
  

 
 

  

 
 
 

1

 
GAMETH, A Decision Support Approach to Identify and Locate 
Potential Crucial Knowledge 

 
Michel Grundstein 
Associate Researcher 
 LAMSADE 
Paris – Dauphine University 
Consulting Engineer 
MG Conseil 
4, rue Anquetil 
94130 Nogent sur Marne 
Tel: 01 48 76 26 63 
Fax: 01 48 76 26 63 
mgrundstein@mgconseil.fr 
http://www.mgconseil.fr 
 
Camille Rosenthal-Sabroux 
Professor 
LAMSADE 
Paris – Dauphine University 
Place du Maréchal De Lattre de Tassigny 75775 Paris Cedex 16 
Tel: 01 44 05 47 24 
Fax: 01 44 05 40 91 
sabroux@lamsade.dauphine.fr 
http://www.lamsade.dauphine.fr 
 
Abstract 

In a knowledge management project, the key issue is to help the stakeholders to choose which parts of their knowledge will 
need to be specifically capitalized. This means finding a decision support approach enabling them to identify and locate 
potential crucial knowledge. To deal with this type of issue, a specific approach named GAMETH has been developed. In 
this article, we describe the GAMETH approach from the decision support viewpoint, showing the link with the decision 
process. Finally, we present GAMETH applications in two different contexts.  
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1. Introduction 

One of the main issues in a knowledge management project is to locate and identify 
essential knowledge to be capitalized. This issue was pointed out as early as 1991 by Thomas 
A. Stewart in a report published in Fortune: "Brain Power, how intellectual capital is 
becoming America’s most valuable asset". In his article, Tom Stewart warned companies for 
the first time that “intellectual capital is becoming corporate America’s most valuable asset 
and it can be its sharpest competitive weapon. The challenge is to find what you have – and 
use it.” 

The key issue is to help the stakeholders in a knowledge management project to locate the 
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essential knowledge and to choose which parts of it will need to be specifically capitalized. 
This means developing a decision support approach enabling the identification and 
localization of potential crucial knowledge. The concept of “Potential crucial knowledge” has 
been introduced by Inès SAAD in her Ph.D. thesis as an analogy for potential action in the 
decision support research (Roy 1993) or (Roy 2000). 

From a decision support point of view, this is a “choice issue”. 
To deal with this type of issue, a specific approach named GAMETH   Global Analysis 

Methodology, has been developed. 
In this article, we present our decision support referential, meant to deal with the choice 

issue stated above. We then describe the GAMETH approach and present it from the 
decision support viewpoint in order to identify and locate potential crucial knowledge. 
Finally, we present two GAMETH applications in different contexts. 

2. Decision Support 

Bernard Roy [Roy 1983] defines decision support as: the activity based on explicit but not 
necessarily completely formalized models, which help to obtain the elements of response to 
questions raised by an actor in a decision-making process. These elements serve to clarify the 
decision and lead usually to recommendations that aim to increase the coherence between 
the evolution of the process, the objectives and the value system to which the actor has to 
respond. As such, a systematic decision support approach, based on appropriate concepts 
and procedures, can play an important and valuable role in the unrolling of the decision-
making process.  

In the following paragraphs, we will first present the general principles that underlie 
decision support research, and especially the formalized decision-making process by Herbert 
Simon and the question of referential meaning. After that, the accent will be placed on the 
“information collection” or "intelligence" phase that leads to a careful identification of 
“potential actions” (alternatives), which are subject to a decision in a choice context.  

 

2.1. The Decision-making Context 

 
A process is a combination of phenomena, conceived to be active and organized in time 

(Petit Robert). As such, a decision-making process comprises everything that takes place in 
reality, like actions, activities and phenomena that lead to the choice of the final decision. 

According to Simon (Simon 1977) a decision-making process passes through four different 
phases (cf. figure 1):  

the first phase is called the “information collection phase” or “intelligence phase” (in the 
military sense of the word), which comprises the investigation of the problem situation that 
demands a decision, and its context; 

the second phase, called “modeling” or “design” phase, focuses on the conception, the 
analysis and the development of different alternative models for action;  

the third phase, which is the “selection” or “choice” phase, deals with the choice of one 
among the alternative models for action; 

the fourth phase is the “evaluation” or “review” phase, during which earlier decisions are 
assessed as part of a heuristic trial-and-error process. 

In general, the four phases follow the sequence defined by Simon, even though in practice, 
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often feedback loops between the phases occur. We will present each of the phases in more 
detail below. 

 
2.1.1. The information and intelligence phase 

 
The information or intelligence phase deals with the existence of the problem itself. In fact, 

a problem is considered as an artifact, constructed by one or several individuals, and not as a 
pre-existing natural object (Pachulski 2001). As a consequence, it is important to discuss the 
conditions that lead to the existence of the problem (Landry 1995) – that which creates the 
necessity to make a decision – before trying to solve it. 

During this phase, the effort should be put in the understanding of the situation that is 
perceived as problematic by the concerned actors. This covers the building of a problem 
representation, the discerning of its boundaries, and the identification of both the context and 
the involved stakeholders that interfere (directly or indirectly) with the problem. This leads to 
a formalization of the “problem space” (Newell 1972). 

This phase is fundamental in the sense that all succeeding phases, the modeling and choice 
phases, depend on a correct problem description and on a problem representation which is 
shared among all participating stakeholders. 

The analysis of the stakeholders in the decision-making process leads to the identification 
of those directly involved. In addition, one has to identify also the stakeholders that may only 
be involved indirectly. For each of these actors, one has to unveil the role, the hierarchical 
level within the organization, the information that it detains and its impact on the final 
decision (Rosenthal 1996). 
2.1.2. The modeling phase 

 
The “modeling” or “design” phase covers the activities that lead to the modeling and the 

structuring of the problem in order to imagine or to project possible solutions. In this respect, a 
number of methodologies and tools may be applied (Roy 1993) of which several are borrowed 
from the domain of Artificial Intelligence (Rosenthal 1996). 

. 
 

2.1.3. The choice phase 
The “selection” and “choice” phase comprises the analysis and treatment of the information 

obtained during the earlier phases. This includes the information that is held by the stakeholders, 
their intentions, their constraints and their knowledge. In the end, the choice for the most 
satisfying solution from among the alternative solutions will be the result of their competence, 
reflecting the limited rationality which has been described by Herbert Simon. 

 
2.1.4. The evaluation and review phase 

 
The “evaluation” and “review” phase, possibly combined with a return to the modeling or the 

formulation of the problem, covers the assessment of the action and the decision process itself. 
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Figure 1 : The decision-making processes adapted from Herbert Simon 
 
With respect to the process defined by Herbert Simon, an additional important aspect, which 

underlies all phases, is the communication and interaction dimension. Communication and 
interaction are required to identify the problem, to develop a model, to apply and exploit the 
selected models, to structure and validate the problem and to evaluate the action. The emphasis 
on communication and interaction means fostering a minimum of shared representation. In this 
respect, one can refer to Tsuchiya’s (Professor, Ph.D., Department of Industrial Management, 
Chiba Institute of Technology; Hiromatsu lab, RCAST. University of Tokyo). concept of 
“commensurability” (The space covered by the individual’s interpretative schemes) (Tsuchiya 
1993). Communication and interaction are essential, and nowadays their potentials have been 
increased through the rise of Information and Communication Techniques (ICT).  

Each phase in itself contains a decision-making process: each level can be decomposed in sub-
levels, which suppose making a choice, and hence, passing through investigation, modeling, 
selection and evaluation. 

It can be seen as a recursive process, referring to one of the principles that describe complexity 
according to Edgar Morin [Morin 1999]. He defines the recursive feedback mechanism as: the 
recursive feedback mechanism moves beyond the ideas of regulation towards self-production 
and self-organization. It is a creative loop in which the products and the effects are 
simultaneously the producers and the causes of those that produce them.  

 
The decision-making process is not necessarily seen as a sequential process: actions can be 

shaped through a process of trial-and-error, which may foster learning and the acquisition of 
new knowledge. The entry point may be one of the process phases leading towards a 
decision. 

The investigation phase, being the first phase in Simon’s decision-making process, is 
primordial. The relevance of the entire process depends on this phase. It leads to the 
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“potential actions”, which are part of the decision support approach based on the 
methodology proposed by Roy [Roy 1983], who addresses in particular four types of 
reference problems. The “potential action” concept as well as the four reference problems 
will be presented briefly in the following paragraphs. 

2.2. The concept of potential action 

 
In this chapter we will employ several elements from Roy [Roy 2000]. He defines the 

action concept called “potential action” as: “a generic term used to describe the object or the 
referent of a decision... The concept does not include, a priori, ideas on feasibility, or in other 
words, the possible realization of what has been conceived with the action. An action is 
considered as potential, when it may possibly be implemented or simply when it is seen as 
fertile within a decision support context.” According to Roy, “the object of decision may 
vary considerably with respect to the decision-making contexts, which the concept of 
“potential action” should help to clarify.” In other words, the concept of potential action 
clarifies the nature of that what constitutes the decisional problem and formalizes the object 
of the decision, i.e. that which should be taken into consideration to understand the decision. 

The identification and assessment of the knowledge, which would justify an effort of 
capitalization, presume a determination of the object of evaluation. This issue is similar by 
analogy to the decision support problem. 

 

2.3. The problem of referencing 

 
According to Bernard Roy, one can distinguish four types of decision support problems: the 

problem of choice, the problem of selection, the problem of ranking, and the problem of 
description. 

The problem of choice takes a central position with respect to the identification of 
knowledge within the context of a particular capitalization effort. It calls for a decision 
support approach, which first leads to the identification of potential actions and next to the 
assessment of those actions that may be liable for capitalization. 

Decision support aims at “the construction, settling and sharing of convictions”. However, 
it does not offer an approach for identifying potential actions. The GAMETH framework, 
which we will present underneath, builds on these observations. It can be seen as a decision 
support tool, which can be applied in the “investigation” (intelligence) phase of a decision-
making process in order to identify potential actions with respect to the choice problem 
concerning the capitalization of knowledge. 

3. The GAMETH® Framework 

The knowledge capitalization issue within an organization comprises a set of recurrent 
problems to which the organization has always been confronted. 

Several problems co-exist. They have been organized in five facets as described by 
(Grundstein 2004). Each of these facets contains sub-processes, which are destined to 
contribute a solution to the set of overall problems. The GAMETH framework responds to 
the facet “identification” of the problem (cf. figure 2). 
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Figure 2: Positioning GAMETH® 
 
 

The GAMETH framework is one of the results of the CORPUS project initiated and led from 
1991 to 1995 into the Framatome Group. The scope of CORPUS was to elaborate a set of 
concepts, methods and tools aimed at contributing to capitalizing on company’s knowledge 
assets. At the beginning, CORPUS deliverable was a complementary approach to manage 
the advisability phase of an information project with the aim of integrating knowledge 
capitalization functionalities into the specifications. As an example, for a quotation 
improvement project, this approach leads to highlighting a problem that we had decided 
to call "knowledge traceability", which is a generic problem based on the following needs : 
the need to refer to earlier facts, the need to refer to analogous cases, the need to ask 
questions about earlier choices, and the need to rely on experience feedback. Beyond a 
system that helps to prepare quotations, the solution implemented the functionality necessary 
for “knowledge traceability”.  This functionality responded to the problematic of capitalizing 
on company’s knowledge assets defined above. Later on, we have considered that this 
approach could be generalized and, since 1997, it has been consolidated as a Global Analysis 
Methodology, the so-called GAMETH Framework. 

 
As such, the GAMETH framework (Grundstein 2000a) provides the elements that lead to 

the identification of the problems, the clarification of the needs for knowledge, the 
identification, localization, specification and value-based assessment of this knowledge and 
to the determination of “crucial knowledge”, that is: 
Knowledge, that supplies essential resources to the conception of products and new services,  
that contributes to the added value and to the performances of the functional and operational 
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processes of the firm, and that is the essential factor to maintain and improve its competitive 
position.  
- That knowledge is vulnerable, i.e.: rare, specific and unique, imperfectly diffused, non- 

substitutable, difficult to pass down.  
- The cost to develop or purchase that knowledge is very high and the period of time 

required getting it is long. 
- The possible loss of that knowledge can cause an unacceptable risk for the strategy and 

life durability of the firm, by weakening its core competencies, endangering the 
performances of its business units and reducing its market share. 

- Knowledge can be tacit (embodied by a person), or explicit (incorporated into a 
document). 

 
As a consequence, it is possible to conceive and justify knowledge management initiatives 

in order to improve the decision-making processes and the performance of the essential 
processes that constitute the core of the organization. The resulting approach enables to 
answer the following questions: Has the problem been stated correctly? Are the objectives 
clearly defined? Which knowledge should we capitalize? Who owns this knowledge? Where? 
In what format? Who uses it? When? How? What are the related issues and risks? 

Following, we will state the postulates on which GAMETH has been conceived. After 
that, we will describe briefly the main principles and characteristics of the approach. 

 

3.1. The postulates 

The GAMETH framework has been built on the following three postulates: 
3.1.1. Postulate 1. Within a company, there exist two main knowledge categories  

 
Within a company, knowledge consists of, on the one hand, explicit knowledge comprising 

all tangible elements and, on the other hand, tacit knowledge, which comprises intangible 
knowledge. The tangible elements take the shape of formalized knowledge in a physical 
format (databases, procedures, plans, models, algorithms, analysis and synthesis documents) 
or are embedded in automated management systems, conception and production systems and 
in products. The intangible elements are inherent to the individuals who bear them, either as 
collective knowledge (the “routines” – non-written individual or collective action procedures1 
(Nelson 1982) or personal knowledge (skills, crafts, “job secrets”, historical and contextual 
knowledge, environmental knowledge – clients, competitors, technologies, socio-economic 
factors). Hence, knowledge within a business organization comprises two main categories: 
formalized and explicit knowledge, which can be called “business know-how”, and the 
individual and collective tacit knowledge, which can be called the “business skills”, and 
which can either be made explicit or not (cf. table 1). 

 
 
 

                                                 
1 Regular and predictable behavioral patterns.  
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Table 1. Company Knowledge (Grundstein, 2003) 
 

3.1.2. Postulat 2 : Knowledge is not an object 
 
Knowledge cannot be treated as an object. It is the result of the encounter of data and a 

subject and it is processed within the interpretative scheme of the subject’s memory. This 
postulate is based on the theories developed by Tsuchiya, who deals with the construction of 
tacit individual knowledge (Tsuchiya 1993). According to his research, the tacit knowledge 
which resides within our brain, is the result of the meaning we attribute – through our 
interpretative schemes – to the data that we perceive as part of the information that we 
receive. This individual knowledge is tacit and it can or cannot be expressed. It becomes 
collective knowledge as soon as it is shared by other individuals, whose interpretative 
schemes are “commensurable”. That is, these schemes enable a minimal level of 
interpretation, which is shared by all members of the organization. 

The idea that this knowledge cannot be made objective results from the paradox that, as 
soon as we deal with technical knowledge (descriptive knowledge, normative or prescriptive 
knowledge dealing with material or immaterial objects) or with scientific knowledge, having 
a universal nature and a truth-value, this knowledge is often confused with the media that 
enable their distribution. In reality, these media, i.e. material or dematerialized (electronic) 
documents, only contain the informational sources of knowledge (Grundstein 2001) for 
people who are capable to interpret it, based on their profession, their domain of research or 
interest, their beliefs and their culture. The concept of “commensurability” enables to solve 
this paradox. For example, we can consider that, in the case that the commensurability of the 
interpretative schemes is important, the knowledge that is presented through documents and 
other media has been objectified, that is, being made independent of the individual. 

 
3.1.3. Postulat 3 : Knowledge is linked to action 
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From a business perspective, knowledge is created through action. Knowledge is essential 
for the business’s functioning and is finalized through its actions. Hence, one has to be 
interested in the activities of the actors – decision-makers, engaged in the process contained 
in the company’s mission. This vantage point is included in the use of the concept of 
knowledge, which cannot be detached from the individual placed within the company, his/her 
actions, decisions and relations with the surrounding systems (people and artifacts). 

 

3.2. The guiding principles  

 
GAMETH® offers the main principles with respect to the modeling of the company, the 

knowledge analysis method and the process modeling approach. 
 

3.2.1. The modeling of the company 
 
The modeling is based on the concept of activity as having been defined by Lorino [Lorino 

1992). This leads to a modeling principle in which the company, as conceived by the 
knowledge that it produces, can be represented by the set of activities that make up the 
processes that are part of the company’s mission. 

The activity model, presented in figure 3, has been inspired by the SADT method (Jaulent 
1994). However, there are two differences: first, it distinguishes the transformed data 
material, which is based on this material; second, it includes the notions of produced 
knowledge and used knowledge.  

Each activity is directed by the objective that is to be reached. It transforms material into a 
product. It receives the data required for its well-functioning and supplies the data for the 
functioning of other activities. It consumes financial resources and techniques. The activities 
use and produce specific knowledge (know-how and skills). They are confronted with 
constraints. These constraints can either be external to the activity, being the imposed 
conditions (costs, time, quality, specifications to be respected, technical financial resources, 
human resources, and uncertainties related to delivery and the quality of the input materials), 
or internal, resulting from the limits of the admissible scope of the activity (zone of 
autonomy).  

The activities can lead to malfunctioning, that is, the gap between the expected and the 
obtained results. Malfunctioning is a symptom of either internal sources (directives, 
procedures, processes, particular action logic which may be maladapted to the situation) or 
external sources (inadequate materials, unreliable data, badly adapted resources, and 
insufficient or erroneous knowledge). It can also result from intellectual activities related to 
the production of knowledge, technological activities related to the production process or 
purely administrative activities. 
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Figure 3. Model for the analysis of an activity 
 

3.2.2. The knowledge analysis model 
 
The knowledge analysis model is founded on the so-called “sensitive processes”. A 

sensitive process is a process, which represents the important issues which are collectively 
acknowledged: weaknesses in the process presenting a risk of not being able to meet the cost 
or time objectives, the required quality for the goods or services produced, obstacles that have 
to be passed, challenges that are difficult to reach, goods and services that are strategic assets 
of the company. The determination of sensitive processes is obtained through creativity 
sessions, building on the knowledge that is being held by the responsible persons within the 
intervention domain. The analysis method will be described hereafter. 

The influential problems and constraints can weaken the activities and may even endanger 
the process to which they are supposed to contribute. Therefore, the sensitive processes are 
submitted to a risk assessment. This assessment helps to determine the “critical activities”. 
The consensual identification of these critical activities can be done rapidly through a group 
exercise, which obtains its coherence through the adherence of the actors that contribute to 
the processes and to the process representation. 

The problems related to these activities are called “determining problems”. The relaxation 
of several constraints (E.g. organizational constraints) can lead to a rapid absorption of these 
problems. The identification of the remaining determining problems leads to the 
identification of the knowledge that is required for their resolution. This knowledge can be 
qualified as “crucial knowledge” depending on its actual value. The knowledge analysis 
method leads to the analysis of used and produced knowledge within the same process.  

As such, the GAMETH® framework does not involve a strategic analysis of the business 
objectives. It rather suggests to focus on the analysis of the knowledge that is relevant 
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for the activities that contribute to the well-functioning of the processes in concordance with 
the business missions. Seen from the decision support point of view, the knowledge that is 
revealed through the application of the GAMETH® framework can be integrated with the 
“potential actions” (see paragraph 2.2) for which the decision support is applied, before a 
value assessment is undertaken. This knowledge is referred to as “potential crucial 
knowledge” [Saad 2003a]. 

 
3.2.3. The process modeling approach 

The process modeling approach follows constructivist logic. In order to distinguish 
potential crucial knowledge, the GAMETH® approach builds on the observation that 
processes, formalized through numerous procedures that prescribe action rules and 
operational modes, often differ from how these processes are perceived in reality. 
Additionally, we observe that actors are often well aware of their part of the process, but 
ignorant with respect to the overall process in which this part has to operate. The approach 
consists of the construction of a process representation following from the partial knowledge 
that actors have acquired through the activities that they are supposed to perform. Throughout 
the analysis, the problems encountered provide the possibilities for the identification of 
information and communication relations between actors, not recorded in documents, and the 
identification of the knowledge required for the resolution of these problems. The advantage 
of this constructivist approach is that it stimulates collective engagement, which is primordial 
for a successful outcome of a knowledge management initiative. 

 

3.3. The characteristics of the approach 

 
Based on the earlier mentioned postulates, the GAMETH® framework proposes a 

“problem-oriented” approach, which unrolls independently from any anticipated solution. 
The approach, while concentrating on the mission-oriented processes, links knowledge to 
action (we do not separate the knowledge and the activities that use this knowledge) and 
accounts for the human factor. It follows constructivist logic, which considers that knowledge 
is not a given but constructed through actions. 

The approach consists of three steps: 
The first step, called “project framing” specifies the project context, defines the domain and 

the limits of the intervention and determines the process, which is to be subjected to an in-
depth analysis. It includes: (i) the definition of the domain and specification of the context of 
the undertaking; (ii) the framing of the operational processes, the production processes and 
the organizational entities (operational units, functional services, partners, clients) dealing 
with the production of goods and services; (iii) the modeling of the domain of intervention 
(functional and structural models of the organizational entities, communication network 
model); (iv) the determination of the sensitive processes. 

The second step, called “identification of the potential crucial knowledge”, aims at 
distinguishing the problems that weaken the critical activities, i.e. the activities that might 
endanger the sensitive processes. 

  This step covers: (i) the modeling of the sensitive processes; (ii) the assessment of the 
risks to which the sensitive processes are exposed and the determination of the critical 
activities for these processes; (iii) the identification of the constraints and malfunctioning that 
weigh down on these activities; (iv) the distinguishing of the determining problems; (v) 
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outline the potential crucial knowledge. 
The third step, entitled “Determination of the axes of a knowledge management initiative”, 

is intended to define, localize and characterize the knowledge to be capitalized. It aims at 
answering the question: Who utilizes which knowledge during what phase in the sensitive 
process cycle? It contains: (i) the clarification of the knowledge requirements for the 
resolution of the determining problems; (ii) to localize and to characterize this knowledge; 
(iii) to assess the value of this knowledge and to determine the crucial knowledge; (iv) to 
outline a project for the improvement of the decision-making processes, and of the 
functioning and essential production of the company; (v) to determine the axes of a 
knowledge management initiative. 

4. Applications 

Hereafter we present two applications in different contexts. The first one has been carried out 
within the French Institute of Petroleum (IFP), the second one within the French National 
Centre for Scientific Research (CNRS). 

4.1.  The French Institute of Petroleum (IFP) 

4.1.1 The Context 
The IFP has applied the GAMETH® framework in order to set up a pragmatic approach to 

the capitalization of knowledge within the context of a research and development project. The 
initiative has been taken by the Direction de la qualité (Quality Direction) and was carried 
out as part of a five-month internship within a M.Sc. program (DEA) ending in June 2002. 
The objective of the research was to facilitate the identification of potential crucial 
knowledge through a selection of the documents, which would contain possibly valuable 
future assets as part of the final steps of a project.  

 
4.1.2. The process 

The development of a process representation for the capitalization at the end of a project, 
carried out together with the actors involved in this process, has led to the identification of a 
critical activity: the selection of relevant documents. The analysis of this activity has revealed 
a collection of potential crucial knowledge. 

 
4.1.3. The results 

The results of the approach contain several aspects: (i) a complete graphic model of a 
preliminary draft of the knowledge capitalization process at the completion of an R&D 
project, based on the successive accounts and validations made by the actors of this process; 
(ii) the identification of a critical process; (iii) the identification and localization of potential 
crucial knowledge, especially objectives, selection criteria, and missing documents; and (iv) 
the definition of actions that may lead to an optimization of the process. 

 
4.1.4. The lessons learned 

This application of GAMETH® has shown that the identification of sensitive processes and 
the implementation of a constructivist approach for the representation of these processes 
enable the identification of potential crucial knowledge within a short time-span and without 



  

 
 

  

 
 
 

13

the need for excessive resources. 
The experiment at the IFP has shown the compatibility of the GAMETH® approach with 

the ISO 9004 (December 2000) recommendations. Furthermore, the alignment of the 
knowledge management discourse with the quality management discourse has turned out to 
be a key factor in the success of the project. 

 

4.2. The French National Centre for Scientific Research (CNRS), Engineering Sciences 
Department (SPI)  

4.2.1. The Context 
The SPI department intended to launch a project in order to capitalize its internal 

information as well as the information produced by its attached research departments. The 
GAMETH® approach has been applied during a M.Sc research internship (DEA) ending in 
June 2003. The objective of the study was to facilitate the decision-making process through 
the identification of potential crucial knowledge (both tangible and tacit) required for the 
well-functioning of a sensitive process within the SPI. 

 
4.2.2. The process 

First, an initial general analysis of relevant processes was conducted within the department, 
involving several actors. After that, the CNRS study focused on a specific subject relevant for 
the SPI and the research departments: the recruitment of engineers and technical personnel 
(IT). The main objective was to identify the critical activities and knowledge to be capitalized 
within the process. The study was carried out during six months, at the SPI department and 
within one research department, which acted as a pilot case. During this period, several 
auditing activities have been undertaken (interviews, modeling of the recruitment process, 
brainstorming…). 

 
4.2.3. The results 

The results of the study were: (i) a complete graphical model of the recruitment process, 
based on successive accounts and validations of the actors involved; (ii) the identification of 
critical activities, like the preparation of the selection procedures for the attribution of 
positions, the outlining of employment offers for research department IT personnel; and (iii) 
the identification and localization of SPI relevant potential crucial knowledge. Furthermore, 
the application has led to a reflection on the possible solutions for short-term progress within 
the SPI. 

 
4.2.4. The Lessons learned  

At a methodological level, the GAMETH® approach should be limited to one single process 
and involve at most 10 individual actors in order to be feasible within a six-month period. 
The essential conditions for a successful implementation are: (i) include an initiation phase to 
familiarize the actors with the concepts of knowledge management; (ii) assure the 
involvement of (an important part of) the management, which is normal in any quality 
assessment approach; (iii) make sure that the GAMETH® approach is implemented by a 
researcher familiar with the CNRS. The relevance of the approach is to be found in the fact 
that it tackles the selected process first with respect to the missions to be accomplished 
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(independent of time), then through the responsibilities involved and finally through the 
interfaces that may exist between the activities. The analysis of the results leads to a reasoned 
and shared vision of the process by its actors. This emphasizes also the impact of the process 
being studied at different levels of organizational action. Several problems result in fact from 
the interrelation of processes. 

5. Conclusions 

The GAMETH® framework, as a result of its constructivist approach, offers a means to 
identify “potential crucial knowledge” as a form of decision support, and “knowledge of 
potential interest” with respect to an initiative of knowledge capitalization.  

The case studies have shown the relevance of the GAMETH® framework from a decision 
support point of view: it is a means to facilitate efforts in the “investigation” phase and to 
identify “potential actions”. This leads to the construction of a “problem space”, to the 
identification of stakeholders, and to the clarification of knowledge requirements. In other 
words, it responds to the first facet of the problem of knowledge capitalization within a 
company. This study has put the accent on the required knowledge for “well-defined” 
problems. The involved actors contribute to the clarification of the problem and the 
elaboration of the solution. The approach crystallizes a learning process marked by the 
engagement of the stakeholders to learn together to articulate the problems and to develop the 
solutions. In this way, the approach acts as a catalyst of change.   
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