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ABSTRACT

With the increase in more service-oriented industries in the current economy,
companies are having to reassess their assets in order to overcome competition. The

lifestyles of people have become more fast-paced and along with the effects of
globalisation, companies need to be able to adapt quickly to the ever-changing
nature of consumer demands. Traditional material assets are no longer the only
things that could be considered of value within the organisation. The skills,
expertise and knowledge of the employees within the company could also be
considered an asset that should be utilised efficiently to generate more income for
the company. Furthermore, the advances in technology have created a society
where information is utilised and modified at a rapid pace. Therefore, organisations
need to be aware of the knowledge that is within the company and utilise it

efficiently to create services and products that would be attractive to the buying

market.

In the interest of knowledge and its value within organisations, this research
studies the capability of the organisation to manage the knowledge of their
employees within the context of Knowledge Management (KM) processes. The
research aims to discover how organisations identify the necessary knowledge
required within the company and encourage their staff to become more

knowledgeable. Moreover, this study includes questioning the extent to which

companies have implemented KM strategies within the organisation that would
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assist them in the management of employee knowledge. Furthermore, the thesis
aims to study how knowledge 1s retained and disseminated within the organisation.
Lastly, the Human Resource support systems that would assist in the management

of knowledge within the company are also studied.

The rescarch takes place within four different companies from four separate
industries, namely the pharmaceutical, architecture, telecommunications and the oil
and gas industries. The study is conducted using the qualitative multiple case-study
method where key members within the chosen organisations are interviewed. It is
discovered that although all the companies involved in the research are aware of the
importance of their employees® knowledge and that they would like to manage it
more efficiently, the organisations have not implemented any formal KM strategy.
However, the companies have a variety of other policies and procedures that, when
combined, could help the company to manage the knowledge base within the
organisation. In addition, the findings of the study raise the issue of utilising
support systems such as training and rewards as a means for encouraging
employees to remain within the company as well as to contribute to the collective

knowledge of the organisation.
In conclusion, this research discovers possible points of interest regarding the

issues relating to the KM process that should be taken into consideration when

planning a KM strategy within an organisation.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1. Introduction

For thousands of years, manual skills have been the primary source of
productivity in human society. Most manual skills are learned on the job through
apprenticeships and while artisans practised their craft, there are only a handful of
elite people that acquire knowledge through formal education. However, the
industrial revolution in the eighteenth century laid the foundation of the
transformation of the economy from agriculture to industry and with it, not only did
living standards rise, but also the location of life changed from rural communities to
metropolitan cities. This also changed the nature of the manual skills required to do
the work and mechanisation of tasks led to the rise of the manufacturing sector.
Whittington (1993) mentions that, “the challenge for the early capitalists was how
to break the grip of skilled craft-workers over traditional production. Organised
into highly secretive guilds, literally called ‘mysteries’, these craft workers were
able to control the pace, organisation and quality of their work, immune from the
intervention of outsider capitalists. Their control was based on both their exclusive
knowledge of the necessary processes and their ownership of the tools of
production” (p.84). Early in the twentieth century, employers began to realise and
actively discuss the need to retain worker-embodied knowledge. Although such
knowledge is not directly controllable by the organisation, it is effectively stabilised

through development of the long-term employment relationship (Jacques, 2000).



The scientific revolution of the past century has resulted in the systematisation of
change itself from isolated and independent inventors such as Thomas Edison to

huge research laboratonies (Stiglitz, 1999).

In this day and age, globalisation has been playing a large part in the accelerated
pace of technological innovation that has made information a key ingredient in the
success of organisations. It has been said that business strategies are changing from
time to time. What is once the latest trend in strategic management i1s now an
obsolete factor of the past. Many scholars argue that we are now living in a post-
industrial, information or knowledge economy, therefore among the most important
assets that organisations must have to survive in the recent changes are information
and knowledge. As mentioned by Barley (1996, p. 17), “future prosperity is likely
to hinge on the use of scientific and technical knowledge, the management of
information and the provision of services. The future will depend more on brains
than brawn”. This is further supported by Drucker, (1993) who suggests that “the
traditional ‘factors of production’ — land, labour and capital — have not
disappeared, but they have become secondary. They can be obtained, and obtained
easily, provided there is knowledge. And knowledge in this new sense means
knowledge as a utility, knowledge as the means to obtain social and economic

results...knowledge is now being applied to knowledge” (p. 42). Firms are
hamessing knowledge as their primary source of growth, offering services that

utilises knowledge as their main commodity. With the onset of new life-styles

among the general public where convenience is the main-stay of working life, firms




that can offer services in demand are gaining a strong foothold in the economic
ladder. Thus, gradually, economies are shifting from the manufacturing sector to the
service-orniented sector. Firms are being valued more for their customer services,
future products as well as the intellectual assets of the employees rather than just
their physical assets. According to Jacques (2000), the effect of knowledge on
capital 1s replacing the effect of capital on production as the focal point of analysis.
Furthermore, with the onset of globalisation, work is also becoming less limited by
distance and international boundaries. For example, certain call-centres of UK
companies could be based as far away as India due to cheaper labour for the same

knowledge.

However, has the knowledge society really ammved in the past couple of decades?
The ways in which we work, play, learn and live are changing and global access to
knowledge and information is a big part of these changes. The speed at which an
organisation acquires knowledge and put it to good effect 1s now a key aspect of
competitive advantage (ICL, 2000). Due to the economic changes that are occurring
recently, companies have to strive hard in order to survive in this highly
competitive situation. Organisations need to manage knowledge more effectively in
order to meet their customer requirements more efficiently. This is true both in
emerging markets and developed economies alike. Successful companies in the
twenty-first century will have to identify, define and implement knowledge

management solutions in business and as quickly as possible. It has been stated that

competitive performance is linked to a firm’s ability to adapt to major changes in



the environment and thus implicating its level of learning. Furthermore,
organisations have to adapt faster and faster or else they will be naturally weeded

out in the economic evolutionary process (Harrison and Leitch, 2000). Senge
(1990) believes that in the future there will only be two kinds of companies; failures
which die suddenly or slowly and learning organisations which have the ability to
learn and react more quickly to a fluid market than their competitors. Innovation is
now a crucial aspect of company strategies. However, industrialisation required
new ‘disciplinary’ technologies for capitalising knowledge. Ii dramatically and
painfully altered relationships between owners and workers as it ‘manufactured’ the
employee and the manager (Jacques, 1996). But how seriously are these statements

taken into consideration when organisations need to change their management

systems?

The traditional management theory since the time Fredenck Taylor undertook his

famous studies of factory workers in the nineteenth century has been that there is a
best and right way to do anything in order to achieve a standard result. Therefore,
management’s traditional goal is to maximise efficiency and minimise uncertainty.

However, in the new information age, the concept of one single best way to manage
people can be a disadvantage to the individuals working in the company as well as
the organisation as a whole. Creativity as well as adaptability is crucial for the
survival of the organisation and therefore, management styles need to change in

order to recognise the growing need to manage knowledge workers differently from

normal traditional scientific management practices. This would help to maximise




the potential of the knowledge workers of the organisation in order to increase their

productivity and output of skills and intellectual capability.

Fast economies generate wealth faster than slow ones. Implicit in fast economies
rs the ready availability of knowledge and information as well as the free flow of
ideas. Therefore, organisations are pressured into creating or acquiring new
knowledge more than ever before. The managers of today are hard-pressed to adopt
new management strategies that will provide the necessary processes to enable and
support their knowledge workers. In doing so, the managers will be able to embrace
uncertainty and complexity within the workplace and optimise the value of
knowledge within the organisation that will make the company flexible with the
changing environments and thus remain competitive in the market. It 1s often said,
half jokingly, that the best ideas in the organisations come from conversations
around the photocopier or the coffee machine. That is where people can socialise
casually and exchange information and experiences and where they learn what 1s
going on in the rest of the company (Condon, 1999). The concept of networking
could therefore, be used beyond trying to gain contacts but actually utilised as a
means for sharing information. This study researches on whether the companies
manage the knowledge that can be retrieved from the employees since the
employees of the organisations are the ones creating the new knowledge and

generating the new ideas as well as what programmes or system they implement in

order to achieve this goal.




In order for the organisations to function as a team, there is therefore, a vital need
to promote the creation and sharing of knowledge. Are the organisations aware of
what tvpe or kind of knowledge 1s required by the company? Different companies
need different types of knowledge. And it is important that the employers are aware
of the kind of knowiedge their employees are capable of producing. Therefore,
efhicient KM 1s needed to differentiate and utilise the most of the knowledge
available to the organmisation. Furthermore, KM is also about people whose assets
are the knowledge that they have in their heads. Many organisations claim that their
workers are the most important asset within their organisation but how true is this
statement? It 1s conceded that more and more firms are recognising the importance
of their people but are they utilising their abilities to the optimum level? This

rescarch looks at whether the companies are able to identify their supply of
knowledge among the employees and develop a viable management strategy to deal
with the inherent knowledge. At the same time, is the business strategy of the

organisation closely aligned with the knowledge available 1n the organisation?

In order to accommodate the growing number of knowledge work, more
knowledgeable employees (whom Drucker has coined the phrase ‘knowledge
workers’) will be on the increase. Furthermore, the change in the organisational
work available these days will mean a change in the structure as well as the location
of the emplovees themselves. In organisational terms, the shift towards a
knowledge-based economy 1is said to be typified by flatter structures,

debureaucratisation and ‘virtual’ or networked forms of organisation which moves



away from the top-down hierarchical structures. These technological and
organisational changes are closely intertwined, with new organisational forms both
reﬂectiﬁg and advancing the use of new imformation technologies such as
‘groupware’, networks of semi-autonomous teams and intranet applications
(Stiglitz, 1990; Newell et. al., 2001; Scarbrough and Swan, 2001). As networks are
of a loose kind, they are difficult to manage in the strict sense of this word.
Moreover, the old vertical division of labour will be replaced by horizontal co-
ordination. This i1s driven by the nature of knowledge work itself, which is
essentially concerned with problem solving, problem identifying and strategic
brokering between two processes. Co-ordination can be based on collaboration
between technical and professional groups who retain authority over their own
work. Indeed as quoted in Warhurst and Thompson (1998), knowledge workers,
working for their own interest rather than that of the company are “less inclined to

think of themselves as loyal soldiers and more inclined to think of themselves as

sought-after faculty members” (Hamel and Prahalad, 1996, p. 238). Furthermore,

with the diffusion of information and resources, and control of knowledge workers

by the managers require a form of management that i1s “more collegial than
supervisory, shar[ing] information, delegat[ing] responsibility and encouragfing]
upward and horizontal communication” (Despres and Hiltrop, 1995, p.19). Such
horizontal co-ordination is said to be replicated at lower levels through the
increased use of teamworking to involve workers in problem solving and

continuous improvement. Frenkel et. al. (1995, p. 786) notes that “the trend away

Jfrom routine work towards more creative, information and people-focused



activity...leads management to cede more control over the work process 10

employees and requires management to ensure reciprocated trust”.

People who are flexible, can adapt quickly to changing environments and can
take the initiative to utilise knowledge are therefc;rc becoming more m demand by
organisations. The companies are realising that knowledge workers do not just
manipulate knowledge; they acquire, modify and create knowledge that could be
beneficial to the organisation. Furthermore, the companies are recognising the need
to manage their knowledge workers® ability, knowledge and skills in order to
remain competitive. This need to manage their employees gives rise to a new
management strategy or a KM strategy within organisations. Effective
implementation of KM processes could help to maximise the intellectual asset of

the company, as the knowledge within the employees has become its most valuable

asset.

There are many questions that arise from the concept of knowledge work and

knowledge workers. What are knowledge workers? What sort of work do they do
that differentiates them from other workers? What do organisations need to do in
order to manage knowledge workers properly and utilise their skills? Therefore, the
rationale for the study of this particular area in KM is to discover whether or not a
real knowledge society exists as mentioned in the literature available and if so,

whether the full potential of the employees are being utilised by the organisations.




1.2. Research Objectives

The focus of this research is to discover the process and issues relating to the
implementation of a KM strategy within an organisation. This research will be
designed to achieve the following objectives:

1. To study how knowledge in an organisation is identified, whether and how the
company encourages their employees to become more knowledgeable in their
workplace.

2. To i1dentify KM processes within the organisation and to what level or extent
the processes are being implemented throughout the organisation and the issues
surrounding the implementation.

3. To identify how knowledge within the organisation is retained and shared.

4. To identify the nature and effectiveness of support systems organisations use to
manage the knowledge of the employees within the company, for example, in

terms of training or pay schemes.

There are a variety of sectors where the employees could be referred to as
‘knowledge workers’, meaning employees who possess specialised knowledge of
the work they are currently doing (Drucker, 1980). However, since there 1s a wide
range of sectors, the knowledge needed for these sectors are also just as varied.
There are sectors that require a more creative blend of knowledge where more
design and creativity is called for by the professionals working in the company, for

example; advertising firms, car designers and architects. On the other hand, there




are others that require a more scientific type of knowledge such as hospitals and
pharmaceutical companies that utilises more scientific research, which has a need
for specified knowledge in scientific fields as well as professionals from a scientific
background. Furthermore, there are also companies that are more technologically
based where information technology, engineering or technology in general play a
large role in the services or products the organisation in question produces. This
research intends to look at a comparison between the creative, technological and
scientific types of knowledge management within four separate sectors of industry
i.e. architecture, telecommunications, pharmaceutical and o1l and gas. These
industries are chosen because they each utilise different types of knowledge in
different business contexts. The architecture industry would utilise more creative
knowledge as compared to the oil and gas industry that would focus more on
technological knowledge. Moreover, the pharmaceutical industry would require
more proficiency in scientific knowledge compared to the telecommunication
industry that could utilise a combination of both creative and technological
knowledge. Therefore, a mixture of industries is chosen to discover any vanations
in the way organisations manage the knowledge of their employees depending on

the type of knowledge required.

10




1.3. Overview of Chapters

In the following chapter, the Literature Review chapter, this research will present
the many views and definitions proposed by various scholars regarding the issues
surrounding the topic of knowledge, the knowledge economy, knowledge work and
knowledge workers. These debates will be presented based on a framework by
Jacques (2000) that provides a guideline that would help present the discussions in
a more systematic manner due to the vastness of the literature available on the
subject of knowledge and the many elements that are involved. In Chapter Three,
the Knowledge Management chapter, the various aspects related to KM, namely the
definition of KM and an overview of the KM process would be presented. In
addition, the issues relating to the concept of knowledge shanng within the
organisation would be discussed. Furthermore, the link between KM and
Information Technology (IT) as well as types of Knowledge Management Systems
(KMS) available will also be described. It is hoped that this chapter would explain

further the understanding of the subject matter of KM as well as the issues

surrounding the implementation of the KM strategy.

In the following chapter, the Research Methodology undertaken by this research
will be described. The way the topic is chosen as well as the key themes of the

literature review that leads to the research questions of the thesis will also be

presented. This chapter will further explain the different research methods available

i.e. the quantitative and the qualitative methods available as well as the chosen

11



methods used for the research. Furthermore, the benefits and limitations of the
quantitative research method versus the qualitative research method are also
discussed. In addition, the benefits of conducting interviews and multiple-case
studies as well as a description of the subjects that are chosen for the research are
also descnbed. Lastly, the Research Methodology chapter will also describe the
various steps taken in conducting the data collection and the data analysis of the
study. The Background to the Industry chapter will attempt to describe the
transition of the UK economy from the industrial era to the knowledge-based
society. Furthermore, a description of the companies that took part in the research
would be presented while touching upon the development of the industry of the four
companies that showed the current competitive situation of the market. This chapter
will show how the industry has developed in recent years that required the need for
efficient KM within their organisations. It is hoped that this explanation will further

support the rationale of this research.

In the Results chapter, the analyses of the data collected during the research will
be presented. As the research is conducted through interviews and looking at four

different industries, the subjects will be presented as case studies. This chapter will

touch upon four main categories, namely the Identification of Knowledge, the KM

process, the Retention and Dissemination of knowledge and finally the Human
Resource (HR) support systems within the organisation. The focus of this chapter 1s

to discover whether the companies implemented any KM policies and procedures

that assisted in the management, encouragement and motivation of employees to

12



acquire, retain, utilise and share knowledge within the organisation. The next
chapter, the Discussion chapter, will present an analysis regarding the similarities
and differences found between the four organisations that took part in this research.
The discussion will be based on findings in the Results chapter that will be
compared with information presented in the Literature Review chapter, the
Knowledge Management chapter and the Background to the Industry chapters. This
chapter will present its discussions following the same topic headings as the Results
chapter in order to present a more coherent analysis of the results discovered during

this research.

Finally, the Conclusions and Recommendations chapter will present the key

findings as well as the contributions to research of this thesis based on the research
objectives and the research questions of this study. Furthermore, a reflection on the
limitations of this research as well as recommendations on future rescarch in the

area of KM will also be stated. Therefore, through these chapters, the research
process undertaken on the subject of knowledge and KM, the results found
regarding the issues surrounding the implementation of KM within organisations as

well as the discussions on the results will be presented.

13



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

After conducting a literature review, there seemed to be many definitions and
classificanons of knowledge and the elements related to it by various authors. Due
to the vast number of articles available on the topic of knowledge, the different
objects relating to the concept of knowledge i.e. knowledge work and knowledge
workers, are often wM. This confusion could lead to a difficulty in presenting
the various arguments regarding the issues surrounding knowledge in a systematic
manner. Therefore, it 1s decided that the review of the literature be presented with
the help of a framework proposed in an article by Jacques (2000). The use of
Jacques’ framework would help to interrogate further conflicting and similar traits
found in the literature review concerning knowledge. According to Jacques (2000)

four main obyects of investigation are produced:

o The knowledge worker: Individuals who presumably differ in their relationships
to employing organisations from the traditional characters of management
inquiry: the generic employee and the manager.

e Knowledge work: As an intersubjective phenomenon this 1s not simply the work
that knowledge workers do. Knowledge work may be an element of work done

by those not defined as knowledge workers and vice versa.

14



o The knowledge organisation: Organisations whose competitive advantage is
lodged more cntically in forms of knowledge than in forms of capital and
labour.

o The knowledge econom(yries): Socio-political entities whose most critical
economic factor is related to knowledge rather than to land, labour or (working)

capital.

However, Jacques believes that there 1s a fifth element of enquiry that needs to be

the prerequisite for the four above:

o Knowledge as a ‘root metaphor’ for understanding work: Understanding of
emergent phenomena in post-industrial systems of production requires that we
treat knowledge as a metaphor for understanding work, rather than as a mere

element of the work relationship.

Each of the objects of investigation presented by Jacques would help to classify
the different elements relating to knowledge. Assisted by Jacques’ classification,
this chapter would be able to cover the literature review available on the topic of
knowledge in a more orderly manner. Furthermore, Jacques’ article presents a
viable framework to describe the literature review that reformulates some areas that
still need to be identified. Therefore, this chapter will first of all present the concept

of the knowledge as a root metaphor followed by the rise of the knowledge

15



economy. The discussion related to knowledge work as well as knowledge workers

will also be presented.

On the concept of the knowledge organisation, although Jacques’ article focuses

mostly on the aspect of value within an orgamisation, Jacques also discusses the
aspect of managenal processes that deals with the monrtonng and management of
knowledge workers within the organisation. Jacques mentions the subject of
knowledge as an entity that could be “accumulated, stored, leveraged, applied and

contested within the structures of managerial organising and labour relations’
(2000, p. 208). Although Jacques (2000) does not state the term ‘knowledge
management’ explicitly, he believes that creating value within an organisation
could be achieved through changing and manipulating knowledge. Jacques’ article
does not dwell further into the issue of KM and therefore a research focusing on the
concept of KM and its elements is needed. In this situation, Jacques’ framework
would be beneficial as a link to discuss the gaps within the topic of KM and the
issues surrounding it. Due to the large nature of articles outlining the discussions

relating to KM, the review of literature on that subject will be presented in the

following chapter.
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2.2. Knowledge as a Root Metaphor

What 1s knowledge? According to the Oxford Dictionary (1997), knowledge 1s
defined as “(i) awareness, familiarity; (ii) person’s range of information,
understanding (of subject); (iii) information; (iv) sum of what is known” (pg. 419).
It is the second definition that this research is mainly focused on that is the person’s
range of information or understanding of a particular subject, especially within the
context of an organisation. According to Brown and Woodland (1999), knowledge
is both a means and an end. As a means, it is information that can be used to secure
something as tangible as raw material or as abstract as job satisfaction. However, as
an end, it is valued as understanding or used for contemplation or reflection. Brown
and Woodland state that knowing could be seen as the possession of knowledge,
learning as the process of acquiring knowledge and teaching as the process of
disseminating knowledge (1999). Furthermore, they write that knowledge is a
prerequisite for the development of managerial capacities such as judgement,
intuition and acumen. They propose that this is the kind of knowledge that is
needed in order to undertake self-assessment, effective learning and development
requires openness, a sharing of views about individual and group performance, as
well as flexibility. It has been said that the reality of work dictates that we rarely
learn in isolation. Self-development, even of the most practical of skill-based
competencies, indicates a degree of co-operation and supportiveness among

colleagues (Brown and Woodland, 1999).
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Blacker (1993) suggests that there are a number of definitions of knowledge
varying from socially constructed, often tacit, material and resilient to acquired
through participation within communities of practice. These definitions of
knowledge emphasise the intricacy of tacit skills and the importance of ‘doing’ as
well as of ‘deciding’, the significance of culturally provided divisions for individual
thought, the social processes through which concepts and actions are discussed, and
the creative ways 1n which people use even the most abstract plans and

representations (Blackler, 1993). In addition, Bertels and Savage (1999) and Truch

(2001) mention that knowledge consists of people’s skills, competencies, ideas, and
intuitions along with the full utilisation of information and data. Knowledge is
therefore presumed to be the key to understanding society as well as the
technological developments taking place within 1t (Augier and Vendelo, 1999).
Kreiner (1992, p. 62) adds complexity by stating that “knowledge is a transient type
of resource, as its relevance and credibility are time and context dependent. We
cannot regard knowledge as something that we once and for all have collected and
constructed. Knowledge must constantly be reproduced through execution”.
Therefore the knowledge possessed by a firm is a dynamic entity that alters over

time as new knowledge 1s added and knowledge not in use fades (Kreiner, 1992).

However, Sbarcea (2001) explains knowledge as a free-moving entity that has an
active social life that 1s always changing and in a constant state of flux whereby

knowledge flows between and across organisational boundaries. Furthermore,

“knowledge requires space in which dialogue can take place; where shared
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meaning and metaphorical frameworks can be constructed; and above all it needs
the support and encouragement of human relationships and contextual richness.
(Sbarcea, 2001). Therefore, according to Sbarcea (2001), knowledge flows and
transfers through personal relationships over time. In its simplest version,
knowledge can be drawn as a line, a continuum from individual-based to corporate-
wide knowledge. On the other hand, Brailsford (2001) tries to explain knowledge
not as an entity but by using the metaphor of light that can manifest itself both as a
wave and a particle. Brailsford states that like light, knowledge can be considered in
two perspectives; as an “objective” and “process” perspectives. Both these
perspectives are equally important in a way that the perspectives can lead you in
different directions while attempting to make use of and improve knowledge
sharing. Brailsford presents that even though the ‘object’ perspective prescribes
knowledge as a tangible thing that can be captured and stored, it is the “process”
perspective that shapes the idea on knowledge sharing, networking and learning
(2001). An interesting statement by Augier and Vendelo (1999) is that knowledge is
a non-consumable resource; it is possible to use knowledge without using it up.
Thus, the more knowledge 1s used, the more there is of it (Augier and Vendelo,
1999). Therefore, the articles suggest that organisations can acquire, create, store

and maintain, and export knowledge as a product.

A certain aspect that we have to consider in relation to knowledge is the link

between knowledge and information. There has always been an underlying

confusion between knowledge and information especially through the change in the
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economy from industrial to technical to the new knowledge economy. According to
a survey by the Delphi Group, “58% of the useful knowledge of an enterprise is
recorded information (documents and databases) and 42% resides in the

employees’ brains” (Hickens, 2000, p.100). But what is the difference between

knowledge and information? As stated earlier, knowledge is a mix of expenences,
values and insight which provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating
new experniences. In comparison, Sindell (2001) defines information as a flow of
messages from which individual knowledge 1s created based upon the beliefs and
values of the employee. Mullin (2001) further adds that information comes in
various forms such as memos, laboratory notes and electronic mailing systems (e-
mails) whereby i1deas contained in these seemingly unimportant documents can
sometimes provide vital information to future projects and researches. Galup et. al.
(2002) also mention that information is organised data that is presented in context
and this data becomes information when its creator adds meaning or value. Which
means that knowledge 1s information in context along with an understanding of how
to use this information. However, information should not be mistaken for
knowledge as knowledge is not stored within the organisation. It is information that
is stored within the company files and manuals. Knowledge on the other hand uses
the information available and creates new experiences or ideas and the process of

this knowledge is what is attracting the researchers to try and codify it. This means
that, “knowledge walks out the door when the employee does™ (Sbarcea, 2001).

Therefore, plainly speaking, information are memos or data that is stored within the

20



organisation but knowledge of the employees help to understand what to do with

the information stored.

Another terminology that can be associated with knowledge is learning. Jones
and Hendry (1994) make a distinction between ‘organisational learning’ and the
‘learning organisation’. The former emphasising “HRM, training, knowledge and
skills acquisition” (Jones and Hendry, 1994, p. 154) while the latter links to the
expansion and development of organisational capability; the tacit, experiential
learning that often goes on unnoticed in organisations (McHugh et al.,, 1998).
Today, the importance of learning may indicate a comparable watershed. Unlike
knowledge, which 1s now easily capitalised, learning is the property of the worker
of the workgroup until it is applied. Once applied, i1t becomes knowledge and can be
capitalised. But if every situation is unique, it is the learning and not the knowledge
that is the primary source of value. Jacques (2000) states that as the shelf life of an

item of knowledge approaches zero, knowledge ceases to be power; the ability to

change knowledge, to learn, becomes the source of power.

Furthermore, expertise is also often associated with knowledge. Starbuck (1992)

presents the idea of knowledge as a stock of expertise rather than a flow of

information. However, Scarbrough (1996) states that it is the expertise of the
employees and not necessarily the knowledge of the employees that are more

valuable to the organisation. Expertise 1s needed to control the management of

knowledge in an organisation due to the challenging competition between
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organisations. Therefore, according to Scarbrough (1996), the knowledge of an
employee 1s not enough but the expertise of the employee is necessary to make the
company more competitive. Moreover, expertise is not a thing to be possessed but a
form of work that creates value through knowledge and which, therefore,
commands a price in the marketplace. On the other hand, Fincham et. al. (1994)
mention that the management of expertise is vital in the effectiveness of an
organisation. However, they also state that firms cannot simply acquire new types
of expertise; they must identify and combine the knowledge appropriate for
diagnosing and solving the problems that confront them. Furthermore, by
identifying the necessary expertise in advance gives the organisation an option to
hire employees with the desired knowledge and abilities (Buhler, 2001). Therefore,
. the process of 1dentifying the knowledge is an important part of the management of
knowledge within an organisation. On the other hand, Senge in his book ‘The Fifth
Discipline’ (1990) focuses mainly on ‘systems thinking’ which he states is a
conceptual framework, a Body of knowledge and tools that make us understand
what is happening within an organisation. Senge says that everything is connected
to one another in some sort of a link and that in order to see what is wrong with
something, one has to look at the whole picture. Besides ‘systems thinking’, Senge
mentions four other disciplines that help make a more effective organisation which
are ‘personal mastery’, ‘mental models’, ‘building shared visions’ and ‘team
learning’ (1990). However, Senge seems to present a pleasant picture of an

organisation where, with little effort from everyone’s part, the organisation can be a
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tremendous success where in fact, it can be very difficult to have one organisation

that can follow all the five disciplines Senge states.

The debates about knowledge as a root metaphor for understanding knowledge
work lead 10 the discovery that despite the confusion between knowledge and
information, many artickes discuss about the definition and classification of
knowledge 1n the context of the work being done as well as the organisation. In
order to understand the concept of knowledge at work, the situation of the rise of
the knowledge economy that brought about the need for knowledge work 1is

presented. This leads to the next section of the literature review that presents the

discussions related to the nature of the knowledge economy.

2.3. The Knowledge Economy

Through history, we can see that knowledge has played various roles within
organisations. Castells (1989) suggests that knowledge 1s used to organise the
mobilisation of greater quantities of labour and means of production durning the pre-
industrial modes of development. Furthermore, in the industnal mode of
development, knowledge 1s used to provide new sources of energy and to
reorganise production accordingly. However, in the informational mode of

development, it has been suggested that knowledge mobilises the generation of new

knowledge as the key source of productivity through its impact on other elements of



the production process and on their relationships. Today, this is especially true in
high-tech industries, such as biotechnology and information technology, where
individuals and organisations continue to discover new technological potentials and
develop new ideas for application of the technology, which enters and destroys
existing landscapes by processes of “crearive aestrucrion” (Schumpeter, 1975).
This is agreed by Stiglitz (1999) who says that knowledge and information is being
produced today like cars and steel are being produced a hundred years ago. Stiglitz
continues further to mention that those, like Bill Gates, who know how to produce
knowledge and information better than others reap the rewards, just as those who
knew how to produce cars and steel a hundred vears ago became magnates of that
era (1999). Moreover, Mckinlay (2002) states that drawing on employees’ practical
experience, regarding the workforce as an asset to be developed and realised
remains a central concern of corporate management. Therefore, besides the
development of new technology and new business strategies, these articles suggest

that knowledge is becoming increasingly important within an organisation.

Due to the changes in the economy in the present moment, the concept of
‘commodity’ has also changed. Stiglitz (1999) mentions that knowledge and

information vary from other commeodities in a number of ways, which result in

markets for knowledge and information differing markedly from markets for other
commodities. For example, each piece of information is different from every other
piece of information; “intrinsically, information cannot satisfy the essential

property of homogeneity that characterises competitive markets™ (Stiglitz, 1999).
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Augier and Vendelo (1999) state that knowledge represents something existing;
something already given whether it may be complex, tacit and even unexplored.
Furthermore, Sbarcea (2001) also mentions that the workplace has become the site
for the production of knowledge with a commercial value as 1t 1s the knowledge
gained by experience that is becoming increasingly prized in the orgamisaton. It 1s
perhaps an indication of these facts that it is often said that technological evolution

has brought us to the age of a “knowledge society”, “knowledge economy™ or “post-

industrial society”.

This realisation that knowledge and information is important to the economic
growth of an organisation either at national or company level is becoming more

prominent within the board of management of organisations as well (Du Tot,
2003). The need to diffuse innovations across much wider constituencies than
individual workgroups has resulted in the emergence of the learning organisation
and KM as important issues for management (McKinlay, 2002). Organisational
knowledge may need to be sufficiently well integrated to allow the organisation to
react quickly to changes in the market-place. However, more importantly, it could
be profitable if organisational knowledge could help to create new marketing
opportunities through creative thinking and, at a more mundane level, operate its
internal value chain as efficiently and effectively as is possible in order to remain
competitive. This is due to the fact that knowledge is undoubtedly an 1mportant
asset in the industry, although it is difficult to value in monetary terms (Brown and

Woodland, 1999). Brailsford (2001) does comment that the value of knowledge is
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in direct proportion to how well the management can move it around the
organisation. “Thus, knowledge can create value within our organisations to the
extent we can move it around, just like electricity” (Brailsford, 2001). Clarke
(2001) supports this argument by Brailsford by mentioning that the more
knowledge 1s used, the more valuable it becomes, thus creating a self-reinforcing
cycle. Moreover, Roos and van Krogh uphold the argument of knowledge as an
‘intellectual capital’ when they state that “Today, physical capital is of less relative
importance for creating and sustaining competitive advantage than intellectual
capital. For many companies, the market value of intellectual capital is now too
large to be categorised as good will. The emerging recognition of knowledge and

intellectual capital has laid the groundwork for new, knowledge-based concepts,

theories and practices of management’ (1996, p. 333).

Within the context of where an organisation can acquire the much-needed
knowledge, Starbuck (1992) suggests that besides being held within the individual,
knowledge could be found in the financial instruments of the organisation, the
routines and cultures as well as the professional cultures of the employees. This
knowledge within the organisation stems from the knowledge transferred by the
employees within the company itself. “People convert their knowledge to physical

forms when they write books or computer programs, design buildings or
machines...people also translate their knowledge into firms’ routines, job

descriptions, plans, strategies and cultures” (pp. 718-19). On the demand side,

organisational culture will artificially limit demand for knowledge if it deprecates
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any requests of knowledge as an admission of ignorance. But a greater limitation on
the demand for knowledge is the “not invented here” syndrome. Each individual or
group will tend to diminish the importance of any knowledge they might obtain
from elsewhere, and to greatly embellish the power of the knowledge they already
have (Stiglitz, 1999). This problem also arises when knowledge is “branded” by an
organisation. The organisation’s prestige and image is tied up with that branded
knowledge. Any admission that there might be superior knowledge elsewhere from
which the organisation could benefit would be seen as “cnticising” the organisation,
“tarnishing” its brand reputation, and “diminishing” its franchise value at the very
least, by helping its rivals (Stiglitz, 1999). However, Hope and Hope (1997) state
that knowledge could also come from external sources such as suppliers, partners
and customers. Feedback from these external sources coupled with the ‘best
practices’ within the company could add to the internal knowledge of the
organisation. Furthermore, Hope and Hope add that the feedback received needs to
be documented as it is received and not altered to reflect personal views or biases in

order for the organisation to learn from their sources (1997).

However, knowledge would not be of much value if it 1s not shared and passed
around the organisation. Knowledge can reside wholly within an individual, or can
be shared within a group, or the organisation as a whole (Roos and van Krogh,
1992). This is a complex and dynamic relationship, with the balance of shared
knowledge depending on the benefits of sharing as perceived by both the

organisation and the individual. “Greater shared knowledge tends to create new
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knowledge, through the reflective process, in the light of personal experience”
(Kolb, 1984, p.26). An organisation that is constantly developing new knowledge
and focusing its pooled efforts towards the achievement of the shared organisational
goals and values would be a more formidable competitor than an orgamsation
where the employees are focusing on their own personal career development
(Brown and Woodland, 1999). Rubin (1998) argues that knowledge 1s the main
driver of economic growth in the future. Therefore, organisations are pressured into
creating or acquiring new knowledge more than ever before. Stightz (1999) states

that in the knowledge economy, the dangers of a monopolisation are perhaps even

greater compared to the industrial economies. The concept of monopolisation
within the knowledge economy is confirmed by Augier and Vendelo (1999) who
propose that knowledge is typically an immeasurable resource such as technological
knowledge and market knowledge. Furthermore, “the knowledge possessed by a

firm does not constitute a homogeneous mass. Instead, within a firm, one can find
islands of specialised knowledge possessed by organisational sub-units” (Augier

and Vendelo, 1999, p. 253). Therefore, a combination of knowledge from other
sub-units may help knowledge within an organisation to stay viable and valuable to
the firm and perhaps even more importantly, help to prevent sub-units from getting

caught in competence traps.

The articles that are available on the matter of knowledge economy refer

frequently rather to the concept of value within an organisation. In an article by

Bowman and Ambrosini (2000), they address three related issues concerning value
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and valuable resources; ‘what is value?’, ‘how is it created?’ and ‘who captures 1t?’.
Naisbitt (1982) writes “in an information economy, then, value is increased, not by
labour, but by knowledge” (p.17). This is agreed by Breu et. al. (2000), Truch
(2001) and Du Toit (2003) who state that in the digital technological age, 1t would
be the intangible assets such as data and the intellectual capital of the company that

would bring the most value to the organisation. However, Bowman and Ambrosini

(2000) look at the term °‘value within a company’ from a sale and purchase
perspective as in how much is something valuable to the customer. Furthermore,
they argue that the source of new value comes from the labour within the
organisation, namely the employees. And finally, Bowman and Ambrosini state that
the value captured is determined by the relationship between the customer and the
service or product provider (2000). Jacques (2000) also questions the theory of

‘what creates value’ or ‘who has a right to what part of the value created’. “Failure

to see how value is produced leads to ineffective decisions” (Jacques, 2000, p. 202).

Within an organisation, it has to be determined what part of the organisation
creates value to the overall profit of the company and who owns the rights to this
value. Does the employee own the knowledge that is in their head? Or does the
organisation claim rights to it? In a knowledge economy it becomes difficult to state
who owns the knowledge of the organisation as the employees are the ones who

create the knowledge. It has been said that employees create value by utilising their

skills, expanding on their knowledge and by creating new ideas. However the

knowledge and skills from employees can only be utilised by the organisation if

29



employees are willing to make this contribution. Therefore, the challenges of the
management would involve among others encouraging and motivating the
employees to turn their tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge (Zhou and Fink,
2003). Breu et. al. (2000) mention that there are two main reasons why
organisations are concerned with value creation through knowledge. The first is that
business decision-makers are increasingly realising the value they can drive out of
exploiting intangible assets and the second reason is that current economies are
shifting from “make and sell” to the emerging “sense and respond” paradigm. One
could of course argue that any product created by the employee could be patented
by the organisation but once the employee leaves the organisation, the knowledge
within the employee will undoubtedly go with him. This may lead to a brain-drain
in the organisation. However, for forms of knowledge or information that are not
protected by patents, there are real problems in market transactions. The dilemma
arises of how the employee could sell the knowledge, and if they do sell the
knowledge, would they lose their so-called ‘property’ during the transaction?
Furthermore, in reality, the market for knowledge depend largely on reputation,
repeated interactions and on trust (Stiglitz, 1999). In its more popular forms,
discussions of ‘knowledge work’, ‘knowledge-intensive firms’, and °‘learning
organisations’ has to do with little more than individual or small group learning

within organisations. This could lead to questions regarding what value involves.

Questions that can be asked are what then are the processes through which

knowledge is turned into value? What are the ‘relationships of knowledge’ through
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which ope receives a larger or smaller share of the value produced? “A knowledge
market exists where knowledge sellers work out whether it is worth sharing their
knowledge with a knowledge buyer” (Hall, 2001). However, Jacques (2000)
mentions that it is the learning within the organisation that is of most value to an
organisation. The conunuous learning of the employees as well as the management
1s what creates the organisation to become a learning organisation. And this
attribute of the company will make it have a better advantage over other
competitors. This does bring up an interesting debate of who owns the knowledge
that is created by the employee as well as who has the right to the value created in
the goal of channelling organisational wealth to investors (Jacques, 2000). Since the
employees of the organisations are the ones creating the new knowledge and
generating the new ideas, it is therefore vital that the companies manage the
knowledge that can be retrieved from them within the shortest time possible. This is
not onlv due to the competition between companies but also due to the high
turnover rate in certain industries. Therefore it can be derived from the articles that
not only is the pressure on the companies, but also on the employees themselves to
produce or introduce new knowledge into the company that can be useful in
creating a new product. The articles present the idea that the perception of
knowledge depends on the work being done rather than what knowledge is from a
theoretical or philosophical point of view. Regarding the importance of knowledge
within an organisation in order to create value, it is important to present the various

debates regarding the issue of knowledge at work itself for understanding work in

general.
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2.4. Knowledge Work

With the advancements in technology and new organisational forms in the
1990s, the labour market 1s affected m all levels. After conducting the literature
review on knowledge work, it is found that although there are a vast number of
articles that state how knowledge work has advanced within organisations, there are
a limited number of detailed studies camed out on how knowledge work is being
managed by organisations. Most of the articles available write about current labour
trends and emphasise the importance of knowledge work in the post-industrial
society. However, these views are often based on rhetoric rather than empirical
evidence. The articles do not focus on existing problems that are being faced by
organisations in managing the knowledge work, rather more on prescriptive
elements about managing knowledge work. According to Jacques (2000), academic
writing to date about knowledge work has mainly treated knowledge work, the
knowledge worker, the knowledge organisation and the knowledge economy as
new categories to understand within the existing interpretative frameworks of
organisation studies. Furthermore, the emphasis in much of the existing literature is

heavily biased towards technological solutions and lacks any deeper analysis on the

concept of knowledge itself. Moreover. important issues such as the influence of
organisational context, the limitations of IT or the significance of tacit or situated
knowledge are frequently glossed over (Scarbrough and Swan, 2001). There is a

need to differentiate between knowledge work from other kinds of work because

there 1s an assumption that knowledge work contains unique and profound qualities.
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“The most dramatic difference lies in the assertion that knowledge work is

primarily intellectual” (Alvesson et. al., 2001).

The need to distinguish the difference between knowledge work and other types
of knowledge lead to a classification of knowledge. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995)
classify that knowledge 1s found in two forms i.e. tacit knowledge and explicit
knowledge. According to them, explicit knowledge 1s something formal and
systematic and that can be expressed in words and numbers. It can be documented,
archived and codified, often with the help of IT (Newell et al., 2001). Furthermore,
it can be easily communicated and shared in the form of hard data, scientific
formulas, codified procedures or universal principles. It can also reside in manuals,
policies and procedures as well as in individuals and group skills. However, tacit
knowledge is somewhat more complicated. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) define
tacit knowledge as something not easily visible and expressible. It 1s highly
personal and hard to formalise, making it difficult to communicate or to share with
others. It is embodied in people’s thinking and experiences which also includes
subjective insights, intuitions and hunches that therefore make it something that is
deeply rooted in an individual's actions as well as value that s/he embraces.
Thompson et. al. (2000) support the idea that there are many classifications of
knowledge by stating that “there is knowledge that is abstract and pertaining to

concepts, theories and formula. In contrast there is organisationally specific

knowledge relating to that which is non-generalisable tacit, technical or formal, but

which can be systematised in procedures, policies, routines and roles. Then there is
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societal or social knowledge derived from broader shared understandings, values
and beliefs; or tacit knowledge that comes Jrom practice and experience and that

can be shared among work colleagues™ (p. 126).

Furthermore, within an organisation, the process of knowledge can be defined by
four different conversions of knowledge using the combination of tacit and explicit
knowledge. That includes the conversion of tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge,
from explicit to tacit knowledge, from tacit to tacit knowledge and from explicit to
explicit knowledge. This process of conversion could explain the development of
knowledge within an organisation and how management can obtain knowledge
from their employees. It could also give some idea as to how knowledge can be
retained in the organisation using either booklets or computer programmes.
However, the concept of ‘tacit knowledge’ is lacking in systematic research because
the field and its concepts are still ill-defined and the networks of conducting such
research are still underdeveloped (Harrison and Leitch, 2000). This is consistent

with Levitt and March’s more general conclusion that “experimental knowledge,

whether in tacit form or in formal rules, is recorded in organisational memory”
(1996, p.527). Kotylar and Saks (2001) also agree when they say that until recently,
it has been extremely difficult to tap into the organisational knowledge that is held
in the minds of the employees thus making it hard to capture it and share it among
the staff. Although, saying that, the memory may be orderly but it still exhibits
inconsistencies and ambiguities. Levitt and March (1996) state that some of the

contradictions are a result of complications in maintaining consistency in inferences
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drawn from a changing expenence which are then likely to be organised into

deviant memories that are maintained by subcultures, subgroups and subunits.

Polanyi (1966) speaks of tacit knowledge as an integrating force that binds and
shapes all knowledge. Fleck (1992) further identifies tacit knowledge as an
important and discrete area of managing knowledge. It is experienced through
‘implicit learning’ (Chao, 1996) or through the process of experiential learning
(Kolb, 1984). However, Kim et. al. (2003) go one step further by suggesting a third
classification of knowledge called “Implicit Knowledge”. Kim et. al. define implicit
knowledge as knowledge that can be externalised when needed but has not been
externalised yet (2003). They justify their reasoning by mentioning that Nonaka
(1994) treats explicit knowledge as knowledge that is not expressed externally,
while Polanyi (1966) originally defines tacit knowledge as knowledge that cannot
be expressed externally. Kim et. al. therefore come to a conclusion that there 1s a
gap between Nonaka’s and Polanyi’s definitions which suggests that there exists a
type of knowledge that exists internally but could be converted into explicit

knowledge through organisational efforts or individual motivation.
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Table 2.1 Kim’s Expanded Classification

Perspective Types Definition
Revised Tacit knowledge Knowledge that cannot be
epistemology expressed externally

Implicit knowledge Knowledge that can be expressed

externally when needed, but
currently exists internally

Explicit Knowledge Knowledge that is already
expressed externally

(Kim et. al., 2003, p297)

Along with the many definitions of explicit knowledge, tacit knowledge or even
implicit knowledge within the last few decades, there has been an increasing
interest 1n the tacit dimension of knowledge. This is due to the fact that tacit
knowledge could be the hardest to manage as it cannot be formally communicated
and is often embedded in the routines and standard operating procedures of the
organisation (Augier and Vendelo, 1999). “Tacit knowledge is held in a non-verbal
form, and therefore, the holder cannot provide a useful verbal explanation to
another individual” (Augier and Vendelo, 1999, p. 254). Tacit knowledge and its
contribution to organisational memory are, by their very nature, important and
intractable, not readily amenable to formal measurement and analysis in
conventional methodological terms (Harrison and Leitch, 2000). Furthermore,
according to Starbuck (1992), the challenge inherent with tacit knowledge is
figuring out how to recognise, generate, share and manage it. This could be due to

the fact that tacit knowledge of the workforce is no longer understood as necessarily

hidden and oppositional but as a resource to be willingly shared by all and treated
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as a common resource (Miller and Rose, 1990). While IT in the many forms
available today such as e-mails and instant messaging can help facilitate the
dissemination of tacit knowledge, the major hurdle for most organisations is

identifying tacit knowledge in the first place.

The tacitness of knowledge could be assessed by measuring its level of
codification, which is describing the level of codification as the degree to which the
knowledge is expressed in writing at the time of its transfer. Knowledge that is
characterised by a low degree of codification can be referred to as tacit knowledge
(Hope and Hope, 1997). According to Augier and Vendelo (1999), such knowledge
is typically believed to be hard to articulate and can solely be acquired through
experience making it more difficult to transfer than explicit knowledge. Augier and
Vendelo (1999) further mention that the difficulties with and the length of the
transfer increases as the tacitness of the knowledge to be transferred increases.
Indeed. it is precisely the difficulties in transferring a company’s tacit knowledge
base embedded in its staff that can be a basis for the company’s competitive
advantage (Stiglitz, 1999). Therefore, there is an appreciation that within KM, tacit
knowledge has not just to be employed, utilised or harnessed but captured as well
(McKinlay, 2000). However, Harrison and Leitch (2000) argue that the concepts of
‘tacit knowledge’ and ‘organisational knowledge’ are lacking in systematic
research, because the field and its concepts are still inadequately defined and the

networks for conducting such research are still underdeveloped.
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The real dilemma that exists is how do we capture, share and transfer tacit
knowledge? Sbarcea (2001) states that the emphasis on technological solutions to
capture explicit knowledge by using word-processing documents and graphs are
very effective but it has failed to recognise the capturing faculties of the tacit
domain which is highly personalised. Furthermore, organisations depend too much
on computer-generated data as ‘knowledge’ while they grapple to capture tacit or

personal knowledge (Sbarcea, 2001). Although certain tacit elements can be
externalised and codified to create explicit knowledge, it is the components such as
insights and intuitions and the “gut feeling™ that cannot be externalised, making
them difficult to share (Spender, 1996; Leonard and Sensiper, 1998). However,
Crowther et. al. (2001) suggest that if knowledge could be captured at its source
through transaction recording and distnibuted throughout the organisation without
any change in the nature of the knowledge, the organisation could remain a distinct
entity that could be continually reconstructed through the compilation of the
appropriate data reports. Crowther et. al. add that in this way, knowledge related to
the organisation could be constructed and distributed without altering its legitimacy

and therefore, it could be controlled by the managers of the organisation.

One thing that has to be remembered is that knowledge work is complex. This

complexity may be related to the amount of depth of knowledge involved or to the
level of interdependence between work components that would make it difficult to
predict how change in one area will affect other areas. This uncertainty may also

arise because work 1s occurring in new areas where working methods are not
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sufficiently defined. Especially in the knowledge economy, it has been said that
information is the commodity that really matters. By reviewing the classification of
knowledge 1n relation to tacit and explicit knowledge as presented by the articles
reviewed, it could be determined whether or not a particular work is classified as
knowledge work or another type of work. In summary, if a certam type of work

uses a higher level of tacit knowledge and less of referring to or manipulating

explicit knowledge, this work can be labelled as ‘knowledge work’. The articles

reviewed dictate that for a work to be classified as ‘knowledge work’, the employee

should be utilising more of the knowledge within the individual rather than
following a routine sequence of activities. This is supported by Thompson et. al.
(2000) who state that “Knowledge work requires employment relationships and task
structures that allow for creative application, manipulation or extension of that
knowledge” (p. 126). Therefore, running an organisation today requires the
employees to expect the unexpected and increasingly it is these employees who
utilise their knowledge to control the marketplace (Du Toit. 2003). These unique

employees who are said to be becoming more in demand are commonly referred to

as ‘knowledge workers’.
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2.5. Knowledge Workers

Knowledge workers are not a new phenomenon. This type of worker has existed
for many years but they are typically known as employees of a specialised field of
expertise rather than knowledge workers. More than twenty years ago, Kumar
(1978) discusses about theoretical knowledge being a ‘strategic resource’ of the
post-industrial society and its custodians which include scientists, mathematicians,
economists and computer engineers. Basically, there are two forms of expert
workers. The first category is the traditional experts such as doctors and lawyers
while the second category is known as the scientific and technological workers.
Doctors, lawyers along with scientific and technological experts are always
considered respected employees within their organisation for their knowledge and
expertise. However, Hull (2000) states that the growth of organisational professions
such as managers and administrators are forcing challenges to the traditional
professtons. These new professions are heralding and enhancing the emergence of
new forms of expertise and new expert divisions of labour. It 1s also commonly
assumed that people who work more with ideas than with things are considered
‘knowledge workers’. This new realisation towards the professionals who may be

classified as knowledge workers are changing the management styles within the

organisations.

There is also confusion regarding knowledge workers and professionals. People

tend to be more familiar with the traditional notion of professionals i.e. doctors and
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lawyers but currently, there 1s a nise in other professions that are undergoing higher
education but which people would not normally associate as being a ‘professional’.
This new breed of professionals include architects, advertising workers, and
computer experts whom are increasing in number along with the economic change
that are encouraging a new information age. In the 1950-1980 time span, the
percentage of technical and professional workers has approximately doubled and

about sixteen percent of the workforce is engaged in professional or technical work.

It also looks like this shift away from production and low-level clerical occupations
will continue (DuBrin, 1981) while Alvesson (1993) believes that the old cnternia
for distinguishing professionals from non-professionals has been weakened. McRae
(1996) further states that these ‘new professionals’ who represent the classic
characteristic analysts or knowledge workers has expanded tremendously as an
occupational group in the United Kingdom and indicates the highest projected
growth rates towards the end of the century in the United States. Moreover, after
they have completed their formal education, these professionals and other

knowledge workers acquire their qualifications at the workplace and depend even

less on formal education (Alvesson, 1993).

However, there remains considerable confusion within many companies about

what knowledge workers actually are and how best to manage them. Different
managers from different firms would likely have different opinions regarding what
knowledge workers are. In addition, academic discussions about knowledge work

and knowledge workers tend to be about the need for them rather than what they are
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and what they do. When Drucker first wrote on knowledge work trends, he
descnibes knowledge workers as “professional, managerial and technical people”.
Nevertheless, this definition is too broad and ambiguous. It fails to distinguish
knowledge workers from more traditional categories of white-collar work, much of
which may be routine or repetitive. Furthermore, someone classified as a manual or
blue-collar worker may operate in a high-tech room, and may bring considerable
knowledge and judgement to bear on operational decisions. Interestingly, from
reading the literature available, it is discovered that a large number of the authors
tend to focus on IT specialists rather than other professions when discussing about
knowledge workers (Hope and Hope, 1997, Harrison and Leitch, 2000; Borck,
2001; Chudnow, 2001; Lesser and Prusak, 2001; Galup et. al., 2002; Jang et. al.,
2002; Ellingsen and Monteiro, 2003; Hicks, 2003; Johnston, 2003; Kim et. al.,
2003; Scarbrough, 2003; Zhou and Fink, 2003). It has to be realised that other
professions are also knowledge workers and that the classification of knowledge

workers should not be restricted to IT specialists only.

Along with the demand for knowledge workers, there comes a need to discover
what they do. As Jacques states, it has long been management’s job to make capital
out of the originality of what labour knows and does (1996). The rise of the
information revolution, along with the continuing automation of low-skilled work
has let to an important change in management styles within companies. Managers

are searching for more ways to fully utilise their employees for the benefit of the

organisation. As quoted by Thomas Alva Edison, “it is an important part of [my]
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duties to find out what [the workers’] ideas and opinions are...and thus to make
capital out of their originality and their suggestions” (Jacques, 2000, p. 200).
Moreover, “it could be said indeed that the knowledge of workers was a key
concern at this juncture in the development of industrial capitalism, providing the
‘constitutive problem’ of capital-labour relations throughout the twentieth century”

(Jacques, 1996, p.143). This importance in new management styles for knowledge

workers has risen due to two reasons. For one thing, knowledge workers are now
recognised as a more significant proportion of the workforce while secondly,
knowledge and knowledge workers are now considered a necessary resource and a
basis for competitive distinction. Especially when the work that exists within the
companies are becoming more uncertain and unpredictable, it has been proposed by
the articles reviewed that knowledge workers are increasingly more valuable to the

organisation for their ability to handle uncertainty.

Another aspect that needs to be considered is that the nise of knowledge workers

is changing the balance of power within organisations and is adding new tensions

and responsibilities between managers and workers. The balance of power between
the knowledge worker and employer is fundamentally different from that of the
traditional worker. The knowledge worker has knowledge that is not company
specific and therefore has job options that are not available to other sections of the

workforce. The result 1s that knowledge workers signify a new type of worker who

frequently acts more loyal to the profession than to the company where that work is

being carried out (Hope and Hope, 1997). Especially when neither money nor
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traditional financial packages seem to be the driving force behind knowledge
workers, there 1s a danger that traditional loyalty prionties will also change. Hope
and Hope (1997) state that personal development and professional loyalty will be of

a higher prionty over loyalty to the employer.

The situation of shift in loyalty may lead to the ‘mobility’ phenomenon in the
knowledge-intensive enterprises. According to Demarest (1995), this is in fact the
effect of the knowledge workers, whose primary loyalty is not to the firm like the
professional manager but to the knowledge worker’s own development, his/her
skills, the knowledge base and the means of production. Knowledge workers are
also liable to move in groups between organisations. For example a manager is
head-hunted into a firm, and brings “his/her people” with him/her; people whose
skill sets and knowledge bases augment his/her own, or has a network of contacts in
other organisations therefore make his’her means of production more valued
(Demarest, 1995; Hull, 2000). Especially in the emerging knowledge-based
economy, employees are bringing their intelligence as well as their physical self to
work. The commitment of the employees in terms of creativity and intelligence are
becoming the key resources of the organisations. Unlike the traditional production
models of the past, organisations are striving to develop new methods and means to

meet customer demands in an ever-competitive market (Du Toit, 2003).

This competitive need is supposedly making the knowledge workers more

valuable to the organisations as time progresses. The idea of employees being



demanded for what they can bring to the organisation is supported by Demarest
(1995) who states that the employees in the information-intensive firms are not craft
producers valued for their labour. These employees are valued for their learning
ability, flexibility, and responsiveness to customer demands as well as their
intuitive grasp of complex tangles of competitive forces. “They are knowledge

workers. And in a knowledge-intensive firm, the company’s core assets go home at
5pm” (Demarest, 1995). Therefore, Warhurst and Thompson (1998) argue that the
knowledgeable worker is therefore not a post-industrial phenomenon but rather an
integral part of the development of industrial capitalism. With this in mind,
Warhurst and Thompson (1998) believe that it might be useful to discard the overly

comprehensive notion of knowledge workers in favour of a more realistic

appreciation of the growth of “knowledgeability in” specific subjects.

At the present moment of economic expansion in the information-intensive
firms, there is also an issue of redundancies that is affecting the organisation.
Voluntary reductions in the workforce may cause a negative effect on preserving
the knowledge within the organisation. Many organisations are encouraging
individuals to leave the company voluntarily by instituting incentives to soften the
blow of impending layoffs (Lesser and Prusak, 2001). Unfortunately, encouraging
employees to leave the organisation voluntarily often results in the most marketable
and knowledgeable individuals to leave. Lesser and Prusak (2001) also warn that
early-retirement programmes that apply to the older individuals may cause the

companies to end up losing those employees who have accumulated the most
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knowledge. Thus rapidly depleting the corporate memory, as well as the knowledge
base and supply of mentors within the company (Lesser and Prusak, 2001). This
could result in companies being pressured into ensuring that they implement work
arrangements and support systems that provides a motivating environment that fully
harnesses the knowledge workers’ skills and contributions as well as attract and
retain knowledge workers. This means that the power shifts in the organisations
may be leading to a need 1n new management styles for knowledge workers, which
will be discussed further in the following section. Rather than looking at traditional
methods of managing employees with basic salaries and side benefits, there seems
to be a need in changing management techniques in order to retain and reward the
knowledge workers within the organisation. Therefore, new management strategies
such as knowledge-sharing via intranets or recontextualisation of knowledge from
projects via filed reports are being considered as methods of keeping the knowledge

of the employees within the organisation and utilising the knowledge the best they

Cdll.

In a bid to understand further about knowledge workers, a review of the available
literature is conducted. Unfortunately, after reviewing the literature on knowledge
workers, it is found that although there is a vast number of articles which state how
important knowledge workers are to organisations, there is a lack of researches
detailing studies on how knowledge within the knowledge worker is acquired,
created, applied, stored, disseminated and retained in an organisation. In other

words, there is a lack of research on the management styles of organisation in
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relation to the knowledge workers in the light of the emerging importance of their

skills and contributions to the company.

In summary, by referring to Jacques’ (2000) framework, we can see that this
chapter has provided with debates relating to the concept of knowledge ranging
from the skills people have (Truch, 2001), to a method of utilising information
(Brown and Woodland, 1999) to an entity that is free-flowing and constantly
changing (Sbarcea, 2001) and the discussions linking knowledge with information
(Galup et. al., 2002) as well as knowledge with expertise (Starbuck, 1992;
Scarbrough, 1996). It is therefore important to note that knowledge is viewed in
many different ways by various articles and that further research is needed

regarding the complex nature of knowledge to fully understand what it entails and

what is needed to manage it.

On the issue of the knowledge economy, according to Jacques’ (2000)
framework, the knowledge economy relates to knowledge as the capital rather than
the traditional materials such as land. The section on the knowledge economy
showed debates surrounding the issue of the knowledge economy being discussed
largely on the concept of value within the organisation (Bowman and Ambrosini,
2000) as well as the ownership of the knowledge (Breu et. al.; 2000). Moreover, the
ability to utilise this knowledge efficiently through acquisition as well as sharing

the knowledge available is thought to increase the value of the knowledge as well as

the organisation (Stightz, 1999).
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The concept of knowledge work proposed by the literature available discusses on
the definitions of tacit knowledge and explicit knowledge (Nonaka and Takeuchs,
1995; Hope and Hope, 1997) and the ability to change tacit knowledge to explicit
knowledge and vice-versa (Crowther et. al., 2001). Furthermore, due to the abstract
nature of tacit knowledge, there is difficulty in capturing and utihsmg tacit
knowledge (Sbarcea, 2001). Based on Jacques’ (2000) framework, knowledge work

basically depends on the complexity of the work and not solely on the work that
knowledge workers do. Therefore, knowledge work focuses on the inter-

changeability of knowledge in order for it to be utilised efficiently regardless of

whom the employees are.

The section on knowledge workers refer to the framework by Jacques (2000)

which discuss on the concept of knowledge workers having deviated from the
traditional views of professions to the new group of professionals 1n the current
knowledge economy (Alvesson, 1993; Hull, 2000). Furthermore, the loyvalty of the
employees towards the company no longer applies since knowledge workers can
take their commodity, their knowledge, with them wherever they go (Hope and
Hope, 1997). Therefore, the articles suggest that knowledge workers need to be

better managed by the organisations in order to maintain the value and knowledge

capital within their company.
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This chapter has reviewed the literature available on the concept of knowledge.
knowledge work and the knowledge worker. Although Jacques’ article provides the
framework for this chapter, the lack of discussion on the issues surrounding the
implementation of KM has shown a gap in the literature that deals with the many
1ssues relating to KM within an organisation. The following chapter will present an
overview into literature available on the subject of knowledge management as well

as the 1ssues and problems relating to the management of knowledge within a

company.
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CHAPTER 3: KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT

3.1. Introduction

Every day, people with years of expenience and knowledge walk out of their
organisations, taking that knowledge and years of investment with them.
Considering that most organisations would not let employees leave with the
matenal assets of the organisation, it is surprising that companies are letting the
employees leave with one of the most prized assets; their knowledge. According to
Harrison and Leitch (2000) and Puddy et. al. (2001), national governments and
international agencies are increasingly recognising that the emergence of
knowle;ige-based economies has profound implications for the determinants of
growth, the organisation’s production and its effect on employment and skill
requirements and may call for new orientations in industry-related policies.
Alvesson (1993) also states that the idea of knowledge-intensive organisations are
gaining a large interest in the past few years. A recent KPMG survey of 100 leading
UK firms found that a staggering 43% of respondents are undertaking some kind of
KM initiative (Scarbrough and Swan, 2001). This is possibly because companies
are beginning to recognise the importance of knowledge within their organisation
“since all companies use and sell knowledge in some form or other, knowledge

management is a crucial component of corporate strategies” (Wikstrom and

Normann, 1994, p. 71). According to Clarke and Rollo (2001), a firm’s knowledge

or intellectual capital includes three elements: human, customer and structural
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capital that can be utilised to increase the knowledge capacity of the organisation
further. Although a KM process will never replace the value of a twenty year
veteran, 1t can help to mitigate the loss of critical knowledge, methods and best
practices and intellectual capital if that person is to leave the organisation (Robb,
2003). Furthermore, since knowledge intensive firms are typically engaged in
complex and difficult tasks that cannot be perfectly converted into standardised
work procedures and regulations, they are forced to attract and retain zlualiﬁed
people, who can adapt their repertoires to meet the demands of the task (Alvesson
et. al., 2001). Therefore, companies would have to have the determination to

acquire, create, develop and share new knowledge among their own employees in

order to improve the knowledge already available in the organisation (Labich and

Graves, 1993; Maccoby, 1996; Stewart and Curry, 1997).

The need to manage the knowledge within the organisation stems from the recent
changes in the economic sector. A global economic revolution from the industrial to
the information age has forced organisations to re-evaluate their corporate strategies
and customs. This economic change is not only creating more challenges within the
organisations to try and utilise the knowledge of their employees more productively
(Nhira, 2001), but organisations are also pressured into changing their corporate
strategies to encourage this utilisation in order to remain competitive (Labich and
Graves, 1993). Clarke (2001) states that the core capability of the company in fast
moving, innovative environments is increasingly typified by the capacity to

generate new knowledge, to integrate and transfer knowledge and to import
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knowledge. Du Toit (2003) further adds that the injection of new international
competitors with different cost structures and different manufacturing and
production processes, are changing the fundamental characteristics of products and
reduced manufacturing life cycles. Therefore, according to Harrison and Leitch
(2000), in order to survive and grow i1n an ever-changing world, organisations

would have to adapt faster and faster or else they could be naturally weeded out in

the economic evolutionary process. At the same time, the business strategy of the
organisation has to be closely aligned with the knowledge available in the
organisation. Hamel and Prahalad (1996) mention that the decline of manufacturing
and the rnise of the service sector is associated with a technological dynamism
epitomised by announcements of the end of the machine age and the emergence of
an information age within which work is no longer about the production of tangible
goods, as mentioned earlier by Drucker, but is concerned with the centrality of
knowledge and manipulation of symbols. Furthermore, success for organisations
rests on “knowing how to locate and juxtapose critical pieces of information, how
to organise understanding into forms that others will understand” (Quah, 1997, p.
4). This indicates that knowledge is believed to be the new source of competitive
advantage for businesses in the future as power belongs to the people with

knowledge and information (Yeoh, 1998).
However, it would be beneficial if this power of knowledge and information is

well managed in order to remain competitive. Competitive advantage in today’s

global, rapidly changing market requires organisations to build and continually

52



replenish capabilities, at both the individual and organisational level, to work
effectively with uncertainty. A review of the largest companies in the United States
reveal that there 1s an average organisational life expectancy of forty years and that
those who exceed this ‘natural’ life-span do so by re-inventing themselves and
changing their principal activities (Grugulis, 1999). Creating the right conditions to
build this capability and foster effective KM proves to be a continuing challenge for
the organisations to come up with a tangible system. This may be possible when the
organisation works together with their employees to achieve their goals. In order for
" the organisation to function as a team, there is therefore, a vital need to promote the
effective creation and sharing of knowledge. It could be possible to promote this
creation and sharing of knowledge through KM, whereby all organisational
activities are viewed as knowledge generating and therefore, transforms the
organisation into a learning organisation that shares and transforms their knowledge
(Parikh, 2001). Furthermore, having recognised its growth in populanty, some
critics argue that KM is being reconstructed by the HR community as the creation
of intellectual capital through the development of employees and the management
of organisational culture (Scarbrough and Swan, 2001). Demarest (1995) mentions
that understanding how the knowledge that provides differentiation in the
marketplace is (a) constructed, (b) embodied, (c) disseminated and (d) modified-
through-use is increasingly ranked by CEOs as among their top strategic priorities.
Consultants are actively marketing KM as an attempt to harness and exploit the
“intellectual capital” of the organisation. A notion that sits comfortably with the

crowning of knowledge as the primary source of productivity, innovation and
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wealth creation in globalised, post-industrial economies (Drucker, 1993). More
importantly, KM strategies are beginning to address customer access to suppliers’
knowledge bases for joint product development collaboration and market research
(Mullin, 2001). In particular, knowledge-sharing across departments, functions or
geographical iocations 1s discussed as a core organisational competence for many
(if not all) organisations, not just knowledge-intensive firms (Newell et al., 2001).
By most accounts, the accumulation of capital could explain only a fraction of the
increases in per capita income in the countries in East Asia. Their miraculous

growth is largely attributed to closing the knowledge gap, the gap between the more

developed and less developed countries in knowledge about how to transform

inputs into outputs (Stiglitz, 1999).

There are however problems with the idea of KM, not least of which is that the
concept of knowledge intensiveness is too vague to be helpful. Crowther et. al.
(2001) raise the issue of trying to define what is meant by knowledge intensive i.e.
how do we distinguish between knowledge-intensive and un-intensive? It is
possible to use the term “knowledge intensive firm” and the term, while vague, is
meaningful. It is not, however, possible to give a precise definition of what it is
meant beyond the fact that it involves companies that utilise a vanety of knowledge.
This inability to give a more precise definition is possibly due to the complexity
surrounding the many definitions of knowledge itself. Furthermore, as considered
above, the current interest in knowledge growth presupposes it to be verified,

institutional, scientific knowledge, whereas Crowther et. al. (2001) argue that there
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is actually greater ambiguity in what is meant by knowledge. However, labels such
as “knowledge management” are popular in both business and business schools but
such labelling is driven by both academics and consultants in their respective dnves

to legitimate a field of study or practice as “scientific” (Crowther et. al., 2001).

Another problem that might be faced by the organisations is the awareness of the
knowledge necessary within the company. In order to manage the knowledge
available in the organisation, the firms have to be aware of what type or kind of
knowledge is required by the company. Different companies need different types of
knowledge. And it is important that the employers are aware of the kind of
knowledge their employees are capable of producing. Especially when an
organisation is a complex but systematic world where people of diverse
professional relationships and goals, differing capabilities, understandings and
worldviews exist and work together (Sbarcea, 2001). Other problems that might be
related to KM could include participation from the staff of the organisations
themselves if they are not eager to contribute to the success of the knowledge
management. Moreover, something as abstract and difficult to quantify as
knowledge would also be difficult to manage. Therefore, finding, organising and
managing knowledge so that it could be meaningfully used to improve the
efficiency or enrich the corporate environment has become problematic of which,
according to Borck (2001), the resolution is a top prionity. Especially in today’s

environment where managing the internal knowledge of an institution is rapidly
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becoming as important as managing the institution’s cash flow and asset-liability

mix (Lamb, 2001).

3.2. Definition of Knowledge Management

To utilise knowledge efficiently, it is important to understand what KM is.
McKinlay (2000) states that there is much more to KM than simply storing
information and that managing knowledge also relies upon the ordering,
normalising and reflection of information. At the most basic level, managing
knowledge 1s how an organisation acquires, creates, applies, stores and
disseminates knowledge. KM is also about people whose assets are the knowledge
that they have in their heads. It is argued that companies need to be better able to
identify their supply of knowledge among the employees and develop a viable
management strategy to deal with the inherent knowledge by helping the employees
to innovate and adapt in the face of change (Microsoft UK, 2000). According to
Hope and Hope (1997), 50-90% of a firm’s value 1s created through its management

of human capital. Moreover, KM is based on identifying the organisational
positions and chronological moments at which individual and organisational
learning 1s greatest in scope, depth and intensity (McKinlay, 2000). However, KM
is not easy to define and many definitions supplied in the literature are very vague.
There is no simple ‘single view’ or ‘single definition” within which all the aspects

of KM can be examined and therefore, knowledge is beginning to be understood as
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an integration of multiple perspectives (Wainwright, 2001). The ambiguity of the
concept, however, is itself a clue to the fashion-setting possibilities of this
discussion. “Ambiguity makes Knowledge Management amenable to multiple
interpretations and remouldings which potentially extend its relevance across
different communities of practice” (Scarbrough and Swan, 2001, p. 3). Offsey
(1997) attempts to define KM as “the broad processes of locating, transferring and
more efficiently using information and expertise within an enterprise” (p. 113)
while Santosus and Surmacz (2001) state that KM is the process through which
organisations generate value from their intellectual and knowledge based assets i.e.
the knowledge worker. Truch (2001) describes the organisational processes that
relate to KM 1n slightly more detail as processes that “govern the creation,
dissemination, and utilisation of knowledge”. However, Truch (2001) mentions
that as long as we accept the premise that KM is concerned with the entire process
of discovery and creation, dissemination, and the utilisation of knowledge, then we
are strongly driven to accept that KM is much more than a ‘technology thing’. This
is in contradiction to the definition by Lamb (2001) who discusses the concept of
KM as including three main components that are IT, HR elements and knowledge
within the organisation. The components linking to KM will be discussed in further

detail later in the chapter.

KM as a means to capture and transfer knowledge is another definition put forth
by many authors. Loshin (2001) defines KM as the art or science of collecting

organisational data and turning it into usable, accessible information and valuable

57



knowledge by recognising and understanding relationships and patterns. Du Toit
(2003) who adds that KM 1s the capturing, filing and categonsation of the
information supports this definition by Loshin (2001). Wickramasinghe and Mills
(2002) also state that KM not only involves the production of information but also
the capture of data at the source, the transmission and analysis of this data as well
as the communication of information based on or derived from the data to those
who can act on it. They also add that both effective and efficient processes as well
as the functions of supporting and fostering innovation are key concerns of KM
(Wickramasinghe and Mills, 2002). This definition is slightly similar to the
definition presented by Ellingsen and Monteiro (2003) who state that vast bodies of
knowledge representation cannot be maintained in full and it is only selective
representations of knowledge that can be moulded into working knowledge within
an organisation through specific organisational processes. However, Bertels and
Savage (1999) mention that KM is an audit of “intellectual assets™ that highlights
unique sources, critical functions and potential bottlenecks that hinder knowledge
flows to the point of use. KM also protects intellectual assets from decay, seeks
opportunities to enhance decisions, services and products through adding

intelligence, increasing value and providing flexibility (Bertels and Savage, 1999).

It is also widely argued that KM is more than just a new fad. “To a growing
number of companies, KM is more than just a buzzword or a sales pitch, it is an

approach to adding or creating value by more actively leveraging the know-how,

experience, and judgement resident within and, in many cases, outside of an
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organisation” (Ruggles, 1998). The organisation’s nisk of knowledge loss 1is
directly proportional to the amount of knowledge held at the individual level. The
importance of KM does not only reside in minimising the nisk of loss. Scarbrough
and Swan (2001) state that there are major benefits associated with the development
of new knowledge. However, the development of such knowledge requires that
learning should take place in a climate of trust and openness. Condon (1999)
mentions that there is a misconception that KM is about taking the knowledge from
the employee and managing it. What KM really meant according to Condon (1999)
is encouraging staff to provide information regarding their own skills and expertise

to contribute to a knowledge base.

It is not about creating a central database that is a complete replica of all that 1s
known by employees or that is embedded in the systems they use. On the contrary,
KM is about embracing a diversity of knowledge sources, from databases, websites,
employees, and partners, and cultivating that knowledge where it resides, while
capturing its context and giving it greater meaning through its relation to other
information in the company. KM is not about turning knowledge workers into
interchangeable components by plugging them into some corporate base. It