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Abstract
The goal of this editorial is to describe the
emerging stimulus that could drive joint
ventures between business, management,
and library and information science schools
in offering Knowledge Management (KM)
curricula. The basis for this thought-piece
are modified excerpts from the authors
forthcoming dissertation entitled
Examination of the Historical Sensemaking
Processes Representing the Development
of Knowledge Management Curricula in
Universities: Case Studies Associated with
an Emergent Discipline.

Article
Explaining Knowledge Management (KM) is
a challenge for a number of reasons. KM
does not appear to possess the qualities of
a discipline. If anything, KM qualifies as an
emerging field of study. Those involved in
the emerging field of KM are still vexed
today by the lack of a single,

comprehensive definition, an authoritative
body of knowledge, proven theories, and a
generalized conceptual framework.
Academics and practitioners have not been
able to stabilize the phenomenon of KM
enough to make sense of what it is and
what it comprises.
Even so, there have been noteworthy
initiatives to establish new educational
programs to teach KM (Sutton, 2002). There
is a substantial feeling that whatever this
phenomenon of KM is, KM is a significant
phenomenon affecting everything and
everyone with which it comes into contact
(Bouthillier & Shearer, 2002). Because of its
increased visibility in university educational
programs, I am led to wonder whether the
current fragmented approach of exclusivity
should be focused more along the lines of
inclusive joint ventures to offer KM curricular
within interdisciplinary programs of
business, management, and library and
information science schools.
Why is there escalating interest in
developing educational programs to teach
KM? Why is knowledge itself considered a
new source of wealth? Why is the economic
stewardship and control of knowledge
considered so important today? All these
questions relate to a global perception that
knowledge is the new currency of an
emerging economic order. This paradigm
had its roots in the work of Peter Drucker
(1959), who typified the knowledge worker

in Landmarks of Tomorrow: A Report on the
New 'Post-Modern' World as an individual
who spends much of his/her time
processing symbols with the intellect, not
manufacturing anything with the hands.
Other authorities expanded upon the
knowledge industry and post-industrial
economy concepts, as expressed in the
seminal works of Fritz Machlup (1962),
Daniel Bell (1973), Manuel Castells (1996),
and most recently by Nico Stehr (2002).
Through his insightful vision, Drucker (1991)
furnished western nations, and more
recently all nations, with a foretaste of the
emerging knowledge economy and the
foundation for a new measure of
productivity. Economists, like academics
and practitioners involved with KM, use a
wide range of disparate definitions to
describe the emerging knowledge economy.
William Horton (2001), a KM expert and
organizational learning pundit, proposed a
very simple definition, which is useful for
starting the discussion of the knowledge
economy:
A knowledge economy [is] one
where success depends more on
knowledge than on labor and capital.
… It is the unique knowledge of the
company that is most important in
determining
its
success.
…
Knowledge in many ways is the new
gold standard (p. 6-7).
Dominique Foray is a proponent of the new
sub-discipline of economics referred to as
the "knowledge economics." In The
Economics of Knowledge Foray (2004)
suggested that the global shifts in
investments and activities associated with
knowledge-intensive firms were causing
radical economic changes. David & Foray
(2002) described the apparently profound
conceptual transformations and structural
changes they saw taking place globally.
Cross and Israelit (2000) and Burton-Jones
(2003) asserted that the dislocation taking

place was providing new opportunities to
increase business performance by fostering
learning within organizations at the
individual, group, and enterprise levels. An
organization that builds a culture based
upon learning will generate new knowledge,
innovation, and creativity that can result in
new core competencies for the affected
knowledge workers. Errors and mistakes
are embraced as experiential learning that
produces lessons learned and best
practices—knowledge that can be recycled
to increase the wealth and performance of
the overall enterprise, instead of being
considered a drain on the bottom line. Neef
(1999) sums this up by describing how KM
is a consequence as well as the enabler of
the knowledge economy:
[Knowledge Management] is a
critical set of policies and practices
that will boost an organization's
competitive position in the new
knowledge-based
economy
by
optimizing the collaboration and
knowledge
sharing
among
employees and providing them with
the information and knowledge that
they need to improve operational
efficiency, to innovate, and to sense
and respond to new opportunities in
the marketplace. (p. 78)
In the Economic Impact of ICT:
Measurement, Evidence, and Implications,
the Organisation for Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD) (2004a)
described the cause-effect relationships of
Information, Communications and
Technologies (ICT) investments, production,
and use in OECD countries. The impacts
occurred at an individual level as well as an
aggregated level, affecting productivity
growth, innovation, and business
performance. At the firm level there were
dramatic positive effects due to knowledgesharing, while at the national levels there
appeared to be limited impact due, most
likely, to the inability to fully exploit the ICT
and the lack of information and knowledgebased competencies that would make

possible a multiplier effect upon productivity.
The OECD has recently published serious
studies and critical research describing the
emergence of this economy and its
potentially dramatic effect upon economic
development and education in both the
industrialized and third-world nations
(OECD, 2000, 2001, 2003a, 2003b, 2004b).
An acceptable definition of "knowledge
management" should encompass the
concept of knowledge and the valuation
associated with intellectual assets, as
suggested by Dalkir (2005). I synthesized
three well-formulated definitions discovered
during my doctoral dissertation research
(Becerra-Fernandez, et al., 2004, p. 30;
Bennet & Bennet, 2004, p. 227; Dalkir,
2005, p. 3) into a comprehensive definition:
Knowledge Management is the
deliberate
and
systematic
coordination of the communications,
people, processes, structure, and
technology of an organization in
order
to
produce
sustainable
competitive advantage or long-term
high
performance
for
the
organization. The value and utility in
the management of knowledge
accrues to the organization through
innovation, reuse, and organizational
learning.
The
process
of
coordination is achieved through the
convergence of personal, group, and
enterprise action on a knowledge
life-cycle. The knowledge life-cycle
integrates the identification, creation,
acquisition,
capture,
securing,
production, publication, sharing,
leveraging, and eventual disposal of
knowledge resources and assets
within an organizational memory.
Gartner Group, Caldwell, et al. (2003)
described the different topics of KM and
their current state of interest by businesses
in the Hype Cycle for Knowledge
Management, 2003. Gartner reiterated that
KM was becoming a critical business

discipline for enhancing competitiveness
and supporting decision-making. The more
recent availability of integrated KM
applications and tools, which did not exist
before 2001, has led to more widespread
adoption in the marketplace. In the opinion
of Gartner Group, Caldwell, et al. the tools
were being absorbed at different rates
within the enterprises based upon the
maturity levels and hype associated with
each tool.
A survey conducted by Swiss accounting
firm KPMG (2003) of the business leaders
of the top 500 organizations in the UK,
France, Germany, and the Netherlands
produced rather sobering results. According
to KPMG, during the 5 year period between
1999 and 2003 the practice of KM in the
public and private sectors was approaching
a high maturity level. However, business
leaders reported that although they
considered knowledge a strategic asset
(80%), almost the same percentage of
respondents felt they were missing out on
business opportunities because they had
failed to exploit their organizations' available
knowledge. The respondents identified a
pressing need to acquire methodologies
and tools to exploit these key knowledge
domains across processes and business
functions critical to their enterprise. This
requirement was underscored by the lack of
employee skills and competencies in the
capability to successfully conceptualize,
exploit, manage, and implement KM
projects, i.e., the lack of an experienced and
educated workforce that understood and
could direct the management of knowledge
in their enterprises.
KM, as an emerging field, is quite young—
less than three decades "young" if the
milestone used to peg its beginning stems
from the introduction of the phrase
"knowledge management". Anecdotally, the
formal birth of this emerging field was
ascribed by Beckman (1999) to have taken
place when Karl Wiig originated the term at
a 1986 United Nations International Labour
Organization conference in Geneva,

Switzerland. On the other hand, Koenig and
Srikantaiah (2000) have located an earlier
use of the term in Marchand (1985). Some
academics believe that KM has almost
achieved the status of a discipline (Jennex,
et al., 2005; Ponzi, 2004; Stankosky, 2005).
Most academics as well as practitioners
agree that the term was poorly defined and
ambiguously described (Den Hertog &
Huizenga, 2000; Dixon, 2000). KM is
considered by many as an interdisciplinary
field (Al-Hawamdeh, 2005).
Where should academic educational
programs that teach KM sit within the
academy? The Library Association (LA) of
the UK recently responded to a government
white paper issued by the Department of
Trade and Industry (1998) entitled Building
the Knowledge Driven Economy. The LA
suggested that libraries must support
innovation and that librarians will play a
"central role in the mapping of
organisational knowledge resources and
encouraging a cultural shift in knowledgesharing practices in business centres"
(1999, ¶ 6). Library and information
professionals are trying to reengineer their
education to cope with the transformation
taking place because of KM initiatives.
Discontinuities are being felt throughout the
LIS profession, and KM is one of the critical
triggers that are affecting how the
profession will evolve and what new
competencies must be incorporated into the
curricula (Beheshti, 1999; KALIPER
Advisory Committee and ALISE, 2000; ur
Rehman & Chaudhry, 2004). An extensive
suite of competency matrices based upon
job roles and responsibilities of KM
professionals were described in detail in
TFPL (1999) and Volume I and II of the
United States Department of the Navy's
(2001a, 2001b) Career Path Guide for
Management of Technology, Information,
and Knowledge. Many of the skills and
competencies described are parallel to
those used to describe the roles and skills
of special librarians.

If we assume that KM is interdisciplinary,
then it should draw upon a suite of other
topics, fields, and disciplines in order to
activate its value to the organization, such
as:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Artificial Intelligence, Expert
Systems, and Knowledge
Engineering;
Business, Commerce, and
Management;
Business Intelligence/Competitive
Intelligence;
Business Process Management and
Re-engineering;
Complexity Science and Chaos
Theory;
Communications and Journalism;
Computer Science;
Cybernetics;
Data Warehousing and Data Mining;
Ecology;
Economics;
Entrepreneurship and Innovation;
Health Informatics;
Organization Studies;
Organizational Behaviour;
Organizational Communications;
Organizational Design;
Organizational Memory;
Organizational Learning;
Organizational Theory;
Information Technology and
Telecommunications;
Leadership;
Library and Information Science;
Management Information
Systems/Information Systems;
Marketing;
Strategic Management; and
Systems Thinking and Theory.

As an interdisciplinary professional, I have
personally witnessed the challenges
associated with the fragmentation and
interdisciplinarity of the emerging field of KM
in its practice, in its professional
emergence, and in the academy's attempt
to educate learners. I am continually
amazed that many of my fellow
professionals and academics in the

business, management, and library and
information science fields have not yet
embraced the opportunity we have as a
group to harness the lead in KM. The field
requires informed and critical leadership
from the academy as well as from business,
industry and government in order to set
priorities, develop policies, and architect
new learning programs.
KM appears to fit quite appropriately into the
undergraduate and graduate curriculum of a
business, management, and library and
information science curricula (Sutton, 2002).
KM demonstrates a pervasive quality and
impacts all fields and disciplines. All three
schools, although founded on totally
different paradigms, theories, and
conceptual frameworks, need to establish
priorities to bridge the gaps in KM teaching
and research instead of maintaining
traditional silos of knowledge. Too many
university departments waste time haggling
over which school will get credit for a
student in an interdisciplinary program.
There is a significant business value
proposition for building a joint
interdisciplinary curriculum.
KM will continue to demonstrate
considerable impact on the academy,
business and management practices, and
library and information science sources and
services. We need immediate and serious
consideration—possibly a KM Educational
Manifesto—for the joint development of KM
curricula amongst business, management,
and library and information science
faculties. I strongly believe we are on the
cusp of an unprecedented opportunity to
work alongside each other to architect the
mix of education to help learners acquire
the competencies and skills of the new
knowledge workers. However, we must
expand our capability to at least confer,
consult, and collaborate before we can
pragmatically demonstrate the business
value proposition and the academic viability
of this kind of joint venture. I would welcome
hearing from others interested in a dialogue
on KM educational programs and curricula.
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