing, whilst 
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making it accessible to all the employees at the firm, is done by having a dialogue and physical 

communication with the employees. The acquiring and sharing is also perceived to be very 

different compared to their competitors, according to Rybik (EW) and Johansson (EW). Theory 

states that transferring knowledge internally in the most efficient way will result in being more 

productive while improving the firm’s innovative capacity, but has been proven difficult to 

achieve (Argote et al., 2000; Pennings and Harrianto, 1992). Rybik (EW) believe that the niche 

game and relative small size of the firm gives them a competitive advantage. In accordance to 

theory their efficient transfer of knowledge should lead to better productivity and innovation. 

Johansson (EW) perceive the situation in the same way, but adds to his argument that Expansive 

Worlds have a closer and more direct contact with the users than their competitors, and thus he 

claims they have a competitive advantage.  

 

5.1.5 Innovation  

When knowledge is internalized it has the opportunity of leading to innovations. In fact it 

happens all the time according to Rybik (EW), since the community of theHunter is so 

responsive. They will always tell you what they think and what is on their mind, Rybik (EW) 

says. As Ma and Qi (2009) state, innovation takes place when knowledge has been internalized 

and new knowledge have been formed. One could argue that the reason for why information 

from the communities leads to improvements and innovations at Expansive Worlds is the fact 

that it is such a niche game with devoted users, consisting of many real-life hunters. Of all 

respondents at Expansive Worlds, Jansson (EW) believed innovation as a result from customer 

knowledge was less common than his colleagues did. When it does actually happen he agrees 

that it could be something the firm has not thought about and would be proven useful. Öjlert’s 

(EW) belief is on the contrary. He believes customer knowledge has been the source of 

innovation since the birth of the game. 

 

5.2 Community 

 

5.2.1 Online Communities and Social Media 

According to Sproull and Arriaga (2007) the purpose of communities are for people with 

common interest to share their interests and experiences with each other and enhances both the 

individual and collective welfare. This is in line with what Rybik (EW) at Expansive Worlds 

stated in her interview, as she mentioned that their forum is mostly used in order for the 

members to talk to each other, give suggestions and give support to each other. Furthermore, 
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this is also in line with what Gidhagen et al. (2011) discuss in their paper, as they state that 

communities are for people to share content with each other, give suggestions and give each 

other support. Looking at Expansive Worlds, one can see that they have divided a great part of 

their competencies to their communities. This is in line with what both Burger-Helmchen and 

Cohendet (2011) and Adler (2001) discuss in their papers. Likewise, one could argue that the 

game developers and art director interviewed at Expansive Worlds are part of the community 

of specialists, as they are a part of their community as themselves (i.e. specialists) and help out 

the community of users by giving their expert advice and information (Burger-Helmchen and 

Cohendet, 2011).  

 

It became clear from the interviews conducted that all of the community managers describe 

their role in different ways, and Op De Weegh (EA) stated, it is a position which has not yet 

been clearly defined. For EA and PlayStation the role as community manager is mostly about 

knowing who the community are and what they are doing while at the same time creating 

marketing buzz in these channels. For the smaller companies Expansive Worlds and Arrowhead 

the role involves more two-way communication with the communities and involving them more 

in the game development process, as these community managers have more direct contact with 

game developers and artists. This is quite different from what the community managers at the 

other companies stated, as their main communities are on social media such as Facebook, 

Instagram and Twitter. For instance, as the Op De Weegh (EA) stated, they mostly use social 

media instead of forums in order to push out content and not so much for the members to share 

content with each other. Ricaforte (PS) also stated that their social media pages are their main 

platforms, but they are mostly used for support instead of discussing common interests. When 

it comes to the larger companies such as EA and PlayStation, this goes against the findings and 

discussions of Burger-Helmchen and Cohendet (2011) and Gidhagen et al. (2011), as they 

describe the role of a community manager as a liaison between communities and the game 

development process. However, all of the community managers interviewed in this thesis did 

have moderators (or so called power-users) helping them out with support and sometimes 

posting content in the communities, which supports the findings Gidhagen et al. (2011) discuss 

in their article.  

 

As communities are most likely to form around brands with strong images, long history and 

threatening competition (Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001) it would seem likely that the larger 

companies interviewed, such as EA and PlayStation, would have more online communities but 
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also less time to manage them as a result of their size in the market. This was confirmed in the 

findings of this thesis, and also goes against Burger-Helmchen and Cohendet’s (2011) theory 

that most video game companies divide a great part of their competencies to communities, as 

they do not divide their competencies to their communities. When looking at Expansive Worlds 

and Arrowhead one can see that, since they are smaller companies compared to the others, they 

have more time to manage their communities and connect with the community members in a 

more involving way. One could say that they are more dependent on their communities, as they 

take more learnings from them, as for instance Expansive Worlds does with their game 

theHunter, where they built the game together with the community. EA and PlayStation have a 

higher place in the competition among the video game companies and are therefore more “safe” 

in that sense, and are thus less dependent on the community coming up with suggestions; in 

fact they rarely encourage their communities to come with suggestions for game improvements. 

This could be due to the copyright issues, as Op De Weegh (EA) mentioned, but also the size 

of the company and the process becoming more complex than at the smaller video game 

companies as there are more people and steps involved. 

 

Expansive Worlds also have certain power-users in their communities who are more involved 

in the game and thus they chose them to be moderators, as they spend a significant amount of 

time playing their game and knows it almost better than the developers themselves. This is in 

coherence with the discussions of Gidhagen et al. (2011). Furthermore, as both Beck et al. 

(2014) and Sutton and Hargadon (1996) state in their articles, social status in a community 

means having great knowledge within a certain area as these power-users have. The fact that 

Expansive Worlds put a great deal of trust and responsibility into the hands of their moderators, 

proves the fact that they are dependent on them and the community when it comes to game 

development, improvements and creating and sharing content and marketing buzz. Rybik (EW) 

clearly stated that she is in fact a liaison between the community and the game developers and 

art directors in the company, which is contradicting how the other community managers’ 

described their roles. This means that Rybik (EW) is the knowledge seeker and the community 

members are the knowledge contributors in the process (Beck et al., 2014).  

 

It is in this dyadic social interaction that knowledge is developed (Beck et al., 2014) and thus 

can be further shared with the game developers and artists according to Rybik (EW). Rybik 

(EW) also states that it takes time to “translate” the information from the communities into 

knowledge for the company, as Goodman and Darr (1998) and Kankanhalli, Tan and Wei 
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(2005) all mention in their articles, but as Expansive Worlds are so dependent on the community 

for further game development improvements it is worth the opportunity costs according to 

Rybik (EW). Furthermore, Rybik (EW) confirms Habibi et al. (2014) theories that the social 

media forums are important for admirers of the brand or the game, and creating and sharing 

content are the most important part of having social media accounts for the company according 

to Rybik (EW). However, Rybik (EW) also confirm that the communities and forums are more 

important when it comes to creating and sharing meaning, as she states that most members on 

the forums would never share what they do on for instance Facebook or Instagram. 
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6. Conclusions and Limitations 
 

In this section the main conclusions of this thesis, based on the analysis, are summarized and 

presented. Lastly, the limitations of this study will be acknowledged.  

 

6.1 Conclusions 

The conversion processes are clearly different in the smaller video game companies compared 

to the larger companies, and thus it became clear that the role of the community manager differs 

accordingly. One can conclude that the smaller video game companies have closer relationships 

with their communities, as they are more dependent on the communities and the knowledge 

they possess. Expansive Worlds are more dependent on their communities, as their game is 

such a niche game, thus it becomes extremely important to maintain a good and close 

relationship with the communities.  

 

One can also argue that even though the power-users (or moderators) are important in all of the 

companies interviewed, the smaller companies have a better chance to have a better relationship 

with them. This is due to the fact that they are able to give them more attention and listen to 

their opinions, and as a result of that the power-users usually get more status and influence over 

the rest of the community. Thus, maintaining a good relationship with the power-users can help 

the company to maintain a better relationship with the community as a whole. It also became 

clear that communities are more important when it comes to creating and sharing meaning, 

while social media is more important when it comes to creating and sharing content. This also 

differs among the different sized companies, although it is clear that the larger video game 

companies put more focus on maintaining a good social media presence. This could be due to 

the fact that, since they are larger, they have more followers and thus it becomes easier to 

manage them through social media presence instead of two-way communication through 

communities.  

 

Furthermore, it can be concluded that this is likely to change when the firm grows larger and 

expands more in the market. A sign that the community management in Expansive Worlds is 

changing is the recent implementation of the weekly standardized reports shared with the rest 

of the team, and that the growth of the game and company will simultaneously mean more 

change and perhaps standardized routines. Thus, they might lose some of the competitive 

advantage they possess due to their close relationships with communities, while they might gain 



41 
 

other competitive advantages due to their growth and popularity of their games. However, it 

will most likely always be important to maintain a good relationship with the community when 

it comes to niche games, such as theHunter, as they are dependent on their knowledge in order 

to develop and improve the game. 

  

Managing socialization is not a role of the community manager; rather it is their job to help 

foster an environment where socialization is possible. It takes place in the forums between the 

members themselves, and by fostering an environment of interaction; it could create short and 

long term benefits, however this creates conflicts too when game developers and members 

(usually real-life hunters) collide, thus the community manager must solve these conflicts and 

have them compromise. This environment where tacit knowledge is shared between members 

provides Expansive Worlds with invaluable feedback when it is time to acquire this knowledge. 

It is Rybik (EW) role to acquire and simultaneously externalize knowledge from the community 

members. How much a community manager will acquire depends on the user's experience. Real 

hunters that play the game are more independent, usually sharing their knowledge without the 

manager having to ask, whereas gamers that are not real hunters requires more attention for 

them to share. The community manager is always building on her relationships with the power-

users, to ensure externalization. Once knowledge is acquired it is also the manager’s role to 

integrate, and also combine explicit knowledge that enters the firm. To integrate the knowledge 

Rybik (EW) must take a stand on what is relevant in able to structure the large amount of 

knowledge. The structured knowledge is combined with the knowledge that the team members 

posit, by her day to day conversations via e-mails, meetings and face-to-face conversations. 

However, one can conclude that the mode of combination have changed to becoming slightly 

more standardized with the recent implementation of a standardized report, but still an large 

element of personal communication remains. Thus, the role of the community manager in terms 

of combining explicit knowledge have changed slightly. 

 

As knowledge has entered the firm it is the responsibility of the community manager to share 

and internalize the explicit knowledge within the organization, so that it becomes tacit in the 

minds of her colleagues. Her role is thus to share the knowledge she gains with her team 

members, mostly by having face-to-face conversations, but also sending e-mails and at 

meetings. As explicit knowledge has become tacit, theory states it could lead to innovation, 

which is also the case in Expansive Worlds, however it is no longer the responsibility of the 

community manager to ensure that the customer knowledge leads to innovation. It is her 
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colleagues for which have received the knowledge from her, which must make use of the 

internalized knowledge they now possess and turn it into improvements and innovations of their 

video games. You could say that the community manager at Expansive Worlds more has the 

role of creating this environment where innovation is possible, rather than having the role as an 

innovator. 

 

Throughout the process of knowledge transfer at Expansive Worlds there are clearly many roles 

a community manager possesses, but more people are involved in this process too. During new 

releases of a new feature or game, game developers for example become more active than what 

they usually are and acquire feedback from customers themselves. And when games are beta 

tested the role of acquiring knowledge lies in the hands of the responsible game designer, not 

the community manager. When it is time to share internally, Rybik (EW)’s colleagues also 

share the knowledge they have acquired with their respective colleague. Game designers for 

example are more active and have to be compared to a programmer, since they usually need 

more feedback from users to be able to improve the game, in the end though it is the community 

manager’s main responsibility to transfer information from the community that turns to 

knowledge for the company. 

 

6.2 Limitations 

There are certain limitations that should be considered in regards to this thesis. First, biased 

answers from the respondents that were interviewed for this study cannot be ruled out. Even 

though they might believe they were giving unbiased answers and the questions were 

formulated in an unbiased way, there was still a chance of biased answers. Furthermore, there 

was also a risk that the respondents would rationalize their recalls. Secondly, it was not possible 

to get access to more than one community manager in some of the companies interviewed, 

meaning that the results of the interviews might have been different if additional community 

managers had been interviewed. Thirdly, some of the companies interviewed were international 

companies and some of the respondents were from countries outside of Sweden, which could 

mean that their views might be different depending on how long they have been working in the 

Swedish video game industry. Fourthly, this research have been drawing certain generalizable 

conclusions, which do not represent the entire video game industry in Sweden. Lastly, a great 

deal of the focus in the theory section of this thesis has been on the theories of Ma and Qi 

(2009), which have not been tested, but are rather used to provide fruitful areas for research. 
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7. Implications, Theoretical Contributions and Recommendations  
 

In this final section the managerial implications will be presented, secondly the theoretical 

contributions of this thesis will be explained and finally recommendations for future 

researchers will be given. 

 

7.1 Managerial Implications 

The outcomes of this study might be of value for the community manager to consider, as there is 

more to being a community manager than what the theory suggests. A community manager can 

have several roles, particularly in the smaller video game companies, e.g. acquiring, sharing and 

externalizing knowledge from the customers in the communities. It is therefore important to realize 

that the responsibilities of a community manager are much more than simply being the liaison 

between the community and the developers. The manager also needs to remember that these roles 

are shared with other employees in the company, especially during game releases. On top of 

managing these roles, a community manager need to consider the importance of establishing 

environments where socialization and innovation is fostered, thus manage the community properly. 

To maintain the close relationships with their communities, it is suggested that they keep their level 

of communication high. Furthermore, maintaining this close relationship could lead to the company 

gaining a competitive advantage in the long run. The community manager need to constantly keep 

asking questions and discuss directly with the community. However, when a community is growing, 

it becomes harder to keep this natural connection. The manager and the company need to be aware 

of this potential problem, and a suggested solution is be to have more than one community manager 

employed, sharing the weight of a growing community and thus keep the natural relationship with 

the community. Thus by having several community managers when the company is growing, the 

company would be able to remain competitive. In addition to having more community managers, 

the video game company are able to manage the knowledge from their customers in a better way. 

 

7.2 Theoretical Contributions  

This study contributes to the existing research by showing that the community manager can 

have several roles when it comes to the process of transferring information, from the 

communities into knowledge for the company in the video game industry in Sweden. The 

conclusions states that there is more than one role within the process, thus contributing to a 

certain extent as there was not enough previous research on the actual roles the community 

managers can have within this process in such a fast-paced industry as the video game industry. 
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7.3 Recommendations for Future Research  

This study has identified several aspects of the role of a community manager within the video 

game industry in Sweden. Both small and larger video game companies have been studied in 

this thesis, however, if more access could be gained to one of the larger video games in the 

industry it would be interesting to study that to a greater depth. It would also be relevant and 

interesting to research the actual knowledge process from the communities on a deeper level, 

and perhaps do observations with a community manager and follow the process from beginning 

to end. A suggested research questions is: What does the process of transferring information 

from communities into knowledge for the company look like in a large organization? 

Furthermore, it would be of interest to study more than one community manager at each 

company, and also community managers in different countries where the company is active as 

well, as their opinions and roles might differ. Thus, a suggested research question could be: In 

what way does the process of transferring information from communities into knowledge for 

the company differ in different countries? 
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Appendix 1 

 

Interview Guide (Community Managers) 

  

Knowledge 

Socialization 

1. Do you feel like knowledge from members at your communities provides your firm with 

short or long term benefits?  

 

Acquisition & Externalization 

2. How do you acquire knowledge from the communities? 

3. How do you as a CM make sure that communities share their knowledge with you and the 

company? 

 

Integration & Combining Knowledge 

4. With so much information on most communities. How do you decide on what is relevant and 

what is not? How is the relevant information structured in a proper way? 

5. Do you combine knowledge gathered from the community with other already existing 

knowledge in the company? 

  

Sharing & Internalizing  

6. How would you describe the way you internalize information gathered from the communities 

into the company and the minds of your fellow employees? 

7. Tell us about the process when you share the knowledge you have obtained from 

communities and distribute that to your fellow colleagues. What does it look like? 

8. Can you tell if this looks different to your competitors? Do you believe your process of 

sharing collected information from the communities gives you a competitive advantage of some 

sort? 

 

Innovation 

9. When information has become internalized, it has the possibility to create new knowledge, 

what some define as innovation. Would you say that customer knowledge lead to innovation or 

improvements of your products? 
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Community 

Brand Community 

10. How would you describe your role as a community manager? 

11. How would you describe the way your users interact with each other within the 

communities? 

 

Social Media 

12. How would you describe the most important parts of your social media communities? 

13. How would you describe the most important parts of your brand communities? 

14. In what way would you say that they differ? 
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Appendix 2 

Interview Guide (Game Designers, Programmer and Art Director) 

  

Knowledge 

Socialization 

1. Do you feel like knowledge from members at your communities provides your firm with 

short or long term benefits? 

 

Acquisition & Externalization 

2. Do you actively browse through the communities yourself in order to get information? And 

who provides you with this information? 

3. How do you acquire knowledge from the communities? 

4. Do you make use of information gathered from the communities? 

 

Integration & Combining Knowledge 

5. With so much information on most communities. How do you decide on what is relevant and 

what is not? How is the relevant information structured in a proper way? 

 

Sharing & Internalizing 

6. Tell us about the process when you share the knowledge you have obtained from 

communities and distribute that to your fellow employees. What does it look like? 

7. What happens with the information once it has been transferred to you?  

8. Can you tell if this looks different to your competitors? Do you believe your process of 

sharing collected information from the communities gives you a competitive advantage of some 

sort? 

9. How would you describe the way you internalize information gathered from the communities 

into the company and the minds of your fellow employees? 

 

Innovation 

10. When information has become internalized, it has the possibility to create new knowledge, 

what some define as innovation. Would you say that customer knowledge lead to innovation or 

improvements of your products? 

 



52 
 

Community 

Brand Community 

11. How would you describe your role in the company? 

12. How would you describe the way your users interact with each other within the 

communities? 

 

Social Media 

13. How would you describe the most important parts of your social media communities? 

14. How would you describe the most important parts of your brand communities? 

15. In what way would you say that they differ? 

 


