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INTRODUCTION

Thelast decade of the 20" century saw explosive growth
in discussions about knowledge—knowledge work,
knowl edge management, knowledge-based organi zations,
and the knowledge economy (Cortada & Woods, 2000).
At the center of such discussions are the two notions of
process and knowledge. The former represents not only
the organization’s operations characterized by clearly
defined inputs, outputs, and flows, but al so management
practiceswhich givethe organization itsdepth and means
for handling change and turbulence. The latter is repre-
sented by arange of complexity andintellectual richness,
from Plato’s“justified true belief” (Nonaka & Takeuchi,
1995) to a more mundane “the capacity to act” (Sveiby,
1997). How knowledge is characterized, used, and even
created within an organization is a very complicated
process. Neverthel ess, webelievethat each member of an
organization has his or her own knowledge space, which
is subject to some level of description, and thus may be
architected, integrated, and designed into an organiza-
tion (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Levine, 2001). As the
sourceof wealth shiftsfrom capital to knowledge(Drucker,
1992), it is clear that organizations that actively seek to
create their own communal knowledge space from that,
which exists among its members, will have a decided
advantageover thosewho do not. Oneworking definition
of knowledgeishereby interpretedintermsof itspotential
for actionanditsability to change context and goals—the
rulesof relevance and adaptation. Y et, what isthe means
by whichacommunal knowledge space may bebuilt? And
how would an organization use it for advantage? To
answer these questions, this article is divided into five
sections: The Background of Knowledge Synthesis; Pur-
suing the Ideal of a Learning Organization; Scaffolding
the Knowledge Framework; Future Trends of IS Design
for Knowledge Sharing; and Conclusion.

The first provides the foundations on understanding
theknowledge phenomenon asitishappening inmany an
organization today. The second serves as a digest in
capturing some basic ideas of the learning organization.
The third brings forth our conception of an actionable
framework of knowledge synthesis, applicable to the
Internet-based development of present-day organiza-
tions. The fourth discusses some of the challenges in

information systems(lS) designfor knowledgework. The
fifth concludesthearticle by reiterating the challengesin
doing organizational knowledge synthesis.

Thethemeof thisarticleistoinvestigate strategiesto
enhance knowledge sharing through theideaof alearning
organization. [tsaimisto conceive appropriate design of
| S support so as to expand an organization’ s capacity to
adapt to future challenges.

THE BACKGROUND OF
KNOWLEDGE SYNTHESIS

To situate our discussions about knowledge work in an
organization, wefirst resort to the classification scheme
of knowledge tasks from Charles Perrow (1970) on the
basis of their analyzability (the degree to which search
activity isneeded to solveaproblem) and variability (the
number of exceptions—new or unexpected—encountered
while performing a task). There are four task subtypes:
craft, routine, engineering, and non-routine. Routinetasks
are characterized by the combination of low variability
and high analyzability. Namely, few exceptions are en-
countered in the work process, and when an exception
doesoccur, little search behavior isrequired to handleit.
Craft tasks are characterized by the combination of low
variability and low analyzability. Thismeansonly anar-
row range of exceptions being encountered, but a high
level of search activity is needed to find a solution to
problems. Engineering tasks are characterized by the
combination of high variability and high analyzability.
Namely, thenumber or variety of exceptionsthat workers
may encounter in the task is high, but finding a solution
isrelatively easy because well-understood standard pro-
cedures should have been established to handle the
exceptions. Finally, non-routine tasks are characterized
by the combination of high variability and low
analyzability. It isthe most complex and |east routine of
the four tasksin Perrow’ s classification. Thesetasks are
complex because not only is the number of unexpected
situations large, but search activity is high: Each new
situation creates aneed to expend resources to deal with
it. A key goal of managementistoanalyzeandrefinewhat
have been craft and non-routine tasks, and transform
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them into routine and engineering tasks. They constantly
seek to reduce the ambiguity and uncertainty by routin-
izing work and the business rules governing that work.
Nonethel ess, organizational tasksareincreasingly being
craft and non-routine. Such knowledgework isnot easily
subject to processexplicitness(clearly defined specifica-
tions). As tasks become more unanalyzable (i.e., craft,
non-routine), the level of ambiguity increases and re-
quires people with relatively more experience and tacit
knowledge, and acertainlevel of richinformation. Simi-
larly, astasksbecomemorevariable(i.e., engineering and
non-routine), the level of uncertainty increases thereby
requiring people with more training, formal education,
explicit knowledge, and high quantities of information.
Obviously, such is the backdrop behind which many an
enterprise today has been developing their contexts for
organizational knowledge synthesis.

In order to develop a communal knowledge space—
one that develops new forms of knowledge from that
which existsamong itsmembers—we must describe how
and with what an organization performsitswork, say, in
termsof itscorecapabilities(i.e., strategic processes) and
corecompetencies(i.e., knowledgeareasappliedto capa-
bilities) (Stalk, Evans, & Shulman, 1992). Oftentimesthe
alignment context is expressed in terms of the dynamics
of the people-process-system issue. Namely, we need to
design suitable information systems to help people with
knowledgeto perform the processesinvolved to produce
resultsof valuetothe organization. Infact, Zuboff (1988)
has written extensively on the interaction of people and
informationtechnology (IT), and theall-important shiftin
management thinking from automatingtoinformating. In
practice, automating typically refers to the use of IT
during process change to substitute the deployment of
humans. Automating serves to lower uncertainty and
increase management control. Informating, in contrast,
referstotheeffect IT may have on the understanding and
transparency of a process. Informating makes people
more productivethrough their use of and processintegra-
tion with IT. It servesto increase the capacity of people
to understand the entire value-adding business process.
Thus, informating concerns itself with the connection
people have with their specific tasksaswell asthewhole
flow of work. Certainly, the notion of knowledge must be
incorporated. While informating concerns IT and task
integration, the idea of knowledging (Savage, 1990) re-
fers to individual and organizational learning, and is
characterized by the process of knowledge creation and
the active involvement of the individual with his or her
work. Knowledging includes a dynamic interaction be-
tween theknown (explicit) and thevision (tacit) forms of
knowledge. In fact, each context from automating to
informating to knowledging may bethought of asastage,
aprogression requiring additional alignment threads and
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trade-off. In particular, thetrade-off betweenindividual-
ism and community may impact the movement from
informating to knowledging. Individualism drives indi-
vidual knowledge and rewards, and thus encourages
informating, while acommunity emphasizes sharing and
is more closely associated with knowledging, including
the interaction of computers, people, lateral relations,
business processes, and organizational |earning (includ-
ing knowledge creation). Thereby, in order to create a
communal knowledge space for the organization, each
successive organi zational transformation, from automat-
ingtoinformatingtoknowledging, requireshigher levels
of process abstraction and a broad range of process
integration and alignment threads.

PURSUING THE IDEAL OF A
LEARNING ORGANIZATION

Nowadays, enterprises including educational institutes
are challenged to do things faster, better, and more cost
effectively in order to remain competitive in an increas-
ingly global economy. There is a strong need to share
knowledge in away that makesit easier for individuals,
teams, and enterprises to work together to effectively
contribute to an organization’s success. This idea of
knowledge sharing haswell been exemplifiedinthenotion
of alearning organization (L O) (Garvin, 1993; King, 1996;
Levine, 2001; Senge, 1990; Vat, 2001). Basically, alearning
organization could be considered as an organization that
focuses on developing and using its information and
knowledge capabilities in order to create higher-value
information and knowl edge, to modify behaviorstoreflect
new knowledge and insights, and toimprove bottom-line
results. Based on this characterization of LO, there are
many possible IS instances that could be incorporated
intoalearningorganization. Theacronym*“LOIS’ (Learn-
ing Organization Information System) (Vat, 2003;
Williamson & Lliopoulos, 2001) as applied to an organi-
zation is often used as a collective term representing the
conglomeration of variousinformation systems, each of
which, being a functionally defined subsystem of the
enterprise LOIS, is distinguished through the servicesit
renders. For example, if aL OIS could support structured
and unstructured dialogue and negotiation among the
organizational members, thenthe L Ol Ssubsystemsmight
need to support reflection and creative synthesis of
information and knowledge, and thus integrate working
and learning. They should also help document informa-
tion and knowledge as it builds up, say, by electronic
journals. Or, they haveto makerecorded information and
knowledgeretrievable, and individualswithinformation
and knowledge accessible. Collectively, aLOIS can be
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considered as a scheme to improve the organization’s
chances for success and survival by continuously adapt-
ing to the external environment. Consequently, we stand
a better chance of increasing social participation and
shared understanding within the enterprise, and thus
foster better learning. Although we believe that this posi-
tioning of LOISrepresentsasignificant vision of afuture
generation of information systems, thereare seriousques-
tionsto be addressed in connection with knowledge cap-
tureand transformation, aswell asintellectual asset man-
agement within the enterprise. All these have conse-
guences for organization transformation in such areas as
strategies, structures, processes, systems, and people.
More importantly, the philosophy underlying the LOIS
design should recognizethat our knowledgeisthe amassed
thought and experience of innumerable minds, and the
L OIS helps capture and reuse those experiences and in-
sightsin the enterprise. The notion that emerges strongly
resemblesthe classical history paradigm of learning from
past events, necessitating the collection of data and re-
peated re-interpretation of its meaning, significance, and
impact for next generations. That isalso theidea of orga-
nizational learning (Kim, 1995), supported by an organiza-
tional memory (Conklin, 1996)—themeansby whichknow!-
edge from the past is continuously brought to bear on
present activities. It should possibly result in higher or
lower level sof organizational effectiveness(Stein, 1992)in
termsof the decision making, organizing, leading, design-
ing, controlling, communicating, planning, and motivating
functions of the management process. The cultivation of
acommunal knowledge space based on the organizational
memory isfundamental to enterprisesthat intend to estab-
lish, grow, and nurture a digital learning organization
(Hackbarth & Groven, 1999), whereindividual sgrow intel-
lectually and expand their knowledge by unlearninginac-
curate information and relearning new information.
Oftentimes, thereistheessential difference between doing
it the way we always did it (single-loop learning) and
arriving at an innovative solution that establishes new
patternsand relationships(double-loop learning) (Argyris,
1992; Kim, 1995).

SCAFFOLDING THE KNOWLEDGE
FRAMEWORK

In order to create the communal knowledge space for the
entire organization, an organization needs a vision that
orientsthe entire organization to the kind of knowledgeit
must acquire, and wins spontaneous commitment by the
individuals and groups involved in knowledge creation
(Dierkes, Marz, & Teele, 2001; Stopford, 2001). It istop
management’ sroleto articulatethisknowledgevisionand

communicate it throughout the organization. A knowl-
edge vision should define what kind of knowledge the
organization should create in what domains. It helps
determine how an organization and its knowledge base
will evolveinthelong run (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Nonaka
& Takeuchi, 1995). Ontheother hand, thecentral require-
ment for organizational knowledge synthesisisto pro-
vide the organi zation with a strategic ability to acquire,
create, exploit, and accumul ate new knowledge continu-
ously and repeatedly in acircular process. To meet this
requirement, we need an actionable framework, which
couldfacilitatetheinstallation of thisstrategic ability. It
is believed that there are at least three major elements
constituting the knowledge framework of alearning or-
ganization, including the knowledge architecture, the
knowledge synthesis process, and the technical knowl-
edgeinfrastructure. Thefirst, being acomponent of the
overall organizational architecture, is responsible for
generating an ever-growing body of organizational knowl-
edge. The second provides the formal methodology for
collecting, integrating, and disseminating knowledge.
Thethird, increasingly being virtualized over thelnternet
in every organization, should allow every individual to
gain access to knowledge wherever and whenever it is
needed.

The Knowledge Architecture

Following theideaof alearning organization, we suggest
the creation of anumber of architectural componentsin
theknowledgearchitecture (Vat, 2001, 2003), which are
intended to facilitatelearning, and the creation, acquisi-
tion, plus distribution of knowledge among organiza-
tional members.

. ThelL-component: Theindividual learning (IL)
(Kim, 1993) component servesto providetraining
and education for individuals through the institu-
tion of workshops, apprenticeship programs, and
the establishment of informal mentoring programs.
Typically, anlL component providesfreeuseof the
organization’s|Sinfrastructureto accessunstruc-
tured material in order to pursue an explicit educa-
tional path, and to access structured learning ma-
terial purposely designed for online self-learning.
The organization that adopts the IL component in
pursuit of alearning organization is betting on its
people; namely, enhanced individual learning will
translate into improved organizational behaviors
and performance.

. TheOL -component: Theorganizational learning
(OL) (Grant, 1996; Probst & Buchel, 1997) compo-
nent focuses on the use of acommunities of prac-




tice approach, leading to the formation of collabo-
rative groups composed of professionalswho share
experience, knowledge, and best practices for the
purposes of collective growth. The conceptual ba-
sis is that group-based organizational competen-
cies and capacities can be developed, refined, and
enhanced to enable the organization to adapt to
changing circumstancesand demands, through such
ideas as teamwork, empowerment, case manage-
ment, or devel opment-centered career paths.

. Thel PM-component: Thiscomponent dealswith
theissueof intellectual property management (1PM)
(Stewart, 1997; Sveiby, 1997; Wiig, 1997) underly-
ing the activities that are involved in leveraging
existing codified knowledge assets in the form of
patents, brands, copyrights, research reports, and
other explicitintellectual propertiesof theorganiza-
tion. Theorganization that pursuesthel PM compo-
nent in support of a learning organization may
deviseafinancial incentivethat allowsindividuals
and groups to be rewarded for the creation and
leveraging of intellectual properties.

. TheK M -component: Theknowledge management
(KM) (O’ Leary, 1998) component focuses on the
acquisition, explication, and communication of mis-
sion-specific professional expertise that islargely
tacit in nature to organizational participantsin a
manner that isfocused, relevant, and timely (Grant,
1996; King 1999; van der Spek & De Hoog, 1995;
Wiig, 1993). The conceptual basis is that an
organization’ stacit knowledgecan, in part, be made
explicit, and leveraged through the operation of
KM-related processes and systems developed for
knowledge sharing.

The Knowledge Synthesis Process

Knowledge synthesisisasocial aswell as an individual
process. Sharing tacit knowledge requiresindividualsto
sharetheir personal beliefsabout asituation with others.
At that point of sharing, justification becomes public.
Eachindividual isfaced withthetremendous challenge of
justifying hisor her beliefsinfront of others—anditisthis
need for justification, explanation, persuasion, and hu-
man connection that makesknowledge synthesisahighly
fragileprocess. Tobring personal knowledgeintoasocial
context, withinwhichit canbeamplified or further synthe-
sized, itisnecessary to have afield that provides aplace
inwhichindividual perspectivesarearticulated and con-
flicts are resolved in the formation of higher-level con-
cepts. Inatypical organization, thefieldfor interactionis
often provided in the form of an autonomous, self-di-
rected work team, made up of members from different
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functional units. Itisacritical matter for an organization
to decide when and how to establish such a team of
interaction in which individuals can meet and interact.
This team triggers organization knowledge synthesis
through several steps. First, it facilitates the building of
mutual trust among members, and accel erates creation of
animplicit perspectiveshared by membersastacit knowl-
edge. Second, the shared implicit perspectiveis concep-
tualized through continuous dialogue among members.
Tacit field-specific perspectives are converted into ex-
plicit concepts that can be shared beyond the boundary
of the team. It is a process in which one builds concepts
in cooperationwith others. It providesthe opportunity for
one' shypothesisor assumptionto betested. AsMarkova
and Foppa (1990) argue, social intercourseis one of the
most powerful mediafor verifying one’s own ideas.

Next comesthestep of justification, which determines
theextent towhichtheknowledge created withintheteam
is truly worthwhile for the organization. Typically, an
individual justifies the truthfulness of his or her beliefs
based on observations of the situation; these observa-
tions, in turn, depend on a unique viewpoint, personal
sensibility, andindividual experience. Accordingly, when
someone creates knowledge, he or she makes sense out
of anew situation by holdingjustified beliefsand commit-
ting to them. Indeed, the creation of knowledge is not
simply a compilation of facts, but a uniquely human
processthat cannot bereduced or easily replicated. It can
involve feelings and belief systems of which we may not
even be conscious. Nevertheless, justification must in-
volve the evaluation standards for judging truthfulness.
Theremight al so bevalue premisesthat transcend factual
or pragmatic considerations. Finally, wearriveat thestage
of cross-leveling knowledge (Nonaka, Toyama, & Konno,
2002). During this stage, the concept that has been cre-
ated andjustifiedisintegrated into the knowledge base of
the organization, which comprises a whole network of
organizational knowledge.

The Knowledge Infrastructure

The knowledge infrastructure supporting the idea of a
learning organization is based on a simple philosophy;
namely, various knowledge services, in support of a
specific LOIS context (say, the creation of a communal
knowledge space), must be interpreted as the essential
means to realize the particular synthesis processes for
organizational knowledge transfer. And such services
could be made available to their users in the form of
different distributed Web-based applications, which are
each designed and tested incrementally and iteratively
according to the purposeful activities of the organiza-
tional scenarios. The challenge is how to design the
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infrastructure to enable spontaneous knowledge capture
and transfer so as to turn the scattered, diverse knowl-
edge of individual knowledge workers into well-struc-
tured knowledge assets ready for reuse in the organiza-
tion (De Hoog, Benus, Vogler, & Metselaar, 1996). Ac-
cordingly, adoption of a three-tiered configuration—
composed of respectively the front-end KM services
(KMS), themiddle-layer KM architecture(KMA), andthe
back-end organizational memory (OM)—is suggested
(Vat, 2000, 2002).

. Theknowledgemanagement services(KM Ss): The
design of front-end KM services is an attempt to
recognize the human assets within the minds of
individuals, and to leverage them as organizational
assets that can be accessed and used by a broader
set of individual s on whose decisionsthe organiza-
tion depends. According to Nonaka and Takeuchi
(1995), organizational knowledge can be created
through the interactions between tacit and explicit
knowledge based on the SECI (socialization,
externalization, combination, and internalization)
process. Consequently, our KM services can be
devised based on these four modes of interactions.
The ‘knowledge socialization’ process usually oc-
cursin the form of informal communication when
someone raises a question for discussion or an
issue that requires a response. The ‘knowledge
internalization’ process occurs when we are ac-
tively searching for methods or lessons learned to
solve problems at hand. We internalize knowledge
by doing, and also by observing what other people
havedoneinasimilar context and by example. The
‘knowledgeexternalization’ processisaimedat struc-
turing knowledge and making it available to other
users. It involves concept mapping, tacit knowl-
edge categori zation, and representation. The‘knowl-
edgecombination’ processinvolvesvariousknowl-
edge sharing and decision coordination.

. Theknowledgemanagement ar chitecture(KMA):
The KMA acts as the middle layer supporting the
front-end KM Sthrough the back-end OM. Itslogi-
cal requirements are to satisfy the KM concernsto
create, retain, share, and leverage knowledge from
the personal level to the team level, the organiza-
tional level, and eventheinter-organizational level.
Itsdevelopment isconceived fromtwo architectural
perspectives: the business architecture and the
technology architecture. The former involves the
development of management solutions that are re-
lated to modeling the business functionality of the
organization—namely, business strategies, pro-
cesses, and structures that enhance and facilitate
organization-wideknowledgeleveraging. Thelatter

involvesthe devel opment of information and com-
muni cations technology (ICT) components within
an intranet-based knowledge medium to translate
the organization’s business vision into effective
electronic applications that support the intra- and
inter-organizational KM services.

. Theorganizational memory (OM): The KM pro-
cesses involved in organizational learning often
requireiterationsof referencesand modification of
the components devel oped in the business and the
technology architecturesof theKMA. Thisrequire-
ment implies the importance of a reusable asset
repository for storing various business-specific and
technol ogy-related componentsin the form of tacit
and explicit knowledge items. The OM could be
designed to fulfill this specific requirement. For
example, it could be structured into the business
repository and the technology repository. Typi-
cally the business repository stores knowledge
itemswe can useto standardize definitionsof orga-
nizational and process models. And we can archive
existing process components, which can then be
recalled later by coworkersin other departmentsto
be reused or modified for new process models.
Similarly, thetechnol ogy repository storestechnol-
ogy resources such as ‘ business objects’, pre-built
and purchased components, devel oper documenta-
tion, and numerous other technology standards.

FUTURE TRENDS OF IS DESIGN
FOR KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Accordingto Checkland and Holwell (1995), themainrole
of aninformation systemisthat of asupport function. The
I Sfunctionisto support peopletaking purposeful action
by indicating that the purposeful action can itself be
expressed viasome activity models, which are called the
“human activity systems” (HAS) models from the per-
spectiveof soft systemsmethodology—SSM (Checkland
& Scholes, 1990). Thejob of providing | Ssupport canthen
be thought about as entailing a pair of systems, one a
systemwhichisserved (the peopletaking theaction), and
the other a system which does the serving. Thereby,
whenever asystem servesor supportsanother, itisavery
basic principleof SSM (Checkland, 1983) that the neces-
sary features of the serving system can be worked out
only on the basis of aprior account of the system served.
Thisisbecausethe nature of the system served—the way
it isthought about—will dictate what counts as service,
and hencewhat functionsthe system which providesthat
service must contain (Checkland, 1981, p. 237). Thus, an
IS strategy concerning support to an organization, such




asalL OIS, can be coherently designed and set up only on
the basis of a clear concept of the knowledge sharing
context. Thisis true not only for the IS strategy of the
|earning organi zation asawhole, but also for thethinking
concerning each detailed system created within that strat-
egy. Consequently, the process of | S development needs
to start not with attention quickly focused on data and
technology, but with afocus on the actions served by the
intended organizational system. Once the actions to be
supported have been determined and described (using
various HA S-based activity models), we can proceed to
decide what kind of support should be provided, say:
automating actionwhichiscurrently being carried out by
people; or informating people (providing information
support to people) (Zuboff, 1988); or knowledging teams
of people (facilitating their social and mental exchange)
(Savage, 1990) asthey carry out their tasks. In each case,
we need to determine what will help people take the
desired action, and what will help to monitor the action
and makeadjustmentsif desired outcomesare not emerg-
ing. Oftenthe monitoring and control needsto bethought
about carefully in terms of some declared measures of
performance, which should derivefrom how the purpose-
ful activity isconceptualized. Thekey pointisthatinorder
to create the necessary IS support that serves the in-
tended organizational scenario, it is first necessary to
conceptualize the organizational system that is to be
served, since this order of thinking should inform what
relevant services would indeed be needed in the IS sup-
port.

CONCLUSION

This article describes an initiative to develop an action-
ableframework for knowledge synthesis, paying particu-
lar attention to the design issues in support of participa-
tory knowledge construction, in the context of organiza-
tion transformation in today’s prevailing knowledge
economy. Our discussion intendsto clarify theideal of a
learning organization (LO) which is designed to help
transfer learning fromindividual sto agroup, providefor
organizational renewal, keep an open attitude to the
outside world, and support acommitment to knowledge.
In particular, we have elaborated the design issues of the
L Ol Ssupport that hel p structure and facilitate knowledge
interconnectivity, in terms of a three-tiered technical
knowledgeinfrastructurecomprising thefront-end knowl-
edge management services, the mid-layer of knowledge
management architecture, and the back-end organiza-
tional memory. To realize the LOIS support, it is also
necessary to examinethe underlying processesin which,
in aspecific organizational context, a particular group of
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people can conceptualize their world and hence the pur-
poseful action they wish to undertake. We need to under-
stand why, among these peopl e, certain data are selected
and treated as relevant items in order to get the best
possible definitions of accepted purposes and the inten-
tional actionthat followsfrom pursuing them. Theexami-
nation of meaningsand purposes, in support of designing
the necessary | S functions, should be broadly based, and
itsrichnesswill begreater thelarger the number of people
whotake partinit. Neverthel ess, the examination should
try to homein on the question: If we want to pursue this
purpose, which seems meaningful to us, what would we
have to do and how could we do it? Remembering the
many possiblerelationshipsthat have to be managed, we
have to acknowledge the rarity of complete consensus
among different people. What are sought are often the
accommaodations, which enable somemeaningful work to
be sustained in undertaking actions relevant to plausible
purposes. This consequently provides the basis for as-
certai ning the organi zation' scommunal knowledge space:
namely, what |'S support is truly needed by those under-
taking their actions, and how modern IT can help to
provide that support.
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KEY TERMS

Double-L oop L earning: Together with single-loop
learning, they describe the way in which organizations
may learn to respond appropriately to change. Single-
loop learning requires adjustments to procedures and
operationswithin the framework of customary, accepted
assumptions, but failstorecognizeor deal effectively with
problems that may challenge fundamental aspects of
organizational culture, norms, or objectives. Double-loop
learning questions those assumptions from the vantage
point of higher order, shared views, in order to solve
problems.

| SSupport: Aninformation system (IS) function sup-
porting people taking purposeful action. This is often
done by indicating that the purposeful action canitself be
expressed viaactivity models, through afundamental re-
thinking of what is entailed in providing informational
support to purposeful action. Theideaisthat in order to
create 1S support which serves, it is first necessary to
conceptualize the organizational system that is served,
since this order of thinking should inform what relevant
services would indeed be needed in the I'S support.

Knowledgel nfrastructure: A technical infrastructure
supporting the development of organizational knowl-
edge, whose design philosophy is often organization-
specific. Anexampleisto consider theinfrastructureasa

Knowledge Synthesis Framework

three-tiered system comprising the front-end knowledge
management services, the middle knowledge manage-
ment architecture, and the back-end organizational memory.

Knowledge Sharing: A process of leveraging the
collectiveindividual learning of an organization, such as
agroup of people, to produceahigher-level organization-
wideintellectual asset. It is supposed to be a continuous
process of creating, acquiring, and transferring knowl-
edgeaccompanied by apossi ble modification of behavior
to reflect new knowledge and insight, and produce a
higher-level intellectual content.

Knowledge Synthesis: Thebroad processof creating,
locating, organizing, transferring, and using theinforma-
tion and expertise within the organization, typically by
using advanced information technologies.

L earning Organization: An organization that helps
transfer learning fromindividual sto agroup, providefor
organizational renewal, keep an open attitude to the
outside world, and support acommitment to knowledge.
It is also considered as the organization that focuses on
developing and using its information and knowledge
capabilities in order to create higher-value information
and knowledge, to modify behaviorstoreflect new knowl-
edge and insights, and to improve bottom-line results.

Organizational Memory: A learning history that tells
anorganizationitsown story, which should hel p generate
reflective conversationsamong organizational members.
Operationally, an organi zational memory hascometo be
aclose partner of knowledge management, denoting the
actual content that a knowledge management system
purports to manage.

Soft SystemsM ethodology: A methodology that aims
to bring about improvement in areas of social concern by
activating in the peopleinvolvedinthesituation alearn-
ing cyclethat isideally never-ending. Thelearning takes
place through the iterative process of using systems
concepts to reflect upon and debate perceptions of the
real world, taking action in the real world, and again
reflecting on the happenings using systems concepts.
The reflection and debate is structured by a number of
systemic models of purposeful activities. These are con-
ceived as holistic ideal types of certain aspects of the
problem situation rather than as accounts of it. It isalso
taken as given that no objective and compl ete account of
a problem situation can be provided.



