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Abstract 

It wasn’t found in the literature a known guideline to develop KM via CoP with the 

assistance of the Organizational Culture (OC) and Information and Communication 

Technology (ICT) literature. Based on this knowledge gap, the goal in this study is to propose 

a guideline to begin the development of KM via CoP in companies. The main question of this 

study is: which are the key practices occurring in the companies that can help manage the 

aggregated knowledge necessary to develop an innovative environment? An interview was 

developed and supported by the literature review on KM, CoP, CO and ICT. After undergoing 

experts, the instrument was applied to the Human Resource (HR) and Information 

Technology (IT) managers in the companies. Most of the companies in this study don’t know 

about KM as a strategy to become more competitive and innovative on KBE society. It is 

proposed for companies to adopt an approach based in following twenty two sequentially 

guidelines: 1. A flat hierarchy and a structure for projects to the flow of knowledge, so 

employees can expose and exchange ideas and information at the same level to deepen 

knowledge and expertise; 2. Integration in person and via internet to store the knowledge 

generated among employees with concerns and interest in a particular subject;3. Provide 

physical and virtual space for information flow in dual carriageway via email or blog with the 

purpose of sharing information, ideas and advices;4. Informal space for exchanging 

experiences among employees as a recreation area designed for them, which purpose of the 

contact is to assist in solving  problems, creating projects and developing the tacit 

understanding on a topic;5. Training for the generation of new ideas for the development of 

collective knowledge, continuous learning, which helps in the sharing of problems, 

perspectives, ideas and solutions;6. Provide an information system for the dissemination and 

sharing of knowledge;7. Valuing the company culture, for example, by providing 

communication channels to make interaction and knowledge transfer easier;8. Mapping the 

competence of the staff to help achieve their organizational goals and the company in order to 

develop innovative ideas and solutions;9. Enhancing knowledge through courses and 

specializations, scholarships, internal training, career path and promotions;10. To encourage 

teamwork and cooperation if only for financial stimulus;11. Promoting trust and friendship 

between people;12. Support the development of internal activities through scholarships, 
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training, financial incentives, appropriate environment for safety and environmental 

technology and implement programs;13. Involve senior management in recognition of the 

employee's work, and implement a career plan and profit sharing programs and results;14. 

Taking financial risks innovating;15. Don’t promote the employee sanction in case of 

mistakes;16. Adopt methodologies and techniques used for creating and capturing knowledge, 

and promote training;17. Adopt methodologies and techniques used for the transfer and 

sharing of knowledge as a practice;18. Evaluate practices of KM through a physical or 

electronic form or by reaction activities and career path;19. Enable leaders to have access to 

different areas of the company to encourage the creation, sharing and the use of knowledge 

every day;20. Development of KM practices in programs supported by the senior 

management;21. Frequency or training programs to create, capture, share, use and 

disseminate knowledge;22. Propose a mediator that motivates the employees to practice 

knowledge. 

 

Key words: Knowledge Management, Communities of Practice, Organizational Culture, 

Information and Communication Technology, Guidelines 
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GUIDELINES TO INNOVATE MANAGEMENT BY KNOWLEDGE 

VIA COMMUNITIES OF PRACTICE  

 
1. Introduction  

 

The knowledge of a company is the result of years of organizational activity in which 

the knowledge of individuals is combined into a collective whole, according to Kogut and 

Zander (1992). Choi et. al. (2008) state that knowledge is a critical source that has encouraged 

companies to devote attention to management, meaning that in the Knowledge-Based 

Economy (KBE), which has a very competitive base, companies need to settle an innovation 

environment. An active resource to KBE companies is knowledge, therefore the Knowledge 

Management (KM) adds competitive value to assist managers. In this context, Valenzuela et. 

al. (2008) state that KM will stimulate companies to be more efficient and effective by using 

the knowledge base existence and mobilizing the available knowledge sources to create new 

knowledge. The development of collective knowledge and for the continuous learning, 

Information Technologies (IT) are strategic, so that people in a company may share problems, 

perspectives, ideas and solutions, according to Rosini and Palmisano (2003). Harris (2001) 

states that the KBE is linked to technology based on computers and new IT potential. 

To begin the development of KM in companies, the use of IT and CoP should be 

considered. The CoP is known as a management tool for the enhancement of companies’ 

competitiveness, according to Li et. al. (2009b).  

It wasn’t found in the literature known guidelines to develop KM via CoP with the 

assistance of the Organizational Culture (OC) and Information and Communication 

Technology (ICT) literature. Based on this knowledge gap, the goal in this study is to propose 

guidelines to begin the development of KM via CoP in companies. The main question of this 

study is: which are the key practices occurring in the companies that can help manage the 

aggregated knowledge necessary to develop an innovative environment? 

This study investigates the Critical Success Factors (CSF) of KM and CoP, eight 

organizational structures and their respective units of analysis, the potentialities and 

deficiencies in the companies’ environment to develop KM via CoP.  

An interview was done with decision makers in companies in the interior of São Paulo 

state, Brazil. The study intends to contribute to academic researchers and to companies to 

develop KM using the essential meanings of CoP. 

This study presents the concepts of KM, CoP, OC and ICT. Also presents the CSF of 

KM and CoP, methodology, results (guidelines), analysis and conclusions.  

 

2. Literature Review 

 

2.1 Knowledge Management 
 

According to Prusak (2001), KM appears as an answer to social and economic trends, 

as globalization, computing influence and centred view on knowledge. Although, the more 

accepted view on scientific community about KM, according to McElroy (1999), is presented 

under a methodology based on knowledge life cycle or knowledge process.   

The interest in Knowledge Management (KM) has grown along with the advances in 

computers, networks and data management systems. Sharing and collaboration among the 
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thousands of people scattered around the globe depends on the technology of connection and 

the organized storage of content, and many knowledge projects have focused on building 

systems to connect people and capture knowledge, according to Bose (2004). 

Due to Knowledge Management (KM) complexity some authors define it from the 

following standpoint view: 

a) KM is one of the biggest strategic uses of IT, due to that many companies create 

KM systems to manage organizational learning and their know-how (O´Brien, 2004, p.60);  

b) KM is the deliberate and systematic coordination of an organization’s people, 

technology, processes, and organizational structure in order to add value through reuse and 

innovation (Dalkir, 2005, p.3);  

c) KM appears as strengthening and a support to company’s activity. Maximizing the 

people’s potential on executing your activity in the operational system, fostering impulse to 

creativity and innovation, beyond the systematizing and more effective use of company’s 

explicit and registered knowledge (Hoffmann, 2009, p.86). 

To make the understanding easier, this study highlights five KM principles 

(Hoffmann, 2009, p.97):  

a) Capacitate people work in groups;  

b) Preserve culture and values;  

c) Assure learning;  

d) Create, discover and collect knowledge inside and outside the company;  

e) Share and understand models and guidelines to be used. 

To preserve culture values and create, discover and collect knowledge inside and 

outside the company are related to the CSF of KM and CoP adopted in this work.  

According to Cortés, Patronicio and Eva (2007), the horizontal structural of a 

company implicates communication improvement, decision making decentralization and 

empowerment. Cortés, Patronicio and Eva (2007) state that the main organizational structure 

characteristics, which are also related to the CSF, that support KM are:  

a) Horizontal and flexible structure;  

b) Few hierarchy levels;  

c) Amplified communication in all the company. 

 

2.2 Communities of Practice 
 

According to Skerlavaj, Dimovski and De Souza (2010), the participation perspective 

is derived from practice based studies, such as apprenticeship learning, in which no teaching 

was conducted; that is, knowledge was not directly imparted to participants through 

instruction-based methods. Within this perspective, learning is understood as the function of 

participation in CoP. Learning takes place through sustaining a community where knowledge 

flows richly among individuals, thereby ensuring participation and interactions of individuals. 

One of the KM principles cited is “assure learning”. 

Butler et. al. (2008) state that CoP are one of two social and organizational groupings 

as being vital to the success of  knowledge sharing initiative, that involves members of 

informal communities-of-practice, which have shared knowledge interests. The Knowledge 

sharing initiative may or may not have organizational processes as their subject. The other 

social and organizational grouping is a formal way of knowledge workers called a Knowledge 

Network (KN).  
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Networks and CoP are spaces and/or strategies based on which the social construction 

of knowledge takes place, and they have become common in Knowledge Creation and 

Management (KCM) models, according to Gairín-Sallán et. al. (2010). In this context CoP is 

a good example of group in which the group members begin to act in a collective and 

coordinated manner, solving complex tasks, without explicit rules for action such as written 

procedures, decision rules, formal models, or even without explicit communication. 

According to Erden, Von Krogh and Nonaka (2008) which state that organizational 

knowledge creation theory posits that through knowledge conversion new tacit knowledge 

can become collective for the group (Nonaka, 1994).  

CoP have attracted a lot of attention as a way of fostering learning among a vast array 

of groups, from public defenders to web specialists or textile workers, according to Bourhis 

and Dubé (2010), CoP are seen as an innovative way to create and share knowledge in 

organizations and to combine working, learning and innovating.  

As a place for sharing, Wenger (1998) highlights that CoP is the work space for 

sharing, where the members can communicate, store and share the knowledge of products and 

profiles. The space to be used could be at a server, in the Internet or the intranet of the 

company. Dalkir (2005) highlights that the importance of the space is to be used for real time 

sharing and asynchronous discussion. 

The concepts of CoP and Networks of Practice (NOP) are similar. According to 

Agterberg et. al. (2010) CoP was originally defined as emergent collections of closely 

connected persons who engaged in frequent, social, face-to-face interactions, working side-

by-side, and shared a common situated context or practice, and NOP similarly are self-

organizing groups of members who share the same practice but are geographically dispersed.  

Due to the importance of the CoP to the success of companies, some studies were 

developed to provide better understanding to the academic community and companies 

(KLEIN, CONNELL, MEYER, 2005; FAHEY; VASCONCELOS; DAVID, 2007; USORO 

et al. 2007). Amin and Roberts (2008) states that CoP is known as “situated learning” on the 

learning process and on the KM. That attracts the attention of academics and self-employed 

person due to the fact that CoP is being used to explain learning and knowledge creation 

across a varied environment at work, company and space. 

Wenger (2010) states that create and stimulate knowledge is not pleasant to hierarchy 

of industrial control and command, meantime it’s essential to CoP, which were till then 

informal inside the company, that keep up necessary needs to company, would be legalized, 

engaged and integrated to it.  

Bourhis and Dubé (2010) states that a community, whose overall objective represents 

an organizational priority, is embedded in an organizational culture submitted to 

organizational practices and exposed to political issues, which may all impact on its actions.  

Hislop (2005) highlights the potentiality of CoP in terms of knowledge processes as 

basis of organizational innovation by supporting and promoting the creation, development and 

use of knowledge, and as it facilitate and promote individual and group learning, and the 

sharing of knowledge. 

 

2.3 Organizational Culture 

 

Brown (1995) states that Organizational Culture (OC) is a group of ideas, values and 

specific activities of a company which has special relevance to your members. Van Maanen 
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and Barley (1984) state that recent analysis revel that the companies could be distinguished in 

some subcultures and sometimes it seems fragmented. 

Organizational Culture assists the development of KM and CoP. Some authors discuss 

the effectiveness of OC and KM in companies. According to Ribière and Tuggle (2005) it 

seems that the IT tools designed to facilitate knowledge creation, capture, representation, 

storage, and sharing are now available, but their efficient use and acceptance by knowledge 

workers remains constrained by OC. Alavi and Leidner (2001) and Jennex and Olfman (2001) 

state that knowledge sharing OC must be present or nurtured in order to succeed in KM.  

According to Li, Yezhuang and Zhongying (2006) OC and KM are related and critic to 

organizational performance. Lee (2006) states that the organizational climate of friendly 

knowledge is related to the high performance of KM. 

Alveson (1993) says that the culture of a company, based on considering it a 

community instead of viewing it as merely a collection of individuals, makes the company 

operate efficiently, because management strove to have a strong interpersonal culture. 

According to Schein (2004) OC is value, belief and unconscious basic presupposed 

that are shared for members of a company expressed by principle that could be observed in 

rituals, words and action.  

Liebowitz (2008) states that there are two sides between OC and KM, the first one 

says OC should be changed before the KM development. The second one, KM is the one that 

should fit in the OC. Liebowitz (2008) states that there are at least five types of behaviour that 

influence OC via KM:  

a) Knowledge sharing is the power and not the knowledge is the power;  

b) The ability of critical thinking;  

c) Effective communication;  

d) Team work;  

e) Project management;  

f) Commitment with company’s mission, values and sharing believes. 

In this study the concept of OC are stated by Schein (1992), Oliver e Kandadi (2006), 

Zheng (2005) and Zheng (2009). According to Zheng (2005), OC is part of the knowledge, so 

developing KM means to manage OC. Complementary, Zheng (2009) states that there should 

be a building theory in a way that both areas are integrated. Zheng (2009) proposes a culture 

fact classification linked to KM in three groups:  

a) Oriented facts to knowledge;  

b) Oriented facts to people; 

c) Oriented facts to work.  

At oriented culture to knowledge, the employees stimulate themselves to share 

knowledge, they aren’t afraid of losing the job or showing good will exploring knew 

knowledge and they have the freedom to do so. According to Davenport and Prusak (2003), 

there are eight organizational structures and their respective units of analysis to be considered 

in this study. 

Therefore, this study considers OC important to companies and influence upon the 

development of KM.  

Ribière and Tuggle (2005) indicate that organizations with a higher level of trust are 

more successful in their use of KM than those organizations with a lower level of trust. In low 

trusting organization personalization KM tools tend to not be used. 

 

2.4 Information and Communication Technology 



 

7th Research Workshop on Institutions and Organizations – RWIO  
Center for Organization Studies – CORS 
 
 
 

 

October 01-02
nd,

, 2012 
Center for Organization Studies (CORS) 

FEA USP (University of São Paulo); FGV (Getúlio Vargas Foundation); Insper (Institute of Education and 
Research); UFBA (Federal University of Bahia); UFRJ (Federal University of Rio de Janeiro) and UFSCar (São 

Carlos Federal University) 

 

The new Information and Communication Technology (ICT) are considered by 

Sancho et. al. (2006) a possibility of advance to development and knowledge global diffusion. 

According to Hoffmann (2009), ICT have a strategic hole on assisting the collective 

knowledge development and attendant learning at companies which is the easiest way to 

make easy to people share problems, perspectives, ideas and solution. Hoffmann (2009) says 

that ICT have their concept increased, including hardware and software, telecommunication, 

automation, multimedia and other resources, besides information systems, services, business, 

users and developed complex relations. 

Nevertheless, it isn’t possible not to consider the human resource on planning, 

measuring, evaluating and controlling of the organizational performance. According to 

Hoffmann (2009), technology is nothing less than a support toll to human being, because 

there isn’t an instrument capable of creating knowledge or assisting on recovering, registering 

and contextualizing information without human intervention.  For Hoffmann (2009) ICT can’t 

replace the human factor, because the development of technological tools and the coordinated 

integration on informational resources help to develop the process that involved on KM in 

companies. 

The three main holes of information systems, according to O’Brien (2004), are to 

provide to a company the support for operations, management decision making and obtaining 

strategic advantage. O’Brien (2004) says information systems are classified in a way to 

distinguish the main holes that everyone performs on operations and management on a 

business: operational support systems and management support systems. 

About the KM systems, O’Brien and Marakas (2007) say that they assist companies 

and their employee to create, organize, store and make knowledge available. The companies 

Knowledge Portals are equivalent to information portals, with entrance for corporate intranets 

that work like a KM systems. Laudon and Laudon (2007) say these systems value a company 

as long as they reduce time and cost on knowledge acquisition and using and, at the same 

time, offer knowledge to decision making. 

 

3. Critical Success Factors of Knowledge Management and Communities of Practice 

 

With regard to KM, according to Wong (2005), the Critical Success Factors (CSF) can 

be seen as activities and practices to be developed in order to ensure the successful 

implementation and development of KM. To Rockart (1979), the CSF are the limited number 

of areas where the results are satisfactory and will ensure a successful competitive 

performance for the company. Critical Success Factors are the key areas where things must go 

well to ensure the success of a company. Rockart (1979) points out that some factors in any 

company are considered key to its success and factors associated with the objectives are not 

met the company going bankrupt. 

Among the CSF of KM and CoP identified to be adopted in this work are summarized 

in table 2. 

 

4. Methodology  

 

An interview was developed and supported by the literature review on KM, CoP, CO 

and ICT. After undergoing experts, the instruments were applied to the Human Resource 

(HR) and Information Technology (IT) managers in the companies. 
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The interviews were intended to determine the strengths and weaknesses of the 

companies in the development of KM through the CoP to identify the guidelines. And also to 

identify the key practices. 

 

5. Result and discussion 

 

The goal in this study is to propose guidelines to develop the KM via CoP in 

companies to achieve an innovative environment.  

Most of the companies in this study don’t know about KM as a strategy to become 

more competitive and innovative on KBE society. So it was found in some of them three key 

practices that manage the aggregated knowledge necessary to develop an innovative 

environment: 

1) Master-apprentice model - Valuing the work of master-apprentice model. 

2) Mediator tool - Information and communication technology contributes to KM and 

CoP as a mediator tool in changing environments and interaction, since intervening in the 

learning process and consolidating as means capable of connecting individuals. 

3) Socialization - Conversion of part of the tacit to explicit knowledge from an 

individual to another. 

In most companies the CSF found as base to the creation of CoP, which give the 

direction to present the twenty two guidelines, are the nine followings: 

a) A vertical hierarchy and departmental structure which face is integration. 

b) Information flows in print and informal place to exchange information. 

c) Provide training for the dissemination and sharing of knowledge  

d) To know the competence of its employees. 

e) Understand that the value of the employees occurs through courses, scholarships, 

training, career and promotions. 

f) Half of them have teamwork and cooperation among employees, according to the 

level of trust and friendship. 

g) Encourage studies and provide financial assistance, training exercises, suitable 

environment for safety, information technology and health aid. 

h) Recognize programs that appears to participate in profit sharing, career plan, 

contact by email from the senior management and there is a publication in the mural. 

i) Half practices financial risks for better results and deny there is penalty to 

employees in case of mistakes. 

It is proposed for companies to adopt an approach based in following twenty two 

guidelines: 

1. A flat hierarchy and a structure for projects to the flow of knowledge, so employees 

can expose and exchange ideas and information at the same level to deepen knowledge and 

expertise; 

2. Integration in person and via Internet to store the knowledge generated among 

employees with concerns and interest in a particular subject; 

3. Provide physical and virtual space for information flow in dual carriageway via 

email or blog with the purpose of sharing information, ideas and advices; 

4. Informal space for exchanging experiences among employees as a recreation area 

designed for them, which purpose of the contact is to assist in solving  problems, creating 

projects and developing the tacit understanding on a topic; 
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5. Training for the generation of new ideas for the development of collective 

knowledge, continuous learning, which helps in the sharing of problems, perspectives, ideas 

and solutions; 

6. Provide an information system for the dissemination and sharing of knowledge; 

7. Valuing the company culture, for example, by providing communication channels to 

make interaction and knowledge transfer easier; 

8. Mapping the competence of the staff to help achieve their organizational goals and 

the company in order to develop innovative ideas and solutions; 

9. Enhancing knowledge through courses and specializations, scholarships, internal 

training, career path and promotions; 

10. To encourage teamwork and cooperation if only for financial stimulus; 

11. Promoting trust and friendship between people; 

12. Support the development of internal activities through scholarships, training, 

financial incentives, appropriate environment for safety and environmental technology and 

implement programs; 

13. Involve senior management in recognition of the employee's work, and implement 

a career plan and profit sharing programs and results; 

14. Taking financial risks innovating; 

15. Don’t promote the employee sanction in case of mistakes; 

16. Adopt methodologies and techniques used for creating and capturing knowledge, 

and promote training; 

17. Adopt methodologies and techniques used for the transfer and sharing of 

knowledge as a practice; 

18. Evaluate practices of KM through a physical or electronic form or by reaction 

activities and career path; 

19. Enable leaders to have access to different areas of the company to encourage the 

creation, sharing and the use of knowledge every day; 

20. Development of KM practices in programs supported by the senior management; 

21. Frequency or training programs to create, capture, share, use and disseminate 

knowledge; 

22. Propose a mediator that motivates the employees to practice knowledge. 

 

6. Conclusions 

The KBE asks calls for better preparation of companies for their survival. The 

intention of this work was to contribute to the companies, aiming to improve their 

management in terms of knowledge, considered a critical source for innovation. 

This study aimed to propose guidelines for developing the KM via CoP with the 

support of CO and ICT using an interview answered by decision makers form HR and IT 

areas in companies in the interior of São Paulo states, in Brazil.  

The goal was accomplished by identifying the CSF based on the theoretical 

framework, and by eight organizational structures and their units of analysis, which were 

essential to establish relevant information and thus identify guidelines to begin the 

development of KM via CoP in companies. 

The future studies that can be done about KM and CoP are: 

a) CoP design;  

b) CoP mediation; 
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c) Learning in the Proximal Development Zone (PDZ) 

 
Table 1 - Eight organizational structures and their respective units of analysis. Adapted from Davenport and Prusak (2003) 

Structure Unit of analysis 

Organizational and technical infrastructure A set of functions, organizational structures and 

qualification that benefit every project 

Explicit support of board of directors Messages about the importance of KM and 

resource for the improvement of infrastructure 

Entail on economic and section value KM entailed to economic benefit that the project 

will engender in the organization 

Process orientation KM process from the vision over the client, 

satisfaction, productivity and the quality of the 

offered services 

Clear vision and language Clear definition of the terms used with 

information, knowledge, learning, avoiding 

different terminologies 

Not trivial motivators elements Incentive existence (from organization and human 

resource area) with motivation for the employees 

to create, share and use the knowledge  

Structure level of knowledge Repository of knowledge needs a understandable 

structure for the use of interested individuals 

(categories and key words) 

Multiple channel for the knowledge transfer Make interaction and knowledge transfer easier by 

many channels of communication 

  
Table 2 - Critical Success Factors of knowledge management and communities of practice 

CSF References 

1. Organization with a little bureaucratic and 

a little hierarchy 

Dubé, Bourhis and Jacob (2003), p. 14; Roberts 

(2006), p. 628; Wenger, McDermott and Snyder 

(2002), p. 128 

2. Valorization of the culture and of the 

knowledge sharing 

Hara, Shachaf, Stoerger (2009), p. 747 ; Wenger, 

McDermott and Snyder (2002), p.38 

3. Knowledge of the information and 

communication technology; use to facilitate the  

communication and places of meeting and talks 

Gongla and Rizzuto 2001, p. 849; Hara, Shachaf, 

Stoerger (2009), p. 742; Dubé, Bourhis and Jacob 

(2006), p.78 e 81; Wenger, McDermott and Snyder 

(2002), p.130-131 

4. People with something in common, which 

the knowledge will contribute to the company 

Gongla and Rizzuto (2001), p. 847; Roberts 

(2006), p. 625; Wenger (1998), p. 8 

5. Issues closely related to an important 

issue to the company and the daily work 

Dubé, Bourhis and Jacob (2003), p. 13 

 

6. Include members of different 

backgrounds, skills, age, personality and authority 

Roberts (2006), p. 627 
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