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Abstract

The article focuses on the role of management of knowledge can have on organisations and
looks at practical knowledge management (KM) practices from industry that can be employed
by educational institutions. There is a view that KM is primarily business concept that can
provide competitive advantage for commercial organisations. However, the KM processes
such as knowledge creation, capture, sharing and use are not exclusive to business; good KM
practices can bring benefits to all organisations. While KM is a growing field in almost last 20
years, very little has been written about it in the educational context. This is surprising,
considering that education is about the creation and application of knowledge. Given that
higher education institution’s (HEI) priority of developing and creating knowledge, an
integrated approach that prioritise KM can be used to underpin university’s organisational
processes particularly its learning and teaching approach. This article illustrates how attention
to two main perspectives exists in KM field; objectivist perspective and practice-based
perspective, can inform the learning and teaching approach; surface and deep approach. The
approach of this paper is basically conceptual and descriptive. Drawing from empirical
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research in UK car manufacturing industry, the article is to address the way in which KM
practices are being implemented and elaborates on the need the KM in teaching-learning
process. This suggests an integrated approach to provide for a balanced strategy in terms of
KM implementation that can be applied in HEI. It is important for educators in HEI to
understand how certain KM perspective and influence can lead to different to different learning
and teaching strategy. Thus, HEI can realise the potential of KM in order to enhance the
learning of students.

Keywords: Knowledge management, surface and deep learning, higher education
1. Introduction

Over the past decade, KM has come into the limelight and received considerable attention from
academics and practitioners. In relation to this phenomenon, Grant (2001:p.27) suggests that
‘among the innovations that have swept through the world of management during the past two
decades...... KM has probably aroused the greatest interest and made the biggest impact’. The
most significant factor of this phenomenon is the recognition of the importance of knowledge
as a critical resource for organisations (Drucker, 1998; Nonaka, 1991; Davenport and Prusak,
1998; Prusak, 1997; Leornard-Barton, 1995). Thus, knowledge is claimed as the main
distinguishing factor of business success and competitive advantage (Carlucci and Schiuma,
2006; Pan & Scarborough, 1999). Moreover, the environmental change has led to a new
perspective in management thinking to recognise knowledge as a strategic asset and a source of
competitive advantage (Leonard Barton, 1995; Nonaka, 1991; Grant, 1996) which appears to
follow a significant shift in the business environment from an industrial economy to the new
economy. The fundamental principles underlying this new economy are dramatically different
to the traditional concepts of how value is created to make organisations successful. The
fundamental principle has shifted from relying on classical factors of production, such as land,
labour and capital to ‘knowledge’ as a primary resource for the new economy (Drucker, 1994).
It is argued that in the new economy knowledge can replicate and multiply endlessly, while
material resources cannot; natural resources deplete with use, but knowledge expands with use
(Alee, 1999). Nevertheless, there is considerable ambiguity in the KM terminology, which has
led to fragmented debate on the topic (Bollinger and Smith, 2001). Despite the ambiguity of the
terminology and the fragmented debate on the subject area, the experiences of many
organisations documented in the literature provide evidence that it is vital for organisations to
embrace, adopt and implement KM practices in order to achieve their organisational objectives.
These organisations include Booz Allen & Hamilton (General Consulting), BP’s Virtual Team
Project (Oil & Gas), Daimler-Chrysler (Automobile) and Hoffman-LaRoche (Pharmaceutical)
(Sheehan & Poole, 2005). Hence, it is argued that KM is a complex area that brings together
hard, soft and abstract aspects; IT issues related to KM tools, organisational issues related to
culture, as well as fundamental philosophical issues with regard to different epistemological
views of knowledge. This often results in the implementation of KM initiatives with either an
overemphasis on technology (hard aspects) to the exclusion of adequate people management
(soft aspects) or strong people management programmes hindered by inadequate enabling
technologies (Moffett et al., 2003:p. 6).
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Against this backdrop, successful of KM implementation within an organisation has a great
role to play. Universities and other higher education institutions (HEI) are recognised to be in
knowledge business (Goddrad, 1998) and increasingly they are exposed to marketplace
pressures in a similar way to other businesses. It might be reasonable that KM have something
offer HEI (Rowley, 2000). Teaching and learning process in HIE is dominated by classroom
teaching based and text book content. Knowledge produced in the process of course
preparation and delivery is colossal and it is required that collaborative effort is pooled in to
maintain this knowledge as an institutional resource (Bushry and Ranjan, 2012). This will
facilitate not only new faculty in preparing for a course, but also help students to augment their
knowledge.

Learning for reuse of ‘explicit knowledge’ in the teaching process is a common phenomenon in
academia. The most common methodology employed for such reusable learning is the
identification of suitable resources on the web through search engines and the cut and paste
technique to produce the teaching material. It is claimed that no teaching strategy can fully
replace classroom teaching, but restricting the teaching process only to the delivery of content
from textbooks purely from explicit knowledge may not be entirely sufficient in today’s
competitive scenario. The textbook explicit knowledge needs to be supplemented with ideas
from research and industry trends as well as enriched through practice and “tacit knowledge
beyond the book”.

This article invokes the idea of a conceptual framework for knowledge management (KM) in
teaching-learning process in HEI. It aaddresses the way in which KM practices are being
implemented so as to suggest a strategy that may promise the most appropriate approach for
effective KM implementation in HIE. Experience in adoption and implementation of KM in
other knowledge-based organisations such UK car manufacturing industry is discussed, as a
background to explore the validity of the concept of KM and the consequences of its
implementation in universities.

2. Knowledge Management Perspectives

In this section, a brief summary of selected KM literature related to main issues of KM
practices in two different perspectives is discussed. This is central in order to provide a
theoretical background for developing the proposed conceptual framework. For the purpose of
this study, knowledge is defined based on two broad epistemological camps in the
contemporary debate on the nature of knowledge, identified by Hislop (2005:p.14): objectivist
perspective (explicit knowledge) and practice-based perspective (tacit knowledge). For
example, authors such Cook and Brown (1999) and Asudani (2005), refer to the objectivist
perspective as epistemology of possession, where knowledge is regarded as an asset (Empson,
2001), ‘stock’ (Fahey and Prusak, 1998) and static (Newell et al., 2002). Such knowledge can
exist in the form of documents, operating procedures, computer systems or databases. On the
other hand, the practice-based perspective conceptualises knowledge as socially constructed
and inherently tacit. This perspective is labelled as ‘epistemology of practice’ (Cook and
Brown ,1999) where knowledge is regarded as ‘flow’ (Fahey and Prusak, 1998) and process
(Empson, 2001). The central issue of this perspective is that knowledge resides in the human
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mind and is dependent on the knower (Venzin et al., 1998). These perspectives, in turn, not
only provide an insight into how the nature of knowledge has been conceptualised, but also
provides the roots of KM practices, based on the different assumptions of knowledge.

For instance for KM practice — objectivist perspective, there is an acknowledgement that much
of organisational knowledge may be tacit and it is possible to convert this knowledge into
explicit form. For example, all the instructions for operating machines may not be totally
explicit but, with the expertise and experience of workers operating them, it is possible to make
all the knowledge explicit and codify it into a complete set of standard operating procedures.
The primary role of this kind of KM perspective is to allow knowledge to be shared widely and
effectively within or across organisations, so that best practices, problem solutions and
procedures can be shared. Technology, includes hardware, software or other means of
processing, storing, capturing and organising data or information plays a major role in this KM
process. The characteristics of this KM perspective can be defined as the first generation KM
(McElroy, 2003:p.xxiv) as there was strong emphasis on IT in many of the earliest KM
initiatives. This has become known as the ‘supply side of KM’ which consists of capturing,
codifying, and sharing valuable knowledge, and also involves getting the right information to
the right people at the right time.

In contrast to objectivist perspective, the practice-based perspective conceptualises knowledge
not as a codifiable entity, but instead emphasises that knowledge is socially constructed and is
inherently tacit. This perspective defines knowledge in dynamic terms, regarding it as a
practice of doing or knowing rather than static or objective- knowledge which people possess
(Newell etal., 2002:p.7). Cook and Brown (1999) labelled this perspective as an ‘epistemology
of practice’ due to the centrality of human activity to its conception of knowledge. In other
words, knowledge resides in mind, body and social systems, which are dependent on the
context and the knower (Venzin et al., 1998:p.43). Therefore, the nature of knowledge which is
rooted and manifested in the human mind and activity represents the characteristics of
knowledge from a practice-based perspective. As noted by Hislop (2005:p.29-34) that tacit and
explicit knowledge are inseparable. They are not two ends of a continuum, but two sides of the
same coin (Tsoukas, 2005: p.158). The consequence is that there is no such thing as completely
explicit knowledge, as all knowledge will have a tacit dimension or will remain tacit, and
therefore resistant to articulation or codification (Newell et al., 2002:p.7). Thus, the view of
explicit knowledge which stands on its own, would reduce the ineffability of tacit knowledge
and narrow all knowledge to only what can be articulated (Tsoukas, 2005:p.158). In view of
that, from this perspective, it is impossible to totally codify knowledge into fully explicit form.
There will be an element of tacit knowledge which is still embodied in people. The
practice-based perspective argues that all knowledge is socially constructed which is purely
subjective to interpretations from people. A general model of KM practice-based perspective
is focused on knowledge sharing through rich interactions, knowledge sharing culture that
motivating people to share knowledge instead of hoarding their knowledge by establishing
networked relationship and trust (Davenport and Prusak, 1998).

Nonaka’s SECI Process: Four Modes of Knowledge Conversion is established frameworks that
have been developed that distinguish different types or perspectives of knowledge. Nonaka and
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Takeuchi (1995) identified four different processes through which knowledge is created and
applied; socialization through a process from tacit to tacit knowledge; externalization through
a process of tacit to explicit knowledge; combination through a process of explicit to explicit
knowledge; internalization through a process of explicit to tacit knowledge.

Socialization is the process of converting tacit knowledge through shared experience. For
example socialization may occur in traditional apprenticeships where apprentices learn the
tacit knowledge needed by being exposed to hands-on experience, rather than from manuals.
The process of articulating or codifying tacit knowledge as explicit knowledge is
externalization. The concept of generating ideas for process improvement by articulating it as
standard operating procedures is an example of this process. Combination is the process of
converting explicit knowledge into more systematic sets of explicit knowledge. For example, a
production manager of a company collects information from throughout the organisation and
puts it together in the context of a production performance report, and that report is new
knowledge created. Via internalization, explicit knowledge created is shared throughout an
organisation and converted into tacit knowledge by individuals. Internalization is related to
‘learning by doing’ for example, trainees internalize explicit knowledge by reading documents
and manuals about their jobs and reflecting on them to enrich their tacit knowledge in
experiments or simulations. Nevertheless, these processes of knowledge conversion from the
original model have been criticised because they can only occur at the level of the individual
(Newell et al., 2002) in promoting creativity and innovation. Further, the framework implies
that knowledge is deeply ingrained in an objectivist perspective type of knowledge, which is
static, non-humanistic and non-contextual. Nonetheless, Nonaka et al. (2001) refined the
framework in a further development by introducing the ‘ba’ concept, which is defined as a
‘shared context” where knowledge is shared, created and utilised. The concept suggests that
knowledge is dynamic, as it is created in social interaction among individuals and
groups/organisations; knowledge is subjective, because it is related to human action; and
knowledge needs context to be created. In summary, the concept shows organisations how to
manage the dynamic process of knowledge creation, which is characterised by different types
of knowledge. Having established both the fundamental of KM perspectives, it provides the
roots the dimension of approaches to KM that is discussed in the following section.

3. Dimension of Approaches to Knowledge Management

Following the discussions in previous section, a significant proportion of the contemporary
literature suggests that the approaches which are used for KM implementation can be classified
into two dominant categories based on objectivist and practiced-based perspective dichotomy.
Focussing on these categories, two very different approaches for KM implementation have
emerged, so-called IT and people involvement approach. This view is in line to that of Hansen
et. al (1999), who contend that the personalisation strategy (people involvement approach) is
an approach where knowledge is closely embedded to the person who develops it and shares
through face-to-face interaction, while in codification strategy (IT approach) knowledge is
codified and stored in databases, where it can be assessed and retrieved easily by anyone in the
organisation. Drawing from the existing literature, two dimensions of approaches to KM are
discussed in following sub-sections.
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3.1 IT Approach

A common theme in KM literature is the important role of information technology (IT). IT had
a central place and plays a prominent role in the early KM initiatives. It is important to note that
IT consists of combination of hardware and software technologies (Ruikar et al., 2007).
Hardware technologies and components are important for a KM implementation as they are the
medium for storage and transfer knowledge i.e. personal computers. On the other hand,
software technologies play an important part in facilitating the implementation of KM.
Software applications provided by software vendors take many forms and perform many tasks.
However, the role of IT (both hardware and software) in KM rests predominantly on the key
assumptions of the objectivist perspective or practice-based perspective - that were previously
discussed in previous section. Building on the assumptions of the objectivist perspective,
organisations believe that IT can play a direct role in the KM process. In other words, IT is a
‘driver’ of KM practices. Yet, IT simply acts as a medium to search, codify, categorise, store
and share explicit knowledge (Hislop, 2005:p.108). For example, one common use of search
engines is for finding best practices within directories of databases. Another example would be
where computer aided design (CAD) systems are used to design new products. So, in principle,
IT seems to offer people and the organisations for which they work - faster, cheaper and
broader sources of data and to enable them to generate and share knowledge. Although great
claims have been made about the use of IT for KM, there are limitations for such initiatives
which rely heavily on IT. There is much more to KM than the technology alone (Sarvary,
1999:p.95). This confirms arguments that there has been far too much reliance on the idea that
KM has to do with IT. The problem of over-reliance on IT-driven KM is supported by
evidence that there is no direct correlation between IT investment and business performance or
KM (Malhorta, 1998; Strassman, 1997). In retrospect, many KM initiative failures are
primarily driven by the adoption of technology (Tsui, 2005). Moreover, McDermott (1999)
noted that most companies soon find that leveraging knowledge through the use of IT is hard to
achieve.

There are five fundamental criticisms of IT in relation to KM practices that focus largely on the
objectivist perspective as against the practice-based perspective (Hislop, 2005:p.110). Firstly,
the objectivist perspective assumes that all or most relevant knowledge can be made explicit or
codifiable whilst the practice-based perspective argues that much tacit knowledge can never be
made explicit. Secondly, the objectivist perspective does not acknowledge the inseparable
character of tacit and explicit knowledge, which means that there is no tacit dimension at all in
explicit knowledge that has been communicated or codified. In other words, the tacit
dimension is lost once it has been codified or transferred through IT. Thirdly, it underestimates
the extent to which knowledge in organisations is fragmented, dispersed, and specialised.
Fourthly, it is argued that over-reliance on IT underestimates the extent to which knowledge is
context-specific, which refers to knowledge that is difficult to remove from its context and
understand in a different context. Finally, to some extent as a consequence of all the above
criticisms, the objectivist perspective is argued to suffer ‘synoptic delusion’; the mistaken idea
that it is possible to collect an organisation’s knowledge in a single repository (Tsoukas,
2005:p.100).
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The criticisms of the role of IT in KM from an objectivist perspective, have not led to a position
where the role of IT is questioned. For example, IT supports knowledge sharing through video
conferencing, within or between CoPs, without losing tacitness of knowledge. Therefore, those
who emphasise the ‘people side’ of KM still believe that IT can play a role as an ‘enabler’ in
relation to facilitating and supporting the social relationships, collaborations and
communication processes which underpin the KM process. In summary, computer-based
systems can be of benefit in knowledge-based activities once such systems are designed to
support the development and communication of human meaning (Walsham, 2001:p.599).
Moreover, it is suggested that advances in computer technology have the potential to make
work more knowledge and skill-intensive through the potential for problem solving (Zuboff,
1988).

Generally, whatever role that IT systems have in KM initiatives, their design and
implementation requires to be considered against the practice of the human-based perspective
types of KM models that includes the cultural and organisational context within which they are
being implemented. The danger of not doing this will lead to the failure of KM initiatives as the
great trap in KM is using information management tools and concepts to design KM systems
(McDermott, 1999:p.104). Liebowitz (1999a:p.iv) contributes to this view by identifying what
he considers to be incorrect linking of KM to the field of information systems, thus neglecting
the crucial role of individuals in knowledge activities. The appropriate stance of IT within KM
should be as integrator of communications technology, rather than solely as information or
knowledge repository (Moffett et al., 2004).

3.2 Cultural Approach

The first generation KM initiatives evolved from an interest in IT, which neglected
people-related factors. The earliest literature was firmly associated with the objectivist
perspective on knowledge, while the second generation KM initiatives emphasised the
importance of people involvement factors that developed from the practice-based perspective,
as discussed in the previous section on the characteristics of knowledge. This reflects the
importance of recognising the organisational culture which has grown significantly in KM
initiatives. Fundamentally, this is because the conceptualisation of knowledge takes greater
account of people-related issues and views knowledge as largely tacit, socially constructed and,
thus, interrelated to the participation of social networks, including CoPs and work groups.

According to Schein (2004), culture can be defined as shared values, beliefs and practices of
the people in organisations that refer to ‘the ways things are done in the organisation’. It is
described further that culture is tightly connected to certain groups of people in organisations
who have been working together for a considerable length of time; throughout this period they
have developed certain behaviours to deal with and solve problems as well as a collective
identity and know-how to work together effectively (Ribiere and Sitar, 2003:p. 40). Based on
this definition and description, the primary determinant of KM is a culture that emphasises and
encourages active participation in knowledge sharing. In an organisation with a knowledge
sharing culture, people would share ideas and insights because they see it as natural, rather than
that something they are forced to do (McDermott and O’Dell, 2001). A range of surveys from
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the study of Ruggles (1998), Management Review (1999), KPMG (2000), Breu et. al (2000)
and Edwrads et. al (2000) consistently revealed that the main obstacles to the success of KM
initiatives were social and cultural factors.

The conclusion that can be inferred from these results is that the organisations surveyed did not
take adequate steps to establish the appropriate cultural factors in their KM initiatives, and
instead, they focused on utilising IT. Therefore, appreciating the significance of social and
cultural factors is vital in order to make KM initiatives successful. McDermott and O’Dell
(2001:p.77) suggest that a successful KM approach should be built to fit with organisational
culture. Their study indicates that organisations which attempt to shape the culture to fit their
KM initiative are likely to find the initiative fails. As a result, knowledge sharing cultures can
be instilled in the organisations depending on the values and the style of the organisations.
McDermott and O’Dell (2001:p.78-83) argue that it is necessary for organisations to align their
KM initiative with their organisation’s culture by linking it to both visible and invisible
dimensions of culture (see Table 1.1). For the visible culture dimensions, the KM initiative
needs to be focussed on solving practical business problems. It means that the KM initiative
should link to business strategy. For example, Pricewaterhouse Coopers has built sharing
knowledge into its business strategy and brand identity labelled ‘People, knowledge and the
world’; knowledge is the link between the company and its customers. They have an extensive
and visible organisational structure with a Chief Knowledge Officer (CKO) devoted to
championing KM initiatives. The KM approach also needs to match the overall style of the
organisation. Some organisations have an official KM programme that emanates from the
corporate level, whilst others have small knowledge sharing programmes with a low degree of
formality to match the overall environment of the organisation. In the same way, management
support throughout the programme is important to making knowledge sharing happen (Benbya
and Belbaly, 2005). For instance, if management spends a significant amount of resources on
implementing a KM programme, employees could interpret this as a signal of management’s
support and they act accordingly.

Table 1. The Linkage of Visible and Invisible Organisational Culture with Knowledge
Management Initiatives

Visible dimensions of culture

Invisible dimensions of culture

Visible link between sharing knowledge and solving

practical business problems.

The approach, tools and structures to support
knowledge sharing, match the overall style of
management.

Reward and recognition systems support sharing

knowledge.

Knowledge sharing tightly linked to pre existing core

value of the organisation.

Networks for sharing knowledge build on existing

networks people use in their daily work.

Source: Adapted from McDermott and O’Dell (2001).

26

http://ijld.macrothink.org



H International Journal of Learning and Development
Mac_rOtthll;.k ISSN 2164-4063
Institute 2019, Vol. 9, No. 1

Finally, the reward and recognition systems should make visible the importance of appropriate
knowledge sharing. Davenport (cited in Wah, 1999) suggested that sharing knowledge is
usually considered a sideline activity, and employees will only take it seriously when rewards
are built into compensation and benefits packages. Further, he noted that ‘the best kind of
knowledge transfer is informal, but the best way to get knowledge transferred is to reward
people for transferring it” (Davenport, quoted in Wah, 1999:p.27). Rewards could range from
monetary (extrinsic) incentives, such as bonuses and to non-monetary (intrinsic) incentives,
such as dinner gift certificates and rewards, such as praise and public recognition that do not
have a monetary equivalent value (Bartol and Srivastava, 2002). Accordingly, people need
incentives to participate in the knowledge sharing process (Hansen et al., 1999:p.113).

In terms of the invisible dimensions of knowledge culture, KM initiatives should be tightly
linked to the core values of the organisation. McDermott and O’Dell (2001) found from their
study that organisations did not describe knowledge sharing as their ‘new direction’ or ‘change
programme’, instead they described it as a way of enabling people to pursue the core values of
the organisation. ‘Involvement’ and ‘team working’ are examples of language that reflects
pre-existing cultural core values which are widely held throughout the organisation. Therefore,
it will enable people to share their knowledge naturally because they believe in the core values
that they have and not because they believe in knowledge sharing itself. This view relates to the
requirement to build knowledge sharing networks based on existing networks which are purely
social and informal. Most of the informal networks have operated without any formal sanctions
and are manifested through informal meetings and even conversation in tea rooms, for example.
The members of the networks trust each other and feel obliged to share insights with each
other.

The central concept of the McDermott and O’Dell study is that cultural change can be achieved
if appropriate knowledge sharing behaviours are a part of the existing culture. However, in
other mainstream perspectives in the KM literature, it is suggested that organisational culture
can be changed and modified in ways to encourage and support desired knowledge behaviours
and attitudes (Ribiere and Sitar, 2003). This is perhaps the most difficult, complex and
daunting task because culture is not simply the conscious design of management, but reflects
the evolution of the organisation over a period of time (Pan and Scarborough, 1999:p.368). In
summary, organisational culture is one of the most important conditions leading to the success
or failure of KM initiatives.

4. Knowledge Management Concepts in Learning and Teaching Process

In the knowledge based economy, it is claimed that the smartest organisations will survive.
They must attract, recruit, train and retain the very best people. One of the best forms of
competitive advantage organisations can have is a talented workforce. Organisations have
realised that the benefits of implementing KM in order to further educate and train their staff
by making individuals more effective at sharing explicit knowledge - IT approach and creation
of new ways to expose tacit knowledge - cultural approach (Frappaolo and Wilson Todd, 2000).
The most noteworthy is the growing significance of work related learning and the recognition
of work and work experience as a key source of learning make continuous learning and
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education necessary for individuals and employees to meet the changing requirement of the
marketplace (Psarras, 2006). The nature of work is undergoing of profound change, as Davies
(1998) defines;

“Work is increasingly about how knowledge comes to be defined as useful and education itself
is viewed as a form of work which can lead to self-realisation and self-fulfilment at individual
and existential level”

Today’s employees must be inquisitive, have flexible thought process and be open to new ideas.
These abilities are required to meet the numerous demands of business and the challenges of
technology. On the other hand, students no longer satisfied with first phase education. Their
needs are now increasingly seen to be continuous throughout working life and embrace
personal growth at all stages of an individual’s life. It is clear tat the future will belong to those
who can acquire and apply knowledge and skills that the global markets demand. New
generation of students will require regular updating of their knowledge, skills and competences.
In this context, higher education institutions will be required to expand flexibility and
innovative in learning and teaching.

Traditionally, universities had two main approaches of learning; deep approach and surface
approach. Students who take deep approach to learning intend to understand the subject in a
way that is personally meaningful, engaging their own experience and previous knowledge in
an interactive process with relevant content, logic and existing evidence of the subject.
Learning is essentially transformative experience in which the students make or construct
personal meaning out of the shared meaning available (Light et al., 2009:p.52). Their intention
is to understand ideas for themselves by constructing their own meaning. On the other hand,
students who adopt a surface learning approach intend to use or reproduce the available
meanings in an instrumental way to deal with course requirements. The students will use the
meanings, but perceive them as alien and eternally imposed (Light et al., 2009:p.52). As such
they often simply approached through memorisation or reproducing material course and there
is no sustained personal engagement with student’s own experience and their previous
knowledge.

Similarly, universities had two main conception of teaching; fteacher-focused and
learning-focused. In the first conception, the lecturer regards the practice of teaching as an
expert, imparts or transmits information to a passively receptive or compliant student. It is
further described ‘that the mass of students are passive recipients of the wisdom of single
speaker’ (Ramsden, 2003: p. 108). Teaching mainly rests in the content of the curriculum
(Light et. al, 2009) and knowledge to be transferred to students at this level is seen
unproblematic (Ramsden, 2003). The most noteworthy is the student learning is not a central
concern of the teacher. Consistent with this view of how learning occurs, lecturers who use
this theory of teaching will typically attribute any failure to learn to faults in the students
(Ramsden, 2003). Biggs (1999) refers this as the ‘blame-the-student’ theory of teaching.
According to Kramer et al. (2010), to promote collaborative learning, educators have to create
specific teaching-learning processes within particular learning set ups supported by
educational media-technology. Faculty members and institutions discern the need to store the
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intellectual asset produced by faculty in the course of preparing their lectures and make it
available for students and colleagues. However it is argued that this practice only focuses only
explicit knowledge.

The second conception focuses on the learner, and on promoting conceptual change. Teaching
is comprehended as a process working cooperatively with learners to help them change their
understanding (Ramsden, 2003). It is making student learning possible. Teaching involves
finding about students’ misunderstandings, intervening to change them and creating a context
of learning that encourages students to engage with subject matter (Ramsden, 2003). Therefore
good teaching consists of developing ways to help student’s improve and change their
conceptual understanding (Light et. al, 2009). In developing those practices, it recognizes that
meaning and knowledge are outcomes constructed by students in an active dialogue within the
socially rich situation of the course and programme.

Further, to add value to the lecture materials and textbook content it becomes significant to
relate the content with research work, industry interfaces and projects to fully realize the
significance and future prospects of subjects. Case studies, simulation games, role plays,
brainstorming sessions, interview questions and frequently asked questions (FAQs) along with
the theoretical knowledge will enhance comprehension amongst the students and facilitate
them to attain improved tacit knowledge of the subject.

In summary, this discussion seeks to map some of the concepts of learning and teaching to the
application of KM practices, with a view to setting agenda for the future. Universities have
significant level of KM activities and it is important recognise these and use them as foundation
for further development particularly in the area of learning and teaching. In today’s
rapidly-changing economic environment, the role of universities as providers of knowledge is
greatly challenged. The important question which now arises is how KM can contribute to the
HEI in the new economy.

While KM concept is potentially related to learning and teaching in HEI evidences have shown
that KM has been applied in industry for knowledge sharing and transfer. For instance, the
management consulting firm McKinsey formed internal groups of experts called ‘practices’ to
collect and distil experience gained in particular fields, such as manufacturing and energy, and
to communicate industry and project specific knowledge to others in the firm. Other firms
develop collaborative relationships with educational institutions that enable the institutions to
provide industry specific training. Ford, General Motors and Chrysler, for example, in
conjunction with industry and local university, have established the Michigan Virtual
Automotive College, to raise the levels of industry-specific education among automotive
industry workers (Probst et al., 2000). British Aerospace has linked with a number of UK
universities to both deliver and accredit training from its ‘virtual university’. In addition,
organisations can arrange for staff to complete distance-based or learning programmes. Where
specialist tacit knowledge is required, an expanding role can be envisaged for retired
professionals to provide mentoring services to staff in the organisations. On the other hand,
granting university qualifications through the new form of work-based learning credential
requires partnering arrangements among organisations, universities and individual participants.
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It involves the recognition of learning that occurs in workplaces in ways that enable the
transformation of tacit knowledge, everyday ‘know-how’ into observable and accessible
knowledge (Psarras, 2006). What someone does at work can be turned into areas of learning to
acquire academic credit. In summary this demonstrates ways of applying KM to learning and
teaching in organisations in view to establish KM practices in HEI.

5. Proposed Hybrid Framework

This section draws from the main findings both literature in KM and learning and teaching to
develop a conceptual framework in order to provide a profound and comprehensive
understanding the implications of KM in education learning and teaching. In view to assess the
implication and challenges that HEI face in embedding KM practices, two types of KM
perspectives are used as a lens through which to view 1) learning concepts; deep and surface
approach and 2) teaching concepts; teacher-focused, and learning-focused. This section
provides the description of the framework and discusses how it can be applied in HEL. As
shown in Figure 1.1, the framework provides a sense of understanding illustrate how KM
applications could benefit learning and teaching practices. This framework graphically
encapsulates and assembles all of the elements in simplified fashion based on the findings that
were discussed in previous section. The illustration is only conceptual based on the
interpretations from the findings of the literature.
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Figure 1. Hybrid Framework

As illustrated in Figure 1.1, it can be seen that the framework would be integrated into the
strategy. As a starting point, the HEI should have a strategy to achieve the HEI’s objective
through KM practices. The strategy should be made visible to staff-students so as to make
knowledge sharing directly part of HEI strategy. In general, a certain level of strategic
endeavour is required to implement KM practices. It was discovered from the literature that
KM initiatives were implemented towards strategic endeavour to achieve business objectives.
Basically, organisations need to have a clear picture of what they want to achieve and consider
how KM can effectively deliver their desired outcomes. In business, KM implementation being
tied to the business strategy was stressed in the literature by Davenport and Prusak (1998),
Zack (1999) and Chait (1999). Chait (1999:p.24) indicates the importance of this linkage by
stating that in many ways managing knowledge is no different from managing other aspects of
an organisation: firstly, there must be a vision that links with the organisation’s objectives and
strategies; second, people must be aligned to that vision; and third, the alignment must come
from the top-down and across all of the organisation. This suggests that KM should not be
implemented as an end in itself or just ‘nice-to-have’, as KM is criticised of being implemented
due to the bandwagon effect. In short, business strategy and objectives are tied to KM practices,
making them the logical starting point for KM implementation and thus ensuring that those
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KM and business strategies do not exist in isolation. Given that KM is related to two
perspectives; tacit and explicit knowledge, HEI also needs certain strategies to utilise both of
these knowledge for the benefit of learning and teaching. For example, if surface approach
(explicit knowledge) is adopted lecturer will focus on completing the content of subject
unreflectively and the assessment based on the memorising the facts and figures. However, if
deep approach (tacit knowledge) is adopted in teaching practices lecturer will relate the
previous knowledge to new knowledge and the assessment including learning conversations
and scenario planning.

From the discussions in previous section, it can be claimed that KM is implemented either from
IT approach or in terms of cultural approach. The findings of the discussion revealed that there
are strengths and weaknesses in both of the KM approaches available for KM implementation.
To overcome such difficulties, a conceptual framework was developed which is applicable to
KM practices in HEI with a balanced view of both KM perspectives which can help educators
and academics staff to implement or evaluate their learning and teaching practices focusing on
hybrid approach.

The experience from KM practitioners highlight that the company actually deploys a hybrid
approach in some way or other. The KM implementation activities in some companies are not
confined to one particular approach, be it IT approach (technological-related) or cultural
approach (people-related). It might happen that people-related approach is followed by another
technology related approach or vice-versa. That is, knowledge may be created with verbal
discussions and end up with formal comments which may be in written form of documentation.

Similarly in HEI, for instance in learning approach, the same student learns differently in
different situations. What constitutes an approach to learning, surface or deep, varies according
to academic task. For example, an initially narrow concentration on detail and logical
connections as part of deep approach is common in subjects which is cumulative, paradigmatic,
replicable and capable of being summarised in terms of general of laws i.e. physics; while in
subjects usually described being particularistic, idiographic and reinterpretive i.e. history a
deep approach is more likely to involve the student in stressing, right from the start, an
intention to elucidate material in a personal way (Ramsden,2003:p.50). In describing surface
approaches, students of science are more likely to speak of narrow focus on techniques,
procedures and formulae, while humanities and social scientists tend to report a more
generalised and vague approach, which frequently includes oversimplification of main ideas in
reading and essay writing, or memorising unrelated generalities in preparations for
examinations (Ramsden, 2003:p. 50).

In terms of conception of teaching, the most complex issue therefore includes aspects of both
the others. In other words, teaching does involve transferring knowledge and presenting
information (teacher-focused); and also facilitating students in generating knowledge for
themselves (student-focused and learning-focused). It should be noted that the variation
between these categories conception of teaching are applied in one way or another as teachers
always deploy lecture technique (transmitting knowledge) in the beginning of the module and
eventually use small group and active learning techniques (creating knowledge) as the
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semester progresses. In short, this discussion demonstrates that both learning and teaching
concepts is embedded by the two perspectives of KM practices, i.e. objectivist-based
perspective that largely depends on IT utilisation — associated with surface approach in
learning and teacher-focused in teaching, and practice-based perspective that focus on people
involvement — associated with deep approach in learning and, student and learning-focused in
teaching. The most noteworthy is that although tacit knowledge does not play such a dominant
role in surface learning and teacher-focused approach, explicit knowledge is an important
component of knowledge required student’s learning and teaching purposes. Similarly, to some
extent, the process occurs in deep learning and, student and learning-focused approach. The
practice-based KM perspective comes into play when tacit knowledge is generated within
student’s learning and teaching process. This shows how the interactive process of those KM
perspectives ‘activates’ the process of learning and teaching respectively. The most substantial
issue is that although those KM perspectives seem to contradict each other on a theoretical
level, it is important to recognise that both perspectives appear to be complementary in reality.
Thus, the development of a conceptual framework is applicable to HEI with a balanced view of
both perspectives, which can help academic practitioners to implement or evaluate their
learning and teaching practices, either focusing on technological or human-based and even
hybrid approaches from KM point of view. A successful integrated hybrid approach is one
that takes advantage of the positive features of both IT and cultural approach. In other words,
the proposed approach located somewhere between the rather divergent approaches and
recognises the interplay between both approaches.

6. Concluding Perspective

A KM perspective is a crucial consideration in enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of
teaching and learning in HEI. KM initiatives in teaching and learning can be used as part of the
institutional strategies to create, transform, store and disseminate knowledge according to the
needs of the students and learners.

The KM practices in industry are seen as innovative development that can be applied in HEIL.
This is illustrated in Figure 1.1 which displays KM embedded in learning and teaching
incorporating hybrid approach. Using the proposed KM implementation, as the starting point,
HEI should have strategy to achieve the added value of KM practices by utilising both ‘IT’
(associated with surface approach in learning and teacher-focused in teaching), and ‘cultural’
approach (associated with deep approach in learning and, student and learning-focused in
teaching).

There has indeed been a paradigm shift in HEI. The teaching-learning process cannot be
confined only to the contents in the textbook so called explicit knowledge only. The needs of
the industry and competition require academicians and students to be equipped with both
explicit and tacit knowledge of their subjects from cross platform perspectives. The proposed
framework can be used as a model to develop institutional teaching and learning KM models
based on the inputs of courses offered, curriculum, industry requirements, research activities
and the overall academic environment of the institution. With respect to IT, the framework is a
significant knowledge enabler. This can be explained in terms of the potential of IT
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infrastructure in facilitating KM processes by providing a platform for knowledge acquisition,
storage and dissemination, supporting collaboration among students and fostering centered,
real time, integrated systems.

Drawing from organisational experience, certainly, IT supports the KM process at a certain
level. However, in response to the limitations of the IT role in KM practices, the involvement
of people is identified as crucial to ensure the success of KM implementation, particularly to
acquire and share tacit knowledge. It is not to undermine the role of IT but rather to stress that
organisational knowledge is complex, rich and embedded in contexts which require human
intervention. In relation to people involvement, the organisational culture is identified as an
important element in managing knowledge. Given that knowledge creation and sharing are
stressed as social activities taking place among people, organisations require a supportive and
collaborative culture, including reshaping the positive attitudes and behaviours of people
towards KM practices. In sum, to build and develop a robust and thriving knowledge
environment in teaching-learning process, the institutions need to foster the overall culture of
sharing and managing knowledge.

The conclusion that can be drawn from this is that KM should be implemented with a hybrid
approach comprising strategy, IT (surface approach/teacher-focused) and organisational
culture (deep approach/student-focused, learning-focused). If any of these elements are not
attended to, it may be the case that the KM initiative is not complete which may lead to the
unsuccessful of KM implementation in HEL.
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