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ABSTRACT 

This thesis sits within the Knowledge Management (KM) field of study and explores the 

phenomenon of ‘knowledge mobilisation’. Within the context of this research, knowledge 

mobilisation is defined as interactions that take place between a knowledge domain where 

codified knowledge resides (including theoretical knowledge and organisational knowledge) 

and a practice domain where knowledge is applied in action. 

One of the objectives of knowledge management is facilitating knowledge availability to those 

who need it. Previous research has established that while people in organisations may have 

access to the knowledge resources needed to support their practice, their actions and behaviours 

are not always consistent with that knowledge. This observation has been referred to as a 

‘knowing-doing problem’, ‘knowing-doing gap’, or ‘knowledge-application gap’. These terms 

point to the problem of misalignment between available knowledge and the application of that 

knowledge in action. This misalignment is believed to contribute to suboptimal practices.  

This research aims to explore the phenomenon of knowledge mobilisation and use this 

understanding to account for the factors that can bring about a ‘knowing-doing gap’ when 

knowledge is mobilised into action. By doing so, the study aims to answer the question of ‘What 

conditions influence knowledge mobilisation by individuals and account for inconsistencies 

between knowledge and action when knowledge is mobilised?’. The research is motivated by 

the need to design a yearlong post-graduate work-based educational program to improve 

knowledge mobilisation for ICT graduates entering the Australian Public Service (APS). It 

aims to better ground the design of the program by exploring the nature of knowledge and its 

mobilisation.   

A review of current KM theories and models was conducted and analysed to produce an initial 

conceptual framework of a knowledge mobilisation instance. A qualitative case study research 

approach was adopted with graduate students from three consecutive cohorts. The experience 

of students across ten APS agencies was studied using a range of techniques including semi-

structured interviews, students’ portfolio document analysis, observation of meetings and 

presentations with participants, discussions with academics and consultation with the 

graduates’ supervisors and agency support group. The qualitative data was analysed using 

iterative interpretative textual analysis. 
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The study findings can be organised into three groupings of factors that are observed to affect 

knowledge mobilisation. First, the social nature of knowledge work drives individuals to 

heavily rely mostly on other peoples’ subjective knowledge rather than on higher level codified 

knowledge forms. To that effect, socialisation is believed to be an integral part of the knowledge 

seeking activities demonstrated in knowledge mobilisation. This finding points to the necessity 

for trust and relevance of knowledge of applied in practice.  

Second, elements of the operational environment and knowledge ecosystem have been 

observed to be present and play a dual role whereby they can facilitate or hinder knowledge 

mobilisation. Therefore, knowledge mobilisation can be said to be largely influenced by the 

knowledge ecosystem elements of people, process, culture, artefacts, technology and others 

where these elements can at times support knowledge being mobilised, and at times, hinder the 

process. Finally, the study findings also indicate that ontological differences in the nature of 

different types of codified knowledge impact how the knowledge content is mobilised to 

support action in practice. An observed dependence on practical knowledge and the disconnect 

from theoretical and high-level explicit knowledge is believed to be driven by the attributes of 

the knowledge content and its relevance to situations in practice.  

These findings have been used to modify the initial conceptual framework. The main theoretical 

contribution of the study is a model conceptualising a knowledge mobilisation instance which 

captures what knowledge mobilisation looks like as well as the conditions that influence it. This 

is believed to address one of the shortcomings of KM which is not particularly concerned with 

knowledge access and use. These aspects are believed to be important. From a practical point 

of view, the study findings have implications for the participating APS organisations and other 

organisations in broader sense who design and run programs aimed at mobilising knowledge. 

The findings advance an understanding of how knowing-doing gaps can potentially emerge 

when staff in APS organisations respond to their agency specific work situations.  

These contributions are significant as they deepen our knowledge of the process of knowledge 

mobilisation, a key component of effective knowledge management and knowledge 

management systems design. More generally, the proposed model serves as basis for 

developing praxis mechanisms as a way to resolve the misalignment between theory and 

workplace practices so that knowledge and action are better aligned.  
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CHAPTER (1): INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Introduction  

This introductory chapter provides a general overview of the study by presenting the background 

of Knowledge Management – the field of study to which this research belongs –and some of the 

issues that bring about the need for this enquiry. The chapter outlines the development of this 

thesis and how it evolved into its current form. Additionally, this chapter provides an overview 

of the problem definition, research question and objectives, study significance and contributions, 

study motivation and approach, and the overall thesis organisation.  

1.2 Research Background  

This research is founded on the notion of Knowledge Management (KM), which received much 

attention over the last three decades alongside the emergence of the ‘knowledge-based’ economy. 

In this economy, knowledge and intellectual capabilities held by knowledge workers are at the 

forefront of organisational resources necessary for organisational competitiveness and survival 

(Campbell et al. 2012; Cong & Pandya 2003; Massingham & Massingham 2014; Mazorodze & 

Buckley 2019; Spender 1996; Stankosky 2005).  

The discipline emerged in response to the recognition that, like other organisational resources, 

knowledge needed to be managed. This requirement is more critical than ever for the survival of 

organisations in a knowledge-driven economy where intangible assets such as knowledge are 

prioritised as a competitive factor (Akhavan & Pezeshkan 2014; Heisig et al. 2016), particularly 

in services organisations. Beginning from this point, knowledge management has become a topic 

of interest for researchers and practitioners alike.  

The recognition of the value of knowledge as an organisational asset is reflected in the large-scale 

adoption of IT platforms utilised for the management of organisational knowledge (Alavi & 

Leidner 1999, 2001; McNabb 2006; Wiig 1997). This wide recognition of knowledge as a 

fundamental organisational resource led to the emergence of a new field of study within the 

management science, Knowledge Management (KM). In organisations, knowledge is embedded 

in routines, practices, norms and repositories. 
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In general terms, knowledge management examines the concept of knowledge and its 

management. It is mostly concerned with the management of organisational knowledge and 

practitioner-held knowledge but also includes theoretical knowledge academically produced 

(Mingers 2008). As a practice, knowledge management is concerned with the management of 

knowledge-related activities in order to create value (Wiig 1997), potentially from the decisions 

and actions it facilitates. It is founded on the tenet that while knowledge is created in peoples’ 

minds, it can be captured, classified and integrated with existing knowledge. Once shared, it 

can be modified, expanded upon and recycled (McNabb 2006).  

Amongst the earliest definitions of KM is that of Davenport and Prusak (1998), who defined it 

broadly as a set of activities and processes for capturing, distributing and using knowledge. 

Illuminated by this definition – and others that will be presented later – is a prevailing view of 

KM as a process. The current KM literature generally crystallises around how organisations 

manage their knowledge through four key processes: knowledge creation, knowledge 

organisations and storage, knowledge distribution and knowledge utilisation. These processes 

further entail all the social and non-social activities undertaken in the acquisition of knowledge, 

the building of knowledge infrastructures of systems and tools that support the integration of 

knowledge into organisational practices, as well as the development of spaces or ‘bas’ for people 

to interact and exchange knowledge (Davenport & Prusak 1998; Nonaka & Konno 1998).  

With building global pressure to manage knowledge, organisations became actively and 

systematically engaged in strategies to manage and represent their knowledge in numerous 

ways, some being more systematic and deliberate about it than others (Wiig 1997). This 

includes both public and private sector organisations. While private organisations have taken 

the lead in implementing knowledge management strategies, interest in this practice is also 

evident in public sector organisations. This is reflected in the emergence of online knowledge 

portals, e-governance and ICT policies and frameworks, and recruitment efforts focusing on 

qualified and well-trained professionals where professionals are screened against a number of 

competence standards (Abdullah & Date 2009).  

Despite interest and numerous investments in initiatives aimed at managing organisational 

knowledge, it is commonly argued within the KM literature that a significant number of KM 

initiatives fail to meet expectations (Akhavan & Pezeshkan 2014; Chan & Chau 2005). In their 

study of the KM critical failure factors Akhavan and Pezeshkan (2014) identified 27 factors. 

These can broadly be attributed to issues emerging from people (managerial issues, teams), 
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resources (time, budget), strategy and planning, culture (support for knowledge sharing, reward 

systems) and technology (systems nonconformity, infrastructure etc.).  

However, a broad observation regarding the management of knowledge is that knowledge is 

often considered as a resource that can be captured and documented. This resource-based view 

presumes that the more knowledge objects an organisation has, the better its chances of 

improving productivity and performance (Chan & Chau 2005). Further, it is understood that 

more knowledge is better and that a greater investment in KM can bring about more 

organisational benefits (McIver et al. 2013; Reus et al. 2009). This leads organisations to invest 

in more initiatives to acquire knowledge and manage it without really considering what 

knowledge is actually needed by people in the organisation (McIver et al. 2013) and if 

organisations have the readiness to utilise this knowledge. 

Many of the challenges associated with KM implementation can be attributed to the lack of 

understanding of knowledge needs, where different types of work settings requiring different 

types of knowledge (McIver et al. 2013). KM implementation is also challenged by the fact that 

there are multiple interpretations of what knowledge is, with knowledge being variously viewed 

as a competence of individuals, an organisational resource in the form of intellectual capital, or 

an economic resource to be managed similarly to other organisational resources (Bennet & 

Bennet 2014). Each view requires different management strategies. Moreover, the size of the 

technological infrastructure required to support KM activities, as well as managerial and 

cultural issues, is also believed to be among the factors that influence successful KM 

implementation (Wong & Aspinwall 2004).  

In his account of some of the reasons why KM initiatives fail, Weber (2007) notes a number of 

factors including the adoption of approaches that do not integrate humans, processes and 

technology elements well. This indicates that organisations lack the capability to coordinate 

and align the elements of people, process and technology well (Peppard & Ward 2004). Other 

reasons identified by Weber (2007) include contributors who are unaware of the ‘specificity of 

knowledge’ or level of generality needed to make a knowledge artefact useful; lack of 

leadership support; and storage of knowledge in textual representations that are difficult to 

interpret, lengthy or ineffective at communicating how that knowledge can be applied to 

different situations and different contexts (with the result that re-users do not know how to 

utilise it).  
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Moving away from KM implementation challenges to some broader observations from the 

literature, KM initiatives are generally illustrated as processes made up of smaller activities that 

ultimately aim to facilitate knowledge availability. In that sense, one of the key objectives of 

KM is facilitating knowledge availability to those who need it. This is achieved through the 

codification of practices in order to provide the required knowledge foundation, and thereby, 

enable ‘efficient, institutionalized, routine decisions and employee actions’ (McIver et al. 2013, 

p. 607). 

All organisations manage their knowledge base in some form or another to facilitate 

availability, some being more explicit about it than others and make major investments in their 

KM systems and KM processes. However, even when organisations succeed at coordinating 

the knowledge-related activities that facilitate knowledge availability, there still is no assurance 

that available knowledge will be perceived to be useful and relevant or used by people in the 

organisation. Previous research has established that while people in organisations do have 

access to the knowledge resources needed to support their practice, their actions and behaviours 

are not always consistent with that knowledge.  

This is indicative that the value of knowledge and benefits of related investments can only be 

utilised when knowledge is applied where it is needed (Alavi & Leidner 2001; Bennet et al. 

2007; Spender & Grant 1996). That is, the value of knowledge is not in its ownership, but in 

the actions it informs when it is put to use, and to that effect, KM activities can facilitate 

availability but does not provide assurance that knowledge will be applied as intended.  

Moving into the KM theoretical landscape, a closer look into the literature reveals a wealth of 

theories, frameworks and models that provide a practical roadmap for implementing KM. This 

reflects the by-product of almost two decades of influential research into the concept of KM 

(Barley et al. 2018). In this landscape, there is a conventional view of KM activities beginning 

with knowledge acquisition and ending with the codification of knowledge so that it is available 

to those who need it. There is much emphasis on the outcomes of KM process, which parallels 

the belief that the value of knowledge resides in its ability to inform actions and decisions. 

Further expansion on this conceptualisation of KM will be provided in chapter 2, particularly, 

in sections 2.4 and 2.5 which is concerned with the theoretical underpinning of KM.  

Another broader understanding emerging from the KM discussion is that facilitating knowledge 

availability is the end of the practice. While the value of KM processes is indisputable, an 

organisation investing in KM needs to consider the local uses of the knowledge resources and 
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evaluate its actual use and application. There is a sense of much emphasis being put on the 

outcomes of KM process and the ownership of knowledge with little focus on its actual use. 

This sentiment echoes a number of underlying assumptions which may be contributing causes 

to suboptimal practices in organisations and why people’s actions are not always consistent 

with available knowledge.  

One of those meta-narratives lurking in the KM discussion is the idea that when knowledge is 

made available, it is easily visible to those who need it, and therefore, can be located if required 

(further discussion of this assumption will be made in chapter 2). Building on this observation, 

it is also notable that the understanding is that when knowledge is located, it can be interpreted 

and operationalised to a specific work situation as intended. This implies that knowledge 

availability is paralleled with engagement with the knowledge and application when the need 

arises. This brings about an understanding that knowledge availability leads to knowledgeable 

actions, which may not always be the case. 

What is problematic about this assumption is that there is little attention on the social and 

contextual aspects that surround knowledge use. As stated earlier, previous research shows that 

people’s actions and behaviours are not always consistent with their own knowledge and with 

available knowledge (Argyris & Schon 1974). This points to the problem of misalignment 

between available knowledge and the application of that knowledge in action. Evidence of this 

misalignment manifests as differences between common practice and idealised practice and as 

differences between taught principles and the difficulty interpreting and applying these 

principles in a specific situation (Chapman 2017). From a knowledge-practice point of view, 

there is consensus that gaps and misalignment between knowledge and its practice can act as 

barriers to organisational performance, mainly due to the issues of time, cost, quality, and 

process inefficiencies it introduces.  

Current research efforts in the KM field further illustrate this lack of attention to knowledge 

use post availability. A study of issues and topics commonly addressed by KM researchers 

revealed that there is focus on KM systems (39.2% of studies), environment-related topics 

(22.8%) and KM processes (17.2%) (Dwivedi et al. 2011 as cited by Fteimi & Lehner 2016). 

In a similar study, a content analysis-based review was conducted on 755 publications in the 

proceedings of the European Conference on Knowledge Management (ECKM) (Fteimi & 

Lehner 2016). The review found that there is strong research activity in some KM areas and not 

others. A summary of the study findings (Figure 1, over) indicates that while some KM areas 
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receive much research attention (e.g. knowledge sharing, knowledge transfer, knowledge 

creation), other areas such as knowledge ‘use’ receive much less attention. Although the 

reported findings are in relation to one publications outlet, the ECKM, these observations 

however represent the current low level of attention to the activity of knowledge ‘use’.  

 

Figure 1: Knowledge processes and their frequency counts in ECKM publications 

(Source: Fteimi & Lehner 2016, p. 12). 

Moving beyond these observations on the status of KM research and level of attention given to 

knowledge use, this study argues that research needs to be further extended beyond KM 

processes. Succeeding to bring in knowledge and securing its availability is believed to be one 

part of the success story of a KM initiative, and this area of the practice has been thoroughly 

researched. The second part, however, remains to be explored and is necessary to validate the 

general expectation that knowledge availability will lead to knowledgeable actions.  

It is therefore worthwhile extending the study of KM beyond the processes leading to 

knowledge availability and to also explore and examine the interactions that take place with 

available knowledge in its uptake and deployment in action. Without such understanding, how 

do we come to evaluate the worthiness of investing in KM initiatives and come to understand 

if knowledge resources are in fact being utilised? It is through this capability of being able to 

bring in knowledge and utilise it locally where organisations can harness the benefits of 

‘knowledge’ as an organisational resource. 

Rank Knowledge process Unique frequency count 

4 Knowledge management 400 

22 Knowledge sharing 139 

42 Knowledge transfer 92 

52 Knowledge creation 76 

156 Knowledge process 23 

192 Knowledge acquisition 18 

218 Knowledge exchange 15 

296 Use of knowledge 10 

310 Knowledge audit 9 

383 Knowledge generation 7 
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Another theme emerging in the KM literature which may contribute to our little understanding 

of knowledge use is the emphasis on technological interventions that support the 

implementation of KM activities. As such, the practice of KM is framed as a technological 

initiative and the ability of organisations to survive in the knowledge economy is largely 

dependent on their ability to harness the power of technological interventions for managing 

knowledge rather than using the knowledge. This sentiment is evident in the study of Fteimi 

and Lehner (2016), who reported that a large number of publications within the KM discipline 

focus on technology and the different areas it subsumes. This includes ‘Information and 

communication technology, ICT, IT system, software, system and tool’ (p. 12).  

Technology certainly plays a key role in facilitating and enabling the implementation of KM 

processes such as knowledge creation, dissemination, and implementation (Fernandes 2018) 

and knowledge sharing (Wang et al. 2014). Various categories of Web 2.0 technologies do 

support KM processes of knowledge creation, acquisition, sharing, etc. (Alavi & Denford 

2012). Equally, it is believed that the use of technology coupled with knowledge 

implementation is the hallmark for organisational service performance (Allahawiah et al. 2013).  

While there is an abundance of research on people-oriented approaches to knowledge 

management that promotes socialisation and learning in organisation (Aramburu & Saenz 

2007), the majority of writings have a technology-focused direction in the discussion of KM. 

This reflects a more object-oriented view of knowledge, where knowledge is perceived as a 

commodity that can be captured, automated, distributed and consumed. While being necessary 

for facilitating KM outcomes, this view is believed to discount the human element and 

contextual factors that are inseparable from an understanding of how and why knowledge is put 

into use.  

To that effect, KM has been described as being computer-centred practice (Hansen et al. 1999). 

This may be because organisations are not being clear about KM implementation or because of 

the influence of the theoretical contributions made to KM by other disciplines such as artificial 

intelligence (AI), human–computer interaction (HCI), information sciences and other IT-driven 

and IT-enabled disciplines. For instance, in one of the KM frameworks that proposed the steps 

involved in the implementation of KM, the authors (McCampbell et al. 1999) emphasise the 

use of technology as part of KM implementation. Amongst the steps central to their framework 

are testing the technology, maintaining the technology, retesting the technology, training the 

knowledge workers to use the technology, technology roll-out and usage tracking.  
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This role of technology in KM scholarship has also been reported in the work of Barley et al. 

(2018) who looked into trajectories in KM research over the last 20 year. Their work reported 

that the management of knowledge is not an organic activity that organisation do but is a 

management domain that requires investment not only in human capital but in technology as 

well. Further, Heisig et al. (2016, p. 1182) also noted that existing research has mainly 

attempted to “understand the effects of knowledge management systems (KMS) onto 

organizational performance”, once again, putting emphasis on the technology to facilitate KM 

activities rather than the social and human and environmental factors surrounding its use.  

While recognising that KM cannot be implemented without the use of technology, the 

technology-centred discussion turns a blind eye to the human and contextual aspects of 

knowledge use. It also reduces knowledge to artefacts and representations of knowledge that 

are stored using technological tools (Burford & Ferguson 2011). Fahey and Prusak (1998) list 

the substitution of technical interface for human contact among the eleven deadliest sins of 

knowledge management. Wong and Aspinwall (2004, p. 102) affirm that ‘[a]n exclusive 

inclination towards either a pure technological or social view may lead to an incomplete picture 

of what is needed for a successful KM effort’.  

This technology-centred approach to KM also gives little attention to the knowledge that comes 

from practicing in the profession and the combination of the knowledge types that professionals 

draw upon in their practice. This approach may not fully recognise different forms of 

knowledge – procedural knowledge, practical knowledge and know-how – that may have a tacit 

component and cannot be captured by technological tools. An account of the knowledge 

performed in day-to-day work practices has received less attention as reported by many 

researchers in the field such as Tsoukas (2009) and is believed to be one of the reasons why 

many KM initiatives fail (Barley et al. 2018).   

Rubenstein-Montano et al. (2001) note that the success or failure of what KM aims to achieve 

comes down to the people, the environment and the culture in which professionals operate. 

Many experts in the field also agree that most barriers to knowledge sharing are human rather 

than technology oriented (Heisig et al. 2016). Therefore, it can be said that while technology is 

a profound enabler of KM implementation, it does not however provide assurance for the 

achievement of the overarching KM objective. 
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This observation is reported in many domains of practice. For example, in education, nursing 

and public policy practices, is it widely recognised that while people in organisations have 

access to the knowledge resources needed to support their practice, their actions and behaviours 

are often inconsistent with that knowledge. It is believed that ‘individuals have several reasons 

to create and access knowledge but not apply it’ (Ftahi et al. 2020) and this problem has been 

conceptualised in many ways. Szulanski (1996) talks about the problem of not knowing how to 

transfer knowledge into action. Pfeffer and Sutton (2000, p.4) refer to a ‘knowing–doing 

problem’ and Alavi and Leidner (2001) refer to this inconsistency as a ‘knowledge–application 

gap’.  

These terms point to a broader issue of misalignment emerging from differences between the 

principles of available knowledge and the application of that knowledge in practice, an areas 

that has not received much attention within the KM activities framework. Such differences are 

believed to result in suboptimal practices. Gaining an understanding of how ‘knowledge–

action’ misalignment arises despite knowledge availability being facilitated through KM 

activities requires an enquiry into knowledge use and the interactions with knowledge that take 

place beyond the KM process.  

To progress beyond this point, and for illustrative and conceptual purposes, this research 

conceptualises the interactions that facilitate knowledge being mobilised into action as 

happening between two mediated worlds, a ‘knowledge domain’ and a ‘practice domain’. The 

‘knowledge domain’ is where knowledge resides and encompasses both ‘theoretical 

knowledge’ and ‘organisational knowledge’. The ‘practice domain’, on the other hand, is a 

world of information, actions and practice. It is where knowledge is tested in what we do and 

includes situations where observable instances of the theoretical knowledge and organisational 

knowledge play out in context. 

Within the ‘knowledge domain’, the ‘theoretical’ knowledge base includes academic, evidence-

based and class-level knowledge that captures what the world knows about a situation or a 

problem. Knowledge in the theoretical world is composed of patterns (concepts and 

relationships) and explanations. It is embodied in artefacts that capture the stock of explicit 

knowledge professionals use in organisations. This knowledge base informs ‘what we know’. 

Attributes of knowledge in this world can be embraced from Yanow’s (2004, S12) well-

summarised description of this knowledge base as being ‘theory-based, abstracted, generalised, 

scientifically constructed, academy-based, technical-professional, explicit, scholarly’. Drawing 
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upon these attributes, knowledge in this world is said to be generic but plays a vital role in 

grounding and guiding the practice-based experience. 

The ‘organisational’ knowledge base on the other hand is inclusive of all the organisational 

knowledge which is captured in various representations. This knowledge base is specific to an 

organisation and accounts for the local context. It includes the knowledge captured in processes, 

procedures, information systems, policies, standards, frameworks, intranets, etc. This 

knowledge base represents the collective knowledge of the organisation and its best practice.  

While in reality the boundary between the ‘knowledge domain’ and the ‘practice domain’ is 

more organic and permeable, an artificial divide has been adopted in this study to conceptually 

separate the spaces where knowledge resides and where knowledge is applied. This is so that 

differences in the nature of knowledge and its attributes in both domains can be explored to 

understand how knowledge-practice gaps come to exist. Deriving this understanding is an 

essential starting point for the discussion on the knowledge that individuals have vs the 

knowledge they use and may well enlighten how misalignments between knowledge and action 

come to exist.  

Within the context of this research, the phenomenon of ‘knowledge mobilisation’ is 

conceptualised as interactions that take place between these two domains. These interactions 

are mediated by people and take place when individuals draw upon available knowledge 

resources and apply that knowledge to a work situation in a social context. Despite KM 

recognising that individuals have a knowledge identity that is separate from that of the 

collective or organisational knowledge identity (Spender 1996), our knowledge of how 

individuals practice the application of available knowledge and what influences their ability to 

do so is limited.  

We currently know little about what knowledge mobilisation by individuals looks like and how 

individuals come to subjectively experience these interactions in the workplace as they use 

available knowledge. Therefore, drilling down to the individual level is a necessary starting 

point, not only to advance our knowledge about how the so-called misalignments and gaps 

emerge, but also to provide a steppingstone towards reconciling the interactions between the 

knowledge domain and the practice domain so that the two can be better connected.   

To the best of my knowledge, KM research that explores knowledge use post availability is less 

common, particularly, when studying a knowledge-related phenomenon at the individual rather 
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than the collective (e.g. teams, communities of practice) or organisational level. It is also not 

common to find studies of knowledge use by individuals that are not approached from an 

education or adult learning theoretical lens. Looking back into the early phases of KM research, 

KM was considered an emerging field of study rather than an established discipline, as it lacked 

a ‘widespread explanation, verified theory, and a global theoretical framework’ (Sulaiman & 

Burke 2009, p. 323) as well as an implementation methodology (Rubenstein-Montano et al. 

2001).  

Due to its previous state, many efforts have been made for theory building in this field. Some 

scholars believe that KM does not have the characteristics of an established discipline and is 

still emerging due to the ‘lack of a single, comprehensive definition, an authoritative body of 

knowledge, proven theories, and a generalised conceptual framework’ (Abdullah & Date 2009, 

n.p; Sutton 2007). Others believe that it has reached the stage of a normal science (Serenko 

2013).  

However, a more common outlook is that KM is progressively on the path to becoming a 

scientific discipline, as evidenced by the increase in scholarly articles emerging from empirical 

studies and KM articles being published in non-KM journals (e.g. management and accounting, 

computer science etc.). Furthermore, KM is still attracting interest not only from researchers 

but from practitioners as well (Burcu & Mutlutürk 2017; Fteimi 2015; Fteimi & Lehner 2016).  

Much work has been undertaken to establish an understanding of knowledge management since 

this management science emerged in the early 1990s. This includes the development of KM 

activities, KM models and frameworks, technological tools, evaluation metrics, KM roles, 

identifications of barriers and facilitators, and other aspects of the practice. To that end, research 

in this field can be said to be saturated. However, there is reason to believe that the boundary 

of current KM studies and research needs to be further extended to look at knowledge use once 

it has been facilitated by KM processes. To do so, we can begin this investigation by exploring 

knowledge uptake and deployment behaviours demonstrated by individuals in order to derive 

an understanding of not only how individuals mobilise knowledge but also the factors that 

influence their behaviours.  
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1.3 Research Question and Objectives  

The underlying principle of the KM practice is that knowledge is a valuable organisational 

asset. However, for the value of knowledge to be utilised, knowledge must be accessed and 

used (Davenport & Prusak 1998). This research shifts the focus from the KM activities, 

technological tools, and managerial approaches towards the people element and knowledge use 

following the KM activities cycle. Particularly, the study aims to explore knowledge 

mobilisation starting from the individual level and use this understanding to account for the 

factors that can bring about a ‘knowing-doing’ gap when knowledge is mobilised into action. 

Therefore, this research aims to answer the following question: 

What conditions influence knowledge mobilisation by individuals and account for 

inconsistencies between knowledge and action when knowledge is mobilised? 

To address this question, the study aims to achieve the following two objectives:  

• To identify any patterns in relation to how individuals engage in knowledge uptake and 

deployment activities to address a knowledge need.  

• To identify the organisational factors that influence the uptake and deployment of 

knowledge in action. 

1.4 Research Significance and Contributions  

This study aims to contribute to the wealth of empirical work examining aspects of knowledge 

and its management. Not only do the research findings (as will be detailed in chapter (5)) 

challenge the assumption underlying the KM process outcome – that knowledge availability 

leads to informed action – they also provide an account of the reality of how professionals 

engage with available knowledge. In doing so, the study provides an account of the contextual 

factors that influence professionals’ efforts and which are inseparable from an understanding 

of knowledge use. These findings can be utilised to provide an empirical account of why 

peoples’ behaviours and actions do not always reflect the available knowledge, therefore, 

shedding light on knowledge-practice gaps. 

Such understanding can have theoretical as well as practical contributions but while considering 

the impact and expected contribution of the study, it is also critical to acknowledge the specific 

context of the case study from which the conceptualisation of a knowledge mobilisation 

instance is derived. Within the qualitative research approach, the study of phenomenon cannot 



 

13 

 

be isolated from the setting in which it is observed, and therefore, is characterised as being 

context-specific. As will be further described in section 3.3 on the research context and study 

setting, knowledge mobilisation is explored here in the context of APS organisations. 

Particularly, the knowledge seeking behaviours of ICT professionals involved in the ICTGDP 

will be examined. Therefore, it must be acknowledged upfront that this specific setup will have 

an impact on how the final conceptual model of a knowledge mobilisation instance – which is 

the unit of analysis – will be developed and presented.    

1.4.1 Contribution to knowledge  

From a theoretical point of view, this study builds on the collective theoretical efforts within 

the KM body in general and within the knowledge utilisation domain in particular. To the best 

of my knowledge, there has been little work that specifically explored knowledge use in the 

form of uptake and deployment but also doing so at the individual rather than organisational 

level. It may be that this aspect of knowledge is not considered as part of the KM suite of 

activities, although it relates largely to the ‘use’ of knowledge. This makes it clear that some 

empirical work is needed in this space to understand if knowledge is being used in 

organisations, how is it being used, and to what degree is it beneficial to the intended users and 

the reality of their practice. Therefore, from a theoretical point of view, the research findings 

as will be outlined in chapter (5) will extend the theoretical boundary of KM beyond knowledge 

capture, sharing and representation and will explore knowledge use by individuals in practice 

as well.  

In addition, the key theoretical contribution manifests in an original framework that presents a 

conceptualisation of knowledge mobilisation instance and is illustrated as a process of 

knowledge uptake and knowledge deployment. The model is also illustrating of this activity at 

the individual level and is more granular in its unpacking of the interactions that take place 

during knowledge mobilisation than we currently know off. Lastly, the model also captures all 

the conditions that were observed and are believed to influence knowledge mobilisation 

outcomes, therefore, providing one account of how inconsistencies between knowledge and 

action come to exist.  

In terms of the broader contributions to the KM body of knowledge, this study explores a 

knowledge-related process. While KM in general aims to improve organisational performance 

through a set of knowledge focused processes, knowledge mobilisation can be considered one 

of these processes and as a capability that needs to be developed to reap the full benefits of 
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investments in KM. The unpacking of a knowledge mobilisation instance and emerging 

understanding of influencing factors certainly advances our knowledge of the dynamics 

surrounding knowledge use and application. These aspects have been studied at the 

organisational level but recognising the role people play calls for a shift in focus in KM studies 

from to the individual as well. Knowledge of and investment in the aspects that can enhance 

knowledge mobilisation outcomes is believed to contribute to the overall organisational 

objectives behind implementing KM.   

More generally, the proposed model of a knowledge mobilisation instance, which is one of the 

contributions of this study, serves as basis for developing praxis mechanisms to better align 

knowledge and action. This is achieved by incorporating the process of formal reflection to 

better link the two domains of knowledge and practice. The incorporation of the notion of praxis 

is a new contribution to existing KM models and builds on the work of previous researchers 

who identified that a better understanding of the process of knowledge seeking and use can add 

value to the design of a ‘best-fit’ KM strategies.  

This conceptualisation can also be extended to explain a commonly noted issue in many 

domains of practice: the ‘knowing–doing’ or ‘knowledge–application’ or ‘theory–practice’ gap. 

The findings can be used to account for how such gaps come to exist even though professionals 

have access to the knowledge resources they need and are required to engage with these 

resources in their practice. This understanding can help in tackling the areas that raise barriers 

to organisational performance and inefficiencies. This knowledge can further be used to inform 

the design of interventions addressing the identified barriers and/or informing investment 

decisions in areas that facilitate knowledge mobilisation.  

While these findings are context-specific to the studied Australian Public Services (APS) 

organisations, and the purpose is not to generalise, the theoretical implications may be extended 

to other organisations such as private sector organisations and small and medium enterprises, 

keeping in mind contextual differences. Similarly, this understanding can be extended to other 

disciplines and fields of practice that rely on mobilising research-produced knowledge.. These 

contributions are significant as they deepen our knowledge of the processes of knowledge 

mobilisation, a key part of effective knowledge management and something to consider in the 

development of knowledge management systems that serve as processors of knowledge and 

have a role to play in facilitating the mobilisation of knowledge. 
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Moreover, to the best of my knowledge, much of the work and writings on KM within the APS 

context has been approached from a practitioners’ perspective and with focus on IT-based 

interventions relating to KM activities. This reflects the current absence or shortage of empirical 

evidence on the state of KM and the nature of the knowledge base that drives practice in APS 

organisations. Therefore, and in a broader sense, this research will contribute to the academic 

studies on a KM-related concept within APS organisations and promote awareness of 

knowledge uptake and use issues from an academic perspective. 

1.4.2 Contribution to practice  

From a practical point of view, the study findings outlined in chapter (5) have practical 

implications for the participating APS agencies and other organisations that design and run 

programs aimed at mobilising knowledge. Research indicates that KM is under-researched in 

the context of the public sector in comparison to the private sector. A study of KM could help 

APS organisations become more aware of the use of knowledge and invest in knowledge-

related interventions to improve public service delivery. To that effect, the research findings 

have a number of practical implications for APS organisations.  

For the APS organisations participating in this study, and APS organisations more broadly, the 

research findings advance understanding of how ‘knowing–doing’ gaps can potentially emerge 

when their staff respond to specific agency work situations. The findings may also be used by 

the participating APS organisations in assisting their professionals with recognising how their 

interactions (or lack thereof) with other professionals and with knowledge resources are 

facilitating or impeding their development in the ICTGDP.  

The study findings can also assist the participating agencies in determining whether the 

requirement for interaction with theory and other sources of codified knowledge has resulted in 

the desired outcomes and, in broader sense, evaluate the effectiveness of the ICTGDP. Overall, 

the incorporation of theoretical knowledge into the design of the ICTGDP stems from the 

believe that this knowledge base has value and triggers new ideas and ways of framing 

experiences that enhance the performance of the participants. Therefore, this knowledge can be 

used for the refinement of the ICTGDP requirements.  

Further to this, it is worth suggesting the incorporation of the process of ‘formal reflection’ as 

part of the program design as this is where gaps between knowledge and its application can be 

drawn closer. This can be achieved through a stronger link to the theoretical knowledge 
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promoted in the ICTGDP given that the study findings indicate a difference in the knowledge 

mobilisation process suggested to the participants and what has been observed.   

The findings also suggest directions for the management of the knowledge base that drives and 

supports the delivery of services by the APS. Such directions include facilitating availability of 

knowledge that has greater relevance, making knowledge more visible and accessible, and 

development of support strategies within the social dimension of the operational environment. 

This is so that the mechanisms that hinder knowledge use which are beyond the control of 

individuals can be given attention to improve the uptake of ICT and agency-specific knowledge 

and enhance overall ICT capability-building in the concerned agencies.  

Finally, the study findings also make a practical contribution to another stakeholder group – the 

educational service provider, the University of Canberra. The study findings can be used by the 

education team in the selection of the theoretical/educational material and ICTGDP content so 

that it is more relevant to the contextual reality of the APS organisational practices and 

professionals’ environments and is more reflective of their theoretical knowledge needs.  

1.5 Motivation and Approach  

This knowledge management study has been motivated primarily by interest in knowledge and 

its management in organisations. Further reading of the literature revealed the lack of work 

focusing on the individual rather than the organisation and its KM activities. Despite KM being 

an organisational initiative, it is down to the individual to utilise the benefits of the KM process 

to create value. This led me to think further about looking at a knowledge phenomenon that is 

concerned not only with the organisation but with people and their knowledge activities.  

I found that there are many questions that remain unanswered. Do people use the knowledge 

available to them when they act in their practices? Is this knowledge easy to find? Is it 

applicable to their needs? Are they using the knowledge within their organisation? If yes, how? 

If not, why not? What aspects of their practice and organisational environment influence their 

engagement (or lack of it) with knowledge?   

A combination of interest and curiosity in knowledge use drove the initial decision to begin this 

study. In terms of the focus and direction the research and thesis took, a number of contributing 

factors are responsible for its current form. To begin with, residing in the Australian Capital 

Territory (ACT), home to the majority of APS organisations, narrowed the interest in studying 

knowledge use to APS organizations. This focus was further encouraged by my awareness that 
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public service agencies and departments have expressed interest in knowledge management, 

but that evidence suggests that adoption is still lagging behind private sector organisations. 

There is also evidence to suggest that there is a lack of available information on the scale and 

nature of KM practices within the APS (Martin 2005).   

Another factor contributing to development of the thesis with a focus on APS agencies was the 

opportunity presented by an initiative that demonstrates the phenomenon under study. A 

number of APS agencies and departments located in the ACT annually run an Australian 

Government Information and Communications Technology Graduate Development Program 

(ICTGDP). The program is based on the principles of reflective learning. The underlying logic 

of this program is that people are motivated to learn when they are self-directed, have 

immediate professional situations to practise their knowledge and, most importantly, are 

provided with knowledge resources relevant to their situation.  

One of the core requirements of the ICTGDP is for the participants (in this case, ICT graduates) 

to refer to the theoretical principles relating to a number of APS and ICT topics and to examine 

how they manifest in their agency. Moreover, they are also required to use this theoretical 

knowledge and other organisational knowledge resources in their placement where they are 

encouraged to explore and take risks.  

In the early stages of the research and in response to the initial curiosity and driven by the 

available opportunities, the focus of the study was on exploring the use of codified 

organisational knowledge captured in knowledge representations and artefacts. However, the 

case study of the ICT graduates and the design of the ICTGDP presented the opportunity to 

also explore the use of another type of codified knowledge: academic or theoretical knowledge. 

The inclusion of this knowledge type in the study of knowledge mobilisation has certainly 

added much more interest and value to the research and contributions.   

The developments in the direction and focus of the study are well reflected in the structure of 

this thesis. The theoretical background to the research touches upon a number of key bodies of 

literature that are utilised in this research, namely those exploring knowledge, knowledge 

management, practice and practical knowledge.  

To carry out the study, and due to the lack of a suitable theoretical framework for studying 

knowledge mobilisation as it is being conceptualised here, an initial conceptual framework was 

developed from a review of current theories and models. The framework is used as a starting 
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point to the data collection and as a conceptual guide for the aspects to look out for during the 

study. The conduct of the study and field work focused on understanding what ICT graduates 

do when they are faced with a situation where there is a knowledge need and attempted to 

unpack as many details about the dynamics of these scenarios as possible.  

Data analysis focused on addressing the research objectives and ensuring that they had been 

satisfied. The study findings led to the refinement of the initial conceptual framework to more 

realistically account for what professionals are doing in their agencies to address their 

knowledge needs. A number of key findings emerged confirming that, in most cases, people’s 

actions do not align with available knowledge (both theoretical knowledge and codified 

organisational knowledge). These findings provided a basis for describing what has been 

observed and for accounting for why these patterns were possibly observed.    

While the initial intention was for an exploratory study providing an account of what can be 

observed in practice and developing the implications of these findings, the research findings 

presented an opportunity in the research journey. Towards the end of the study, there was an 

inspiration to account for one mechanism through which alignment between knowledge and 

action can be attempted through the notion of ‘praxis’. The incorporation of the idea of praxis 

has brought the thesis to completion and led to a further and final refinement of the proposed 

conceptual framework to account for one possible mechanism through which knowledge and 

action may be aligned. This brought the thesis to a conclusion and inspired further thought on 

implications of the study findings and future research directions.  

1.6 Thesis Organisation  

This thesis is organised into six chapters. This first chapter sets the stage for this study and 

presents the research background, the research question and objectives, the study significance 

and contributions, and the study motivation and approach.   

Chapter (2) provides the theoretical background to the study. It presents the theoretical 

underpinnings of the broader topics to which this study belongs and covers some of the current 

literature and thinking around similar concepts within the KM literature and related studies. 

Current theories and models are reviewed and analysed to produce an initial conceptual 

framework of a knowledge mobilisation instance. The chapter discusses this framework and its 

use to guide data collection.  
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Chapter (3) outlines the research design and study conduct, which is based on a qualitative 

interpretive methodology with a case study design. The chapter provides a description of the 

research context including the case study background and procedures, the study population and 

participants, sampling techniques, participant recruitment, data collection, data analysis and 

data presentation techniques. Issues of research quality and ethics are also discussed in this 

chapter.   

Chapter (4) provides an account of the data analysis process. It outlines a summary of 

observations relating to the patterns of how individuals engage in knowledge-seeking activities 

as well as the organisational factors influencing knowledge uptake and deployment. These 

observations are discussed in terms of their implications on knowledge mobilisation outcomes.  

Chapter (5) reports on the key findings and emerging themes which were incorporated into the 

initial conceptual framework from Chapter (2). Furter refinements are made to the framework, 

providing a revised conceptualisation of a knowledge mobilisation instance. The chapter also 

discusses three key findings emerging in this study which correspond to three groupings of 

factors that influence knowledge mobilisation. These are (1) the social nature of knowledge 

mobilisation, (2) the dual role (enabling & hindering) of elements in the operational 

environment, and (3) the ontological differences in attributes of different knowledge types. The 

chapter draws upon these three themes to provide an account for how knowledge–action or 

knowledge–application gaps potentially emerge when professionals respond to their agency 

specific work situations.  

Also in Chapter (5), the study findings are extended to a wider context to incorporate the 

concept of ‘praxis’ into the revised conceptual framework, thereby adding another layer of 

mechanisms that can become part of a conceptualisation of a desirable approach to knowledge 

mobilisation. This further extension proposes the inclusion of praxis as a mechanism to re-

establish connections between knowledge and practice and achieve better alignment between 

the two domains.  

Chapter (6) is the final and concluding chapter. This chapter provides an overall summary of 

the thesis, demonstrating how the research objectives have been met and the research question 

has been answered. The conclusion also discusses the implications of the study findings for 

researchers, practitioners, contributing organisations and organisations in general. Recognising 

that no research project can be run without constraints, the chapter also discusses the limitations 
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that were identified. Lastly, the chapter concludes with some recommendations for future 

research, bringing the thesis to conclusion.   

1.7 Concluding Remarks  

This introductory chapter touched upon some of the issues that currently lurk in the KM debate 

and identified an aspect of knowledge use that could benefit from further research. This is 

mainly driven by the need to gain an understanding of what happens to represented knowledge 

made available through KM processes from a use and application perspective. The underlying 

assumption that knowledge availability leads to knowledgeable actions is debatable. 

Organisations invest heavily in making knowledge available to those who need it, with much 

emphasis on the technological interventions that facilitate this objective. However, research 

suggests that knowing–doing gaps – inconsistencies between knowledge and action – remain 

an issue in many fields of practice. Such gaps are recognised as barriers to organisational 

performance.  

To begin an enquiry into this issue, it is critical to first present some of the foundational 

understandings of the key concepts in the field of knowledge management. These concepts are 

seminal to understanding, analysing and interpreting observations relating to the phenomenon 

of knowledge mobilisation and knowing–doing gaps from a knowledge point of view. 

Therefore, the next chapter will report on the theoretical background underpinning KM practice 

as well as some of the current work within the domain of knowledge, practice and practical 

knowledge.   
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CHAPTER (2): THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

 

2.1 Introduction  

A number of substantial bodies of literature form the background to this study and inform the 

conceptualisation of a knowledge mobilisation instance. To establish the theoretical foundation 

of the study, this chapter integrates parallel bodies of literature and presents on the background 

topics relating to knowledge and other knowledge-related concepts. Accordingly, this chapter 

discusses the literature on ‘knowledge’, ‘practice’ and ‘knowledge management’. Within the 

theoretical background on ‘knowledge’, some coverage is provided on ‘theoretical knowledge’ 

as a knowledge type existing within the knowledge domain. Similarly, within the theoretical 

background on ‘practice’, some coverage is provided on ‘practical knowledge’ as a knowledge 

type existing within the practice domain.  

Given the lack of literature explicitly addressing knowledge mobilisation as it is being 

conceputalised here, the chapter also presents on similar concepts discussed within the KM 

literature that relate to some extent to the movement and use of knowledge. While these similar 

concepts resonate with the practice of using knowledge, the discussion highlights and unravels 

some differences between these knowledge activities and the conceptualisation of knowledge 

mobilisation involving knowledge uptake and deployment.  

As a final note, in the writing of this chapter, it was deemed necessary to cite and reference 

some of the seminal work that was responsible for KM as we know it today. To that effect, 

many of the references cited in the literature review draws upon the earlier and commonly cited 

work of early KM theorists and researchers. This trend has been observed even in more recent 

publications in the KM domain.   

2.2 Knowledge 

The practice of KM came about with the emergence of the knowledge-based economy and the 

recognition of ‘knowledge’ as a primary resource that needed to be managed. While it is widely 

acknowledged that knowledge is difficult to directly access and manage like data and 

information, it can be managed indirectly by managing the environment in which it is used and 

the KM processes through which it is manipulated (Lambe 2011).  
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Many definitions of knowledge exist, reflecting the countless efforts to conceptualise to what 

knowledge is, a topic far more complex than it appears. To mention a few, knowledge has been 

defined as:  

a flux mix of framed experiences, values, contextual information and expert insight that provides 

a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and information. It originates 

and is applied in the minds of knowers. In organisations, it often becomes embedded not only 

in documents or repositories but also in organisational routines, processes, practices, and norms. 

(Davenport & Prusak 1998, p.5)  

information possessed in the mind of individuals: it is personalized information (which may or 

may not be new, unique, useful, or accurate) related to facts, procedures, concepts 

interpretations, ideas, observations, and judgments. (Alavi & Leidner 2001, p.109)  

the individual capability to draw distinctions, within a do-main of action, based on an 

appreciation of context or theory, or both. (Tsoukas & Vladimirou 2001, p. 973) 

the whole domain in which more specifically defined clusters of meaning reside … procedural 

knowledge, propositional knowledge, practical knowledge, tacit knowledge, skills and know-

how—are included. (Eruat 1994, p. 16) 

the judgment of the significance of events and items, which comes from a particular context 

and/or theory. (Greenhalgh 2010, p. 495)  

While these definitions reflect the complexity of attempting to explain what knowledge is, they 

also converge on an agreement that knowledge can reside in people’s heads and can be 

documented in explicit form. This array of definitions highlights the significance of the 

‘context’ in which knowledge is created and applied, a concept that is inseparable from the 

study of knowledge or implementation of a knowledge-based initiative (Thompson & Walsham 

2004). The definitions also reflect some of the founding views on what knowledge is and how 

it comes to exist. These views will be explored next.  

2.2.1 Multiple views on the origins and nature of knowledge  

Amongst the earliest views of knowledge which is aligned with the emergence of the 

knowledge-based economy is the ‘resource-based’ view. This view presumes that knowledge, 

as a form of intellectual capital, is an organisational resource that creates value and is necessary 

for competitive performance (Barney et al. 2001; Chisholm & Nielsen 2009; Halawi et al. 

2005). Like other assets, it can be captured, stored and distributed, and the more knowledge an 



 

23 

 

organisation has, the better its chances of improving productivity and performance (Chan & 

Chau 2005; Peter & Robert 2000). 

Other views of knowledge are oriented towards a ‘cognitive-based’ perspective wherein 

knowledge is viewed as a capability in people’s minds resulting from a mix of experience, ideas 

and beliefs. Amongst some of the traditional views aligned with this perspective of knowledge 

are Plato’s idea of knowledge as ‘inner capacities’ and Aristotle’s view of knowledge as a 

‘product of experience’ (Villalba 2006).  

A more widely accepted view of knowledge within the cognitive perspective is Kant’s view, 

who notes in his seminal work ‘Critique of Pure Reason (1781)’ that knowledge is a 

combination of inner capacities and experience (Kant 1908; Guyer & Wood 1998). Kant’s view 

of knowledge is one that agrees with the believe that knowledge begins with experience but 

argues that not all knowledge is reduced to experience. Rather, knowledge also stems from 

inner capacities of understanding that is independent of experience, which he refers to as a 

priori knowledge of objects and concepts. It is through these internal frameworks that we 

interpret experiences.   

Similarly, Bennet and Bennet (2008; 2014) view knowledge as comprising two parts: 

Knowledge (Informing) and Knowledge (Proceeding). While the latter relates to the action part 

of knowledge, the former relates to the content part and consists of memory, incoming 

information and beliefs that can be justified. These are illustrated below (Figure 2). 

 

Figure 2: Informing and proceeding parts of knowledge  

(Source: Bennet & Bennet 2014, p. 14). 

Justified 
Tnoe Beliefs 

Knowledge 
(lnfonning) 

Con lH thought of OS 

tncWr 
\ 

tncludn 

\ 
lnCludn 

tnctuon 

Creabon 

Memory ofN•w 
Knowtedce 

T,..., .,,' ,' 
... , Af/ttts •' .,,' 

J.//#rtS _____ ,,,," 



 

24 

 

Another recent view on the origin of knowledge attempts to delineate knowledge in terms of 

its building blocks, a view known as the ‘Data-Information-Knowledge’ hierarchy (Davenport 

& Prusak 1998), before recently taking on a fourth level, ‘Wisdom’, to become known as the 

Data-Information-Knowledge-Wisdom (DIKW) hierarchy (Cleveland 1983; Lambe 2011). 

This view of knowledge is also considered one of the earliest frameworks to provide an 

understanding of the basics of KM (Bennet & Bennet 2014). Although the three terms of data, 

information and knowledge are often confused as referring to the same concept and are often 

used interchangeably, they in fact refer to different concepts (Cong & Pandya 2003; Lambe 

2011; Tuomi 1999).  

Briefly noting, data are raw facts and observations presented to us daily, while information is 

data that has been processed and put into context. Bennet and Bennet (2014, p. 11) describe 

data and information as ‘simple patterns’ that have no meaning until they are interpreted 

through conscious thought. Information require some knowledge to interpret and process it 

(Cowan et al. 2000; Holsapple 2004; Nonaka 1994; Van den Berg 2013; Villalba 2006) and 

results from processes of ‘relating/structuring/qualifying data in meaningful ways’ (Holsapple 

2004, p. 169).  

When relevant information is integrated with an individual’s inner capacities, learning occurs 

(Villalba 2006), leading to the formation of new knowledge (Cong & Pandya 2003). While 

widely recognised, this common view has been criticised for depicting how knowledge comes 

about in a very simplistic, linear and hierarchical fashion (Alavi & Lediner 1999; 2001). In 

reality, the manner in which knowledge is acquired is far more fluid and complex.  

This conventional view of data being a prerequisite to information and information being a 

prerequisite to knowledge has been challenged by Tuomi (1999) who argued against this 

conventional view of the knowledge hierarchy. In his work, Tuomi suggested the need to 

reverse the position of data to the top of the hierarchy so that it emerges only after knowledge 

and information is made available. In this sense, data ‘emerges as a result of adding value to 

information by putting it into a form that can be automatically processed’ (Tuomi 1999, p.9) 

and this has implications for how information and knowledge systems are designed to account 

for meaning and its representation. 

A fifth view in the literature is the ‘states’ perspective of knowledge, which recognises 

knowledge as an independent state in a continuum of data and information. It regards data and 

information as knowledge but having lower levels or states. This view emphasises the role 
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people play in gradually building up data into knowledge through processes of gathering, 

selecting, analysing, synthesising, weighing and evaluating. This view aligns with the 

functional definition presented by Bennet and Bennet (2014) who note that knowledge is a 

capacity to take effective action and that this consists of ‘understanding, insights, meaning, 

intuition, creativity, judgment, and the ability to anticipate the outcome of our actions’ (p. 11).  

This ‘states’ view acknowledges an increase in the relevance and quality of knowledge when it 

is coupled with higher commitment to acting, as illustrated below (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3: View of knowledge as a progression of states  

(Source: Holsapple 2004, p.168). 

Another widely held view of knowledge is the ‘social’ view, where knowledge is recognised as 

a social asset that is created through social interactions and embedded in specific contexts 

(Nonaka & Konno 1998). According to this view, knowledge creation takes place through 

knowledge sharing activities that happen in a shared context of time and space – or ‘ba’ – in 

which knowledge is not only shared but also utilised (Chan & Chau 2005; Nonaka & Konno 

1998; Nonaka et al. 2000).  

A final view of knowledge brings some of these perspectives together and models knowledge 

as a product, a constraint on activities to ensure effective actions, and a competence that enables 

capabilities, performance and possibilities for action. These various perspectives are 

summarised in Figure 4 (over).  
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Figure 4: Three perspectives on knowledge  

(Source: Corporate Knowledge, n.d.).  

The existence of multiple views – the resource-based view, the cognitive view and the social 

view – highlights the complexity of the nature and origin of knowledge and reflect on an 

agreement that the value of knowledge is in being tied to action. This value can manifest 

‘conceptually’, by bringing awareness and understanding, or ‘instrumentally’, where 

knowledge implementation results in improved practice (Campbell & Fulford 2009). 

Keeping this in mind, the knowledge view that resonates with the study of knowledge 

mobilisation is more closely aligned with the cognitive and social perspectives of knowledge. 

These recognise that knowledge is mix of contextual information, experience, capabilities and 

grounded intuition (Davenport & Prusak 1998) but is also a by-product of a set of interactions 

to take place in a social and organisational context. In this sense, this research takes into 

consideration the cognitive as well as the social perspectives of knowledge as relevant to 

understanding knowledge mobilisation. 

2.2.2 Karl Popper’s ‘three worlds’ view of knowledge  

One of the grand theories that can be utilised in understanding and conceptualising knowledge 

mobilisation is the work of Sir Karl Popper (1978), who proposed a view of reality as being 

made up of three sub-universes that are in a state of interaction. This view is based off his earlier 

work on the ontology of knowledge and ‘objective knowledge’ (Popper 1972) where he 
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processes leading to its generation. He referred to objective knowledge as the product of human 

mind and as knowledge without a subject.  

Stemming from this earlier work, Popper later argued for the idea of three worlds which was 

presented in his famous lecture titled “Three Worlds” in 1978, at the Tanner Lectures on Human 

Values. Through this work, Popper (1978) described reality as ontologically existing in three 

interacting worlds: a physical world of objects (W1), a cognitive world made of mental states 

(W2) and an information world that is by product of thought (W3). A graphical illustration of 

these three worlds is shown in Figure 5 as illustrated by the work of McDonald (2012; 2014).  

 

Figure 5: Karl Popper’s ‘three worlds’ view  

(Source: McDonald 2014, n.p). 

Within this view of reality, W1 is a physical world of living and non-living objects and 

observable events. It includes physical artefacts (paintings, manuals, books, sculptures, systems 

etc.) that are an embodiment of knowledge and cognitive processes (Popper 1978). This world 

interacts with elements in the other two worlds. It drives and stimulates W2 processes and is 

regulated and controlled by W2 processes. Similarly, W1 is believed to interact with W3, 

although not directly; these interactions are mediated by W2 (mental) events.  

The second world, W2, is a subjective and active world of cognition, perception, feeling, 
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perceived, privately, in the second world, but it cannot introduce it if it is not already there’ 

(Nugent et al. 2015, p.85). 

The last world, W3, is a world of semantics (language, meaning) and artefacts, of information, 

explicit knowledge, statements, theories, representations and other abstractions. W3 stimulates 

the development of W2 processes – for example, when individuals engage in training, education 

and learning that enables them to take knowledgeable actions. Many objects in W3 are also 

embodied in W1 physical objects such as books and paintings; therefore, W3 is linked with 

W1. Objects in W3 are considered abstractions of peoples’ states of mind, and therefore, are 

creations of the human mind. W3 objects can inform our mental world and generate unforeseen 

or unintended problems or possibilities (Dykes 2003), leading to an ongoing feedback effect 

between W2 and W3 (Popper 1978).  

The three worlds view was applied by Popper to the concept of ‘knowledge’ in order to 

differentiate between different types of knowledge, including subjective (W2) and objective 

(W3) knowledge. In W2, knowledge is viewed as ‘beliefs and belief predispositions (in minds) 

about the world’ (Wallace 2007, p.15). It represents internal human knowledge (tacit 

knowledge) and is expressed in the statement ‘I know’ (Wallace 2007, p.23). To that effect, 

knowledge in this world is subjective in nature.   

Popper viewed explicit or represented knowledge embodied in W3 as being objective and 

independent of the subjective processes leading to its creation. He argued that it cannot be 

reduced purely to individuals’ knowledge but, rather, emerges from ‘sharable linguistic 

formulations, knowledge claims about the world… that have survived testing and evaluation 

by the agent (individual, group, community, team, organisation, society, etc.) acquiring, 

formulating, and testing and evaluating the knowledge claims’ (Wallace 2007, p.15). To that 

effect, knowledge in this world is objective in nature and is captured or embodied in the content 

itself. Applying this understanding of the three worlds and the interactions/negotiations 

between them allow us to model the reality of how knowledge is engaged with, as illustrated in 

Figure 6 (over). 
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Figure 6: Adapted Karl Popper’s three worlds view of knowledge  

(Source: Bishop 2010). 

Adopting the application of this theory as a lens for describing knowledge can inform our 

understanding of the types of knowledge that can be utilised during knowledge mobilisation 

and allows us to draw upon this understanding of knowledge’s nature and attributes to explain 

what will be observed. This conceptualisation of reality as comprising of three sub-universes 

can also inform other aspects related to knowledge use.  

This includes the nature of the interactions that take place when individuals draw upon instances 

of explicit knowledge in W1 and W3 in the form of knowledge resources, engage with these 

resources through W2 processes (i.e. evaluate knowledge utility and make decisions on what to 

do with it), and take knowledgeable actions in a W1 professional situation or W2 cognitive 

activities such as decision-making. Furthermore, an understanding of the elements and nature 

of knowledge in these three worlds serves as a starting point for speculating about existing 

mechanisms that can play out in an instance of knowledge mobilisation and their workings.   

2.2.3 Knowledge types and attributes 

Knowledge is multifaceted and numerous classifications of knowledge exist. Multiple 

dichotomies are attributed to knowledge: internal vs external, structured vs unstructured, 

objective vs subjective, abstract vs concrete, autonomous vs systematic etc. (Heisig 2009). 

Amongst the most prominent dichotomies and the most frequently referenced is Polanyi’s 

categorisation of knowledge as explicit vs tacit knowledge (Spender 1996).  

Briefly defined, explicit knowledge is knowledge that is tangible and can be codified and 

captured. Explicit knowledge is represented in embodiments such as documents, databases, 
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information systems, spreadsheets, instruction manuals, written procedures and other forms 

(Chen 2004; Thompson & Thompson 2008, p. 23; Van den Berg 2013). Although this 

knowledge type can be captured in various representations, it is also acknowledged that the 

artefacts themselves have little value if their knowledge content cannot be transformed into a 

state of tacit knowing (Wallace 2007).  

On the other hand, tacit knowledge is knowledge that resides in the human mind and can be 

referred to as ‘closed’ knowledge (Thompson & Thompson 2008, p. 23). It is implicit, 

intangible and cannot be formalised, but can be verbalised (with difficulty). It resides in 

people’s heads, which makes it difficult to access and codify (Alavi & Leidner 2001; Chen 

2004; Cong & Pandya 2003; Van den Berg 2013; Wallace 2007). Tacit knowledge needs to be 

‘learned, acquired, and accumulated through experience’ (Nelson & Winter 1982; Van den 

Berg 2013, p. 165). These requirements make tacit knowledge inseparable from action; 

therefore, it is referred to as ‘knowing-in-action’ because it is created and represented through 

action (Orlikowski 2002).  

In addition to the explicit–tacit classification, a host of other knowledge terminologies have 

been identified and are summarised in Table 1. A set of knowledge attributes (first column) 

have been advanced within the KM literature. These attributes represent the ‘dimension[s] 

along which different instances of knowledge can vary’ (Holsapple 2004, p.177). This array of 

terminology can bring us closer to understanding what knowledge is and to realising the levels 

of complexity associated with the study of knowledge and its management. In practice, all these 

forms come into play, sometimes in a single event or situation, further reflecting the challenges 

presented to knowledge management efforts (Mingers 2008).   
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Table 1: Knowledge terminology 

Knowledge 

Attribute 

Knowledge 

Terminology 
Definition Sources 

Mode 

Explicit Tangible, codified, documented Alavi & Leidner 2001 

Tacit Implicit, intangible, and cannot be codified 
Alavi & Leidner 2001 

Polanyi 1967 

Encapsulated 

(embedded) 

A ‘reflection, or experience that is embedded 

in an artefact’s design and functionality’ (Wan 

den Berg) 

Wan den Berg 2013, p. 

168 

 

Views of 

Knowledge 

A state 
Knowledge is a condition of understanding 

resulting from experience 
Alavi & Leidner 2001 

An object An object that can be manipulated Alavi & Leidner 2001 

A condition of 

access to 

information 

Knowledge is organised through KM 

processes to facilitate access to its content 
Alavi & Leidner 2001 

A capability Has the potential to affect future action. Alavi & Leidner 2001 

Type 

Declarative/ 

Propositional 

Know-what; 

Know about; 

Explicit; 

Knowledge about the states of affairs in the 

world and about facts 

Alavi & Leidner 2001; 

Holsapple 2004; Markus 

2001; Miller et al. 1997; 

Mingers 2008; Tsai & Lee 

2006; Vorwerk 2004; 

Woods & Cortada 2013 

Procedural/ 

Performative 

Know-how; 

Know-how of techniques and know-how of 

strategies and how things are done 

(cognitively and physically); 

Cognitive in nature 

Alavi & Leidner 2001; 

Guzman 2009; Holsapple 

2004; Markus 2001; 

Miller et al. 1997; 

Mingers 2008; Tsai & Lee 

2006; Vorwerk 2004; 

Woods & Cortada 2013 

Causal/ 

Rational/ 

Epistemologic

al 

Know-why; 

Reasoning knowledge which is manipulated to 

make logical decisions and take actions; 

Knowledge of the occurrence or non-

occurrence of events 

Alavi & Leidner 2001; 

Miller et al. 1997; Markus 

2001; Mingers 2008; Tsai 

& Lee 2006; Vorwerk 

2004 

Conditional 
Know-when; 

Understanding when to act 
Alavi & Leidner 2001 

Relational 
Know-with; 

How something interacts with other things 

Alavi & Leidner 2001; 

Miller et al. 1997 

Contextual 

Know-about; 

Familiarity with situations, events, people, and 

culture 

Vorwerk 2004 

Pragmatic 
Useful knowledge for an organisation such as 

best practice, artefacts (frameworks, etc.) 
Alavi & Leidner 2001 

Age 

Old 

(established) 

Knowledge already existing in the 

organisation 
De Brún 2005 

New 

Knowledge generated from hiring external 

resources, training, and bringing different 

people together to create new knowledge 

De Brún 2005 

Location 

(source) 

Individual 
Created by and resides with the individual in 

their head 
Alavi & Leidner 2001 

Social 

(Collective) 

Shared by a collective group 

 

Alavi & Leidner 2001; 

Villalba 2006 

Internal 

Residing in peoples’ heads; Embedded in 

behaviours, procedures, software and 

equipment; recorded in various documents; or 

stored in databases and online repositories’ 

Zack 1999a 

External 
General knowledge made available from 

‘publications, universities, government  
Zack 1999a, p. 138 
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Knowledge 

Attribute 

Knowledge 

Terminology 
Definition Sources 

  

agencies, professional associations, personal 

relations, consultants, vendors, knowledge 

brokers, and interorganisational alliances 

 

Scope 

Core 
Basic knowledge of the industry in which the 

organisation operates 
Zack 1999b 

Advanced 

General knowledge that has been advanced 

further in one area in its content and 

application to differentiate an organisation 

from its competitors 

Zack 1999b 

Usage in 

Organisations 

Practice 
Practical / intellectual / recreational / spiritual 

/ unwanted 
Holsapple 2004 

Innovation 
Knowledge that allows an organisation to 

become a leader in the industry 
Zack 1999b 

Accessibility 

Quick access 

knowledge 

(Public) 

General knowledge that can be placed in a 

data base for a quick access, is easy to transfer 

but may not be widely applicable 

Novins & Armstrong 1997 

Applicability 

Local Within the organisation Novins & Armstrong 1997 

Global Outside the organisation Novins & Armstrong 1997 

Broad-based 

knowledge 

Knowledge that is easily transferable and 

broadly applicable across an organisation (e.g. 

policies and procedures) 

Novins & Armstrong 1997 

One-off 

knowledge 

Knowledge that is difficult to transfer and has 

a low level of applicability across an 

organisation 

Novins & Armstrong 1997 

Proficiency 
Complex 

knowledge 

Knowledge that is highly applicable but not 

easy to transfer without some formal training 

(e.g. project management knowledge) 

Novins & Armstrong 1997 

 Experiential 
Built through shared experience among a 

firm’s members, customers and/or suppliers 
Umemoto 2002 

 Conceptual 
Explicit concepts held by members of an 

organisation 
Umemoto 2002 

 Systemic 
Explicit knowledge that is systemized and 

packaged  
Umemoto 2002 

 Routine 
Reflects employees’ understanding of their 

organisation’s routine work and culture 
Umemoto 2002 

Utility 

 Progression of levels from a clear 

representation to meaningful, relevant, and 

important 

Novins & Armstrong 1997 

Validity 
 Degree of accuracy / certainty about 

knowledge 

Novins & Armstrong 1997 

Immediacy  Latent / currently actionable Novins & Armstrong 1997 
Perishability  Knowledge shelf-life Novins & Armstrong 1997 
Volatility  Degree of being subject to change Novins & Armstrong 1997 
Abstraction  Concrete / abstract Novins & Armstrong 1997 
Resolution  Superficial / deep Novins & Armstrong 1997 

Transferability 
 Degree to which knowledge is transferable 

and easy to use 

Novins & Armstrong 1997 

Measurability 
 Degree to which knowledge or its processing 

can be measured 

Novins & Armstrong 1997 

Recursion  Knowledge vs. meta-knowledge Novins & Armstrong 1997 
Recipient  Who is likely to use it or need it Novins & Armstrong 1997 

Richness 

 How much is the knowledge dependent on its 

context and how much meaning is lost through 

simplification 

Novins & Armstrong 1997 

Stickiness 
 The difficulty of knowledge transfer inside an 

organisation, 

Szulanski 1996, p. 28 
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2.2.4 Theoretical knowledge as a knowledge type  

In the context of this research, many forms of explicit knowledge are considered while 

exploring knowledge mobilisation, including knowledge of organisational practice but also 

academic and research-produced knowledge in the form of ‘theory’. The opportunity to 

investigate the use of theory as a knowledge resource was presented by the dynamics of the 

case study conducted. To that effect, it is necessary to briefly define what theory is and the 

nature and attributes of the knowledge content within this part of the knowledge domain.  

The term theory is an overarching phrase that represents knowledge produced through research 

and validated through observation. More specifically, theory can be defined as a ‘logical system 

of concepts that provides a framework for organising and understanding observations’ (Beder 

2000, p.40). It is a ‘scheme or system of ideas or statements held as an explanation or account 

of a group of facts or phenomena’ (Grix 2004, p. 104). Theory is represented in frameworks, 

relationships, propositions, processes and other illustrations that ‘reflect higher-order patterns’, 

can be verified empirically and reliably explain and predict an observable phenomenon (Argyris 

& Schon 1974; Bennet & Bennet 2014, p. 16). Theory allows us to ‘identify, describe, explain, 

predict, control, and cope’ with aspects of the practical experience (Argyris & Schon 1974; 

Beder 2000, p. 41) and provides guiding mechanisms for monitoring and correcting peoples’ 

actions (Beder 2000).  

These definitions bring about an understanding of theory being a guiding lens that allows for 

the prediction and interpretation of observation. The use of the term in this thesis, particularly 

in association with knowledge (theoretical knowledge), is not strictly limited to ‘scientific’ 

theory per say, which in the view of Popper (1963), must be falsifiable in order to count as 

scientific theory. Theory here can also include other knowledge representations that have a 

guiding role and that can bring about a theoretical understanding of an observation or 

phenomenon. It is critical to note this distinction and to clarify the use of the term in this thesis. 

The intention here is to use the term to other representations that share some of the 

characteristics of theory but do not necessarily fit within the rigid definition of scientific theory 

that must be tested and falsified to classify as ‘scientific’ theory (Popper 1963). 

Building on this point, one example of a similar representation is the use of ‘models’ which are 

narrower in scope than a theory and provide a simpler avenue to understanding phenomenon. 

This term is used numerously in this thesis; therefore, it is critical to clarify the difference 

between the two phrases so that it is not interpreted as referring to the same thing. In a broader 
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sense, theory is used to refer to the higher-level framework of concepts relating to a 

phenomenon while a model is a visual representation to illustrate the application of theory in a 

simpler way. The utility of models can be demonstrated in this thesis which acknowledges the 

lack of unified KM theory. Therefore, the discipline relies heavily on the use of frameworks 

and models to establish some theoretical understanding of the KM practice. This will be further 

discussed in section 2.4.2.  

Moving back to the broader discussion on theory, theory has been classified into formal and 

informal types (Sibeon 1990). Formal theory is that which is documented and taught, such as 

academic (scientific) theoretical knowledge. It is characterised by the abstraction and 

decontextualisation of its concepts, which is independent of the situations where it is learnt and 

applied (Brown, Collins & Duguid 1989). Informal theory, on the other hand, is constructed by 

society from practical experience (practical) and allows practitioners to relate their actions to 

what is desirable and what is doable in a given situation (Usher & Bryant 1989).  

Within the scope of this understanding, much knowledge that is captured in artefacts such as 

standards, policies and procedures fit within the definition of theory. This is primarily due to 

the guiding role of such artefacts, which is achieved through a set of statements that determine 

what actions are suitable for the organisational process or activity to which they relate. These 

artefacts or knowledge representations have a guiding role, and their creation is informed by a 

higher class of principles.  

Some artefacts that are instances of explicit knowledge may be said to contain information 

rather than knowledge. However, when their guiding role is utilised and mixed with other 

knowledge in the mind of the person taking an action or making a decision, their content would 

be considered as a form of knowledge (Bennet & Bennet 2014). Regardless of their 

classification, all theories share common criteria of ‘generality, relevance, consistency, 

completeness, testability, centrality, and simplicity’ (Argyris & Schon 1974, p. 4). The two 

types of theory complement each other, and their benefits are realised when their underlying 

principles are integrated with action, situated in context (time and space).  

2.2.5 Knowledge workers  

The organisational roles performed by workers have undergone a shift with the emergence of 

the knowledge-based economy, within which employees have become the ‘fundamental 

capability’ for organisational success and continuity (Wiig 1997, p.3). This is largely 
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attributable to the knowledge and expertise held by these professionals. Accompanying this 

shift is the emergence of a new label for professionals and practitioners who carry out 

knowledge-focused work: ‘knowledge workers’. While some might argue that this category is 

not new and that knowledge workers existed long ago, it has unquestionably become more 

recognised in the knowledge-based economy and demand for this type of workers is constantly 

growing (Abdulla & Date 2009; Davenport 2013). 

Broadly speaking, knowledge workers are characterised as having ‘high degrees of expertise, 

education, or experience, and the primary purpose of their jobs involves the creation, 

distribution, or application of knowledge’ (Davenport 2013, p.10). What differentiates 

knowledge workers from other workers who may have education or rely on field-specific 

knowledge to perform their work is their role’s emphasis on the creation, distribution and 

application of knowledge (Abdulla & Date 2009; Davenport 2013). Their work involves having 

to make sense of situations, to interpret and understand in order to take knowledgeable actions 

with some degree of autonomy (Davenport 2013). Therefore, knowledge workers need to be 

‘highly educated, creative, computer literate, and have portable skills’ (Abdulla & Date 2009, 

n.p).  

This emphasis on the creation and application of knowledge in a work situation is required in 

the study of knowledge mobilisation as it provides some context to the work of the participants 

in this study. Therefore, along with the terms ‘professionals’ and ‘practitioners’, ‘knowledge 

workers’ will also be used in this thesis.  

2.3 Practice  

Knowledge mobilisation has been conceputalised as interactions that take place between a 

knowledge domain, where codified knowledge resides (including theoretical knowledge and 

organisational knowledge), and a practice domain, where knowledge is applied in action. Thus 

far, much of the literature covered has been concerned with the nature of knowledge and 

characterisation of the ‘knowledge domain’. It has been established in previous sections that 

the value and utility of knowledge is realised when knowledge is applied in some form of action, 

situated in context. It has also been established that the role of theory in the form of concepts 

and ideas is to provide a framework for understanding and explaining observations and 

experiences. Therefore, exploring knowledge mobilisation in this sense requires an 

understanding of not only the knowledge domain but also the domain where actions take place 
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and where observations and experiences are lived. In other words, a complete understanding of 

knowledge mobilisation needs to account for the ‘practice domain’ and its knowledge attributes.  

Broadly speaking, the notion of putting concepts and knowledge into action is referred to as 

‘practice’. A look into the ‘practice’ literature reflects some fragmentation around what 

constitutes practice (Guzman 2009), and it is notable that a number of interchangeable terms, 

such as ‘action’ and ‘activity’, are often used to refer to practice (Blackler 1995). While these 

terms refer to seemingly similar concepts, a closer look at their definition reveals that there are 

in fact differences in what these concepts individually represent. These terms can be understood 

to represent different facets of practice as will be explained.  

The words ‘action’ and ‘activity’ refer to an intentional behavioural process combined with 

physical movement to achieve a particular outcome. In and of themselves, action and activity 

do not equate to practice; but only when they take place in a given context and draw upon 

experience of previous situations do these concepts represent practice.  

In paralleling this understanding, Guzman (2009, p. 87) defines practice as a ‘set of actions 

(human behaviour) undertaken by one or more persons in order to achieve an outcome’. This 

set of actions include ‘planned or unplanned actions that can be common, habitual and frequent, 

or emergent, casual and unexpected’ (Guzman 2009, p. 87). Similarly, Bjorkeng et al. (2009, 

p. 145) denotes practice as ‘novel patterns of interaction developed into predictable arrays of 

activities, changing and transforming while at the same time continuing to be referred to as “the 

same”’.  

Within the context of an organisation, practice is represented by the organisation’s routine 

application of knowledge. This is partly embedded in the skills of its people and partly in the 

‘collaborative social arrangements’ in the organisation (Beckett & Hager 2000; Cook & Brown 

1999; Roth, Mavin & Dekker 2014; Szulanski 1996, p. 28).  

From these definitions, we can begin to see some agreement on what is encompassed by the 

term ‘practice’. The definitions highlight that practice can be characterised as requiring human 

activity or action and a shared understanding of the context where knowledge is applied and 

the organisational routine way of doing things. These attributes further highlight that some form 

of a shared practical understanding, gained through experience, is needed in this domain and it 

is this knowledge base that drives the actions of professionals in the practice domain. 
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In further developing the theoretical underpinnings for a latter discussion relating to knowledge 

mobilisation and practice, a number of other concepts emerged. These concepts were noted in 

the practice literature, in the details of the case study, and in the study observations. In 

association with practice and practicing, three concepts were identified as follows (Figure 7):  

PRACTICE

Competence

(Experience)
Acting Professionally

(Reflective Practice)

Practical Knowledge / 

Knowledge-of-Practice

 

Figure 7: Practice and emerging related concepts 

The figure illustrates terms and concepts that are commonly associated with the notion of 

practice and have demonstrated relevance to the later conceptualisation and discussion on 

knowledge mobilisation. As such, the three concepts of practical knowledge, competence and 

acting professionally through reflective practice will be explored next.   

2.3.1 Practical knowledge as a knowledge type  

Like theoretical knowledge, practical knowledge can be recognised as a knowledge type with 

its own distinguishing features. Practical knowledge is a combination of procedural knowledge 

and practice (Guzman 2009) and encompasses knowledge of how things are done in a given 

context. It is created through experience and allows practitioners to know ‘when and how to 

take effective action’ (Bennet & Bennet 2014, p. 15).  

The idea of practical knowledge has been researched under other labels, such Knowledge-in-

Practice (KIP) (McIver et al. 2013). KIP has been defined as ‘the information and know-how 

involved in the sequences, routines, capabilities, or activity systems for conducting work in 

organisations’ (McIver et al. 2013, p. 599). Emerging from this definition is a fundamental idea 

that there is a tacit element to practical knowledge that reflects the know-how of the 

practitioner. This tacit element reflects knowledge that is related to the context in which practice 

occurs and can ‘have its origin in the artefacts of explicit knowledge’ and experience (Wallace 

2007, p. 19).  

Practical knowledge is believed to have both cognitive and practical dimensions (Guzman 

2009). These dimensions have been articulated in similar terms to knowledge – that is, as having 

I I 



 

38 

 

both explicit and tacit features. To illustrate these dimensions and indicate the complexity of 

practical knowledge, Guzman (2009) conceptualises practical knowledge as being a 

combination of ‘procedural knowledge’ and ‘practice’. Drawing upon this composition, 

Guzman further breaks these dimensions into their explicit and tacit components through a 

practical knowledge taxonomy (Figure 8).  

 

Figure 8: Practical knowledge taxonomy  

(Source: Guzman 2009, p. 90). 

In this taxonomy, procedural knowledge is modelled as having both explicit and tacit elements. 

Explicit procedural knowledge (quadrant 1) or ‘know-how’ reflects the ability to deliberately 

apply some knowledge in action, knowing that the outcomes can be predicted (such as the use 

of recipes to cook). Tacit procedural knowledge (quadrant 2), on the other hand, is reflected in 

a state of ‘knowing’. With this ability, the application of knowledge by individuals is not 

deliberate but rather unconscious and automatic, which reflects a state of knowing that is 

acquired through practice and can subjectively be utilised in different situations (e.g. playing a 

piano). Individuals therefore develop informal routines to cope with the ‘expected performance 

of artefacts, materials and behaviour of individuals’ (Guzman 2009, p. 93). This further requires 

an understanding of the social and contextual aspects of the operating environment.  

As with procedural knowledge, the taxonomy also models the practice dimension as having 

both explicit and tacit elements. In this conceptualisation, explicit practice (quadrant 3) is 

informed by logical rules that can be codified and actions that are conscious and reason-

dominated (e.g. recipes). Tacit practice on the other hand (quadrant 4), manifests through 

actions that are informed by intuition and previous experience rather than codified statements. 

This dimension of practice cannot be explained or codified but requires social and contextual 

understanding of the situation in which it is observed. This aligns with the notion of ‘deep 
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knowledge’ discussed by Bennet and Bennet (2014), which reflects the ability to detect patterns 

in a situation and anticipate outcomes based on internal theories that have developed over time 

through previous lived experiences.  

In addition to proposing this taxonomy highlighting the different dimensions of practical 

knowledge, Guzman (2009) also offers a set of features that distinguish practical knowledge 

(perhaps from theoretical knowledge). First, practical knowledge is said to be situated. It 

focuses on actions recurringly taking place in a specific context, which implies that it cannot 

be transferred but must be learned. It is this feature of practical knowledge that gives people 

the leeway or ‘regulation strategies’ (Guzman 2009, p. 89) to deal with unexpected situations. 

This feature also explains why practitioners sometimes go against rules and best practice and 

create alternative ways to respond to problems in practice. Such approach can be observed in 

many professions, especially when faced with work pressures and coupled with lack of 

guidance.   

Practical knowledge is personal in nature, as it draws upon ‘feelings, intuition and social 

identity’ (Guzman 2009, p. 89). Other features of practical knowledge are embodied in the 

conscious deployment of activities that can or cannot be explained and relational to the human 

or technological logic used in its mediation/application. Finally, practical knowledge is 

believed to have a semantic element due to the multiple meanings that can be assigned to a 

specific practice.  

2.3.2 Professionalism and reflective practice  

Associated with practising and applying one’s knowledge is the notion of ‘professionalism’ or 

the ability to ‘act professionally’. This state of practice has long been advocated for and is 

recognised as being pivotal to professional practice. Many educational programs and initiatives, 

such as Work Integrated Learning (WIL) programs, aim to achieve this state, as will be later 

described in the case study details section.  

According to the Professional Standards Council (n.d.), professionalism is defined as ‘the 

personally held beliefs about one’s own conduct as a professional. It’s often linked to the 

upholding of the principles, laws, ethics and conventions of a profession as a way of practice’. 

Therefore, professionalism is generally understood to be the upholding of organisational values, 

codes of ethics and codes of conduct.  
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From a knowledge point of view, professionalism is linked to the approach professionals adopt 

in addressing their work situations and applying their knowledge in practice. According to Buch 

and Jensen (2018), professionals are characterised by having knowledge about phenomenon 

within their domain, and therefore, will make use of this knowledge in their work. They are 

further required to support their procedures with evidence in order to ensure their conformity 

to scientific knowledge and accountability to professional standards.   

What is notable about the way in which professionals use their knowledge is the fact that not 

only do they apply their domain specific knowledge as informed by theory, but they also draw 

upon their tacit knowledge to interpret and evaluate a situation. In another word, their actions 

are based on an ‘intentional reflection rather than causal rule-following’ (Buch & Jensen 2018). 

This indicates that professionalism is closely linked to the application of knowledge and is not 

just about the upholding of the professions code of conduct and application of standards.   

It was established earlier that the practice domain is associated with a practical knowledge base 

that informs the actions and activities practitioners take. While this knowledge base is context-

specific and informs practitioners how and when to act, research has established that it is 

essential for the growth and refinement of this knowledge base that practitioners think about 

the knowledge that informs and shapes their actions, embedded in the organisational processes, 

procedures and other artefacts. This would require a process of reflection that scrutinises the 

knowledge base informing and driving actions and practice in general sense. This can be 

achieved through a process of ‘reflective practice’, which is one form of demonstrating 

professionalism in the application of knowledge.      

The notion of ‘reflective practice’ refers to an approach to practising that is informed by an 

objective body of knowledge, one that can be examined and challenged (Schon 1983; 

Thompson & Thompson 2008). Such an approach to practice requires developing awareness of 

the knowledge base informing practice rather than basing practice on experience, habit and 

routine. This is inclusive of both the theoretical and academic knowledge relating to work 

situations as well as the professional knowledge base. Both may be ‘invisible’ but are certainly 

not ‘absent’ (Thompson & Thompson 2008).  

Within this approach, work situations should be seen as opportunities to test elements of theory 

or knowledge (through action), including one’s own theories about the appropriate actions 

(theories-in-action). This approach advocates that professionals need to be ‘analytical’ of the 

issues and action patterns they observe, engage in processes of thinking and reflection and 
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establish a two-way connection between existing knowledge and what they do. The principles 

of this practice disregard the common view of theory and practice as two separate domains, 

arguing instead that reflective practice is a suitable mechanism for narrowing theory-practice 

gaps or, in this case, knowledge–action gaps.  

The benefits of this approach are not to be under-estimated. Adopting a reflective approach not 

only translates into mindful practices, but also extends into developing an understanding of why 

we do what we do. According to Thompson and Thompson (2008), reflective practice brings 

awareness of potential risks associated with actions and allows professionals to be creative, to 

develop an understanding of complex situations and to be accountable for their actions. It is 

believed that engaging in processes of sense-making and critical thinking is more likely to 

produce higher quality work. The outcomes of this process are also likely to contribute to the 

refinement of the knowledge stock of organisations, either to the practical knowledge base or 

through the production of artefacts that can become reference material in an organisations’ 

database or intranet.  

2.3.3 Competence  

Another concept branching off practice is the notion of ‘competence’. Competence is an aspect 

of practice that develops over time, much like experience, and requires ‘developing one’s own 

continuing theory of practice under real-time conditions’ (Argyris & Schon 1974, p. 157). It 

manifests in the practitioners’ capacity to formulate a series of theories around work situations, 

such that if these outcomes are to be achieved in a given situation, then these actions must be 

taken. Action here is said to be informed by the ‘situational repertoire of paradigm cases’ 

experienced in the past and that enables professionals to foresee the outcomes and act 

accordingly (Rolfe 1993, p. 176).  

A similar conceptualisation is espoused by Argyris and Schon (1974) and can arguably be said 

to build on the notion of reflective practice. This conceptualisation calls for professionals to 

incorporate knowledge derived after reflecting on practice into an already existing knowledge 

base so that the lessons learnt through practice can further refine or improve future practice. 

Under this conceptualisation, experience and observable outcomes need to be treated as sources 

of knowledge and any unexpected outcomes should be explored and investigated for the 

purpose of similar future situations.   
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In concluding this review on practice, an understanding of knowledge mobilisation requires a 

theoretical coverage of not only the knowledge domain but also the domain where knowledge 

is applied. This has been achieved through briefly exploring the concept of practice and some 

of its branching concepts, some of which – such as reflective practice – have not received much 

attention within the KM discussion.  

The next section will touch on the theoretical underpinnings of the management of knowledge. 

This includes coverage of what this practice entails, knowledge management processes, 

theories, elements and general implementation.  

2.4 Knowledge Management 

In the mid-1980s, the concept of the data, information and knowledge hierarchy emerged 

linking these three concepts (Bennet & Bennet 2014; Lambe 2011). Around the same time, the 

term Knowledge Management (KM) first emerged within the discipline of artificial 

intelligence. Advocated by researchers and practitioners of intellectual technology in the 1990s, 

KM gained popularity around the world (Stankosky 2005; Grossman 2007) through what 

Lambe (2011) calls the four Cs – computing, consultants, conferences and commerce – and 

became established as a professional field of practice. Since then, the topic has gained 

momentum in the management literature.  

Since its emergence as a necessary management initiative in organisations and a source of 

competitive advantage (Heisig et al. 2016; Mazorodze & Buckley 2019), many attempts have 

been made to define KM, which, as a discipline, has some elements of novelty to it. KM has 

been defined in multiple ways, reflecting the lack of a global conception of this management 

discipline. As for theoretical grounding, the KM theoretical spectrum has been described as one 

that is ‘broad, divergent and complex’ (Crane 2013, n.p). Despite these observations, KM as a 

field has been characterised by inclusiveness, openness, and encouragement of diversity and 

new ideas and theories (Bennet 2005). The very complexity of KM also presents opportunities 

and possibilities in how it can be practiced.  

When KM first emerged, there was a general misconception that KM aims to extract knowledge 

from people’s heads and store it for use or create a use for it but there is more to this discipline 

than initially perceived. While it is difficult to directly access and manage knowledge, KM 

attempts to achieve this by managing the infrastructure and environment where knowledge is 

used. When KM first emerged, it was adopted as a strategy to either drive the ‘collection, 
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storage and reuse of explicit knowledge in documents and information technology systems’ or 

as a strategy for connecting people with focus on tacit knowledge (AS-5037 2005, p.60). 

However, KM as we know it today is not limited to these two objectives, aiming instead to 

achieve a blend of both within a specific organisational context (AS-5037 2005).  

From a theoretical point of view, KM aims to leverage existing knowledge in organisations in 

order to serve organisational knowledge needs (Dalkir 2011; Suresh & Mahesh 2006). From a 

practical point of view, KM illustrates how this objective can be achieved through initiatives 

that support the ‘design, development and deployment of methodologies, processes and 

infrastructure’ and enable knowledge creation and exchange amongst employees (Suresh & 

Mahesh 2006, p.7).  

When it comes to the definition of KM, there is a universal agreement that no single definition 

exists, and its meaning varies according to the context in which it is applied. Countless efforts 

have been made to delineate KM and the following are some of the prominent definitions. 

A trans-disciplinary approach to improving organisational outcomes and learning, through 

maximising the use of knowledge. It involves the design, implementation and review of social 

and technological activities and processes to improve the creating, sharing, and applying or 

using of knowledge. (AS5037-2005) 

[C]apturing, distributing and using knowledge. (Davenport & Prusak 1998, p. 107)  

[T]he process of critically managing knowledge to meet existing needs, to identify and exploit 

existing and acquired knowledge assets and to develop new opportunities. (McAdam & 

McCreedy 1999, p.93) 

A process to identify and leverage the collective knowledge of an organisation to help it 

compete. (Alavi & Leidner 2001, p. 119)  

[A] multi-disciplined approach to achieving organisational objectives by making best use of 

knowledge. It involves the design, review and implementation of both social and technological 

processes to improve the creation and application of knowledge, in the collective interest of 

stakeholders. (Standards Australia HP 189 2004, p.15) 

Apart from the diversity in what defines KM, a scan of the KM literature also reveals the 

multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary origins of this field. KM draws upon a breadth of 

theories rooted in a number of parent disciplines including philosophy (definition of 

knowledge), cognitive sciences (understanding human processes of cognition exercised by 
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knowledge workers), organisational behaviour (understanding culture, motivation, 

environment), information sciences, information management, artificial intelligence 

(automation of routine and knowledge-intensive tasks), library sciences, business management 

science (optimisation of operations), organisational learning, data mining, change management 

and others (AS-5037 2003; Baskerville & Dulipovici 2006; Kakabadse et al. 2003; McNabb 

2006). This diverse origin is further illustrated in the mapping of KM in relation to other parent 

disciplines by Suresh and Mahesh (2006), illustrated in Figure 9.   

 

Figure 9: KM and related fields of study  

(Source: Suresh & Mahesh 2006, p.20). 

It is due to this diversity in origin and definition that KM ‘does not have a consistent objective, 

a specified process, or a restricted domain of interest’ (Bennet & Bennet 2014, p. 38). 

Therefore, KM can have a variety of applications and adaptations to the local and contextual 

needs of practitioners and organisations attempting to realise the benefits of the practice.  

2.4.1 Knowledge management processes 

The previous discussion has established that the prevailing view of KM is that it is a formal 

process and a cycle of knowledge-related activities. Various labels have been given to these 

activities/processes with a large degree of overlap in that they capture the activities through 

which knowledge flows. Collectively, these processes capture the ‘knowledge cycle’ and 

illustrate what KM is all about (Wong & Aspinwall 2004).  

Numerous conceptualisations of KM activities exist, often varying in the naming assigned to 

these activities. Broadly speaking, these entail knowledge ‘acquisition, selection, generation, 

assimilation, and emission’ (Holsapple & Jones 2003, p. 2525; Holsapple & Joshi 2004a). 
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Another set of labels includes knowledge construction (creation), organisation, storage and 

retrieval, distribution (transfer) and application (Alavi & Leidner 2001; Holzner & Marx 1979; 

Pentland 1995). Demarest (1997) refers to these processes as knowledge construction, 

embodiment, dissemination, use and management.   

Other labels – collect, present, distribute and measure – are used by Jarrar (2002) while Wiig 

et al. (1997) adopt action verbs and label these processes as develop, distribute, combine 

(reusing existing knowledge) and consolidate. Rubenstein‐Montano et al. (2001) refer to them 

collectively as knowledge tasks. These variations and others have been summarised by 

Holsapple and Joshi (2004, p. 103-104) in Figure 10.  

 

Figure 10: Summary of knowledge management activities in the KM literature 

(Source: Holsapple & Joshi 2004a, p.103). 
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Knowledge Acquisition (Creation, Construction, Capture): This process is concerned with the 

development of new knowledge or replacement of existing knowledge with new knowledge 

(Alavi & Leidner 2001; Pentland 1995). This process can occur through the internal creation of 

knowledge or external acquisition of knowledge which is then transformed and internalised into 

representations within the organisation. External knowledge can come from research 

knowledge, merger and acquisition of other organisations, licensing, joint ventures and 

contracting (Holsapple & Jones 2004; Lane et al. 2001; Zahara & George 2003). The process 

of extracting knowledge from external sources would require processes of ‘locating, accessing, 

capturing, and collecting’ of knowledge (Holsapple & Jones 2002, p. 56). 

Knowledge Organisation (Indexing, Filtering): This process is concerned with relating and 

integrating the acquired or created knowledge with existing knowledge and establishing 

connections between the two. This is so that new knowledge becomes integrated and existing 

knowledge is enhanced (Holzner & Marx 1979; Pentland 1995).  

Knowledge Storage and Retrieval: This process is concerned with the storage of acquired or 

created knowledge. Knowledge storage contributes to organisational memory; the collective 

knowledge of the organisation and its best practice (Alavi & Leidner 2001; Holsapple & Jones 

2003; Holsapple & Joshi 2004b; Holzner & Marx 1979; Pentland 1995). Knowledge storage 

can be in the form of written documentation, databases, expert systems, organisational 

standards, processes and procedures.  

Knowledge Dissemination (Distribution): This process is concerned with the distribution of 

knowledge to ‘where it is needed and can be applied’ (Alavi & Leidner 2001; Holzner & Marx 

1979; Pentland 1995, p. 3). This is achieved through documentation and use of databases and 

intranets.  

Knowledge Transfer: This process is concerned with the movement of knowledge and occurs 

between a knowledge source and a recipient. Knowledge transfer can happen ‘between 

individuals, from individuals to explicit sources, from individuals to groups, between groups, 

across groups, and from the group to the organisation’ (Alavi & Leidner 2001, p. 119). 

Knowledge transfer can be achieved through ‘active’ means, such as during lessons learnt or 

after-action reviews, or ‘passive’ means, such as when organisations publish a knowledge 

document (Markus 2001, p. 61).  
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Knowledge Application (Implementation): This process is concerned with knowledge use and 

is often the test of having internalised the knowledge. To be effective, knowledge application 

requires prior access and understanding of the knowledge, being convinced of its utility, and 

conscious deployment of the knowledge in a real scenario through actions and decisions (Dalkir 

2005). The implementation of this activity is believed to be a ‘function of the characteristics of 

the individual, the knowledge content, the purpose of the reuse for the particular task at hand, 

and the organisational context or culture’ (Dalkir 2005, p. 308). It is also the activity that is 

likely to result in organisational learning and innovation and is where value is added (Holsapple 

& Joshi 2002).   

These processes show that KM is broadly about finding or uncovering, sharing and utilising 

knowledge. Similar grouping of these processes will be explored in the sections to follow.  

2.4.2 Knowledge management theories and models  

The concept of KM first emerged from the academic work of Peter Drucker and the work of 

the Japanese management theorist Ikujiro Nonaka, who brought attention to this subject and 

largely influenced our current understanding. Since then, a wealth of theories have emerged to 

explain KM and its related concepts as well as models that aim to simplify these theories so 

that we can better understand them.  

One of the most influential works in the KM domain is in the book of Nonaka and Takeuchi, 

The Knowledge Creating Company, published in 1995 (Crane 2013). The hallmark of this work 

is the introduction of the most influential theory in the KM domain: The Dynamic Theory of 

the Knowledge Creating Firm.  

The Dynamic Theory of the Knowledge Creating Firm centres around how knowledge 

originates in organisations and is transferred into varying representations. This process is 

illustrated as happening through a ‘continual interplay between the tacit and explicit dimensions 

of knowledge’ and the spiral flow of knowledge from the individual to groups and to the whole 

organisation (Alavi & Leidner 2001, p.116; Nonaka 1994). The theory asserts that knowledge 

creation begins with the individual but also emphasises the necessity of social interactions 

between individuals and groups for knowledge to flow and grow. These interactions can be 

self-organised and voluntary or formal and structured (AS-5037 2005).  

The theory of the of the Knowledge Creating Firm is also concerned with the conversion of 

knowledge from one type to another and illustrates the interplay between two knowledge types, 
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explicit and tacit knowledge. This conceptualisation is illustrated by Nonaka and Takeuchi’s 

renowned knowledge spiral model, also known as the ‘SECI’ model, which is considered to be 

at the heart of the KM field. The model illustrates knowledge creation as a recurring process 

which takes place through four modes of conversion and transfer – socialisation, 

externalisation, combination and internalisation (Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995). These processes 

are illustrated in Figure 11.  

 

Figure 11: Nonaka & Takeuchi’s SECI model for knowledge creation  

(Source: Dalkir 2011).  

Nonaka and Takeuchi’s knowledge spiral model recognises that in order for organisations to 

create knowledge there must be interactions between explicit and tacit knowledge types. These 

interactions take place through four key processes, outlined below. 

Socialisation (tacit-to-tacit): This process is associated with the creation of tacit knowledge 

through a tacit-to-tacit knowledge conversion process. This is achieved through shared 

experience (Nonaka & Konno 1998; Lee & Kelkar 2013) and observation and imitation 

(Bratianu 2014). According to Nonaka’s view, it is linked to organisational learning (Bratianu 

2014).  

Externalisation (tacit-to-explicit): This process is associated with the creation of explicit 

knowledge through a tacit-to-explicit knowledge conversion process. This is achieved through 

relying on analogies and metaphors (Bratianu 2014), writing descriptions of work processes 

and self-reflection (Nonaka & Konno 1998). It also relates to organisational learning according 

to Nonaka’s view (Bratianu 2014).  

Internalisation (explicit-to-tacit): This process is associated with the creation of tacit 

knowledge through an explicit-to-tacit knowledge conversion process. This is achieved through 
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‘learning by doing’ and relates to individual learning according to Nonaka’s view (Bratianu 

2014). In this conversion mode, individuals internalise external practices through enacting of 

best practices of their profession (Lave & Wenger 1991).  

Combination (explicit-to-explicit): This process is associated with the creation of explicit 

knowledge through an explicit-to-explicit knowledge conversion process. This process allows 

knowledge to be spread out across the organisation (Nonaka & Konno 1998). It also relates to 

organisational learning according to Nonaka’s view (Bratianu 2014).  

While recognised as one of the theories that form the backbone of the KM body of knowledge 

as we know it today, the SECI model has been subject to some debate and scrutiny (Adesina & 

Ocholla 2019). First, the model has been criticised for addressing only one of the processes in 

KM implementation, knowledge creation (Wong & Aspinwall 2004) and for illustrating this 

transfer as an over-simplified linear and sequential process (Lee & Kelkar 2013). It has also 

been criticised for undermining the value of tacit knowledge by depicting it as usable only when 

converted to an explicit form (Crane 2013). Arguably, this reduces an individual’s knowledge 

to what can be made explicit and what can be represented, an approach that objectifies and 

decontextualises knowledge (Crane 2013; Gourlay 2006).  

In his critical analysis of this model, Bratianu (2014) questions the suitability of the model in 

other cultures given that it is founded on case studies in the context of Japanese manufacturing 

organisations. Bratianu (2014) further argues that only two of the four processes are related to 

‘conversion’ (externalisation and internalisation) of different knowledge types. This is in 

opposition to the processes of socialisation and combination, which are concerned with 

knowledge ‘transfer’ rather than conversion given they relate to the same knowledge types 

(tacit-to-tacit and explicit-to-explicit respectively). A final criticism of this model is the 

combination of individual and group processes, which blurs the differences between individual 

and group knowledge creation (Bratianu 2014).   

Recognising the work of Karl Wiig (1993), who introduced the KM cycle, as one of the pioneers 

within the KM space, the work of Nonaka and Takeuchi served as a springboard for other KM 

frameworks and models to emerge. These include the work of noted management theorists such 

as Leonard-Barton (1995), Allee (1997), Sveiby (1997), Stewart (1997), Davenport and Prusak 

(1998), Wenger (1998), Lambe (2011), Choo (1998), Hedlund and Nonaka (1995), Demerest 

(1997), Stankosky and Baldanza (2001), Kakabadse (2003) and Mohajan (2017), all of whom 

have contributed to our understanding of the workings of KM.   
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Within this wealth of theoretical contributions, the array of KM models can be generally 

classified into three categories: knowledge type models, knowledge as intellectual capital (IC) 

models, and knowledge as social construct models (McAdam & McCreedy 1999). The 

‘knowledge category’ models – which reflect on knowledge types and their transformation 

through social processes – include Nonaka and Takeuchi’s SECI model (1995), Hedlund and 

Nonaka’s KM model (1993), which identifies four levels of explicit and tacit knowledge 

carriers (individual, group, organisation, inter-organisational), and the Boisot Information 

Space (I-Space) KM model (1987), which categorises knowledge as codified/uncodified 

(readiness for transmission) and diffused/undiffused (readiness for sharing).   

The second category of KM models (knowledge as IC which can be commodified) includes 

Edvinsson Skandia’s Intellectual Capital KM model (1997), which categorises knowledge in 

the form of IC as structural/organisational (customers, process, innovation) or human IC 

(employees). The third category, which depicts knowledge as a ‘social construct’, encompasses 

Demarest’s KM model (1997) in which knowledge is constructed from social and scientific 

sources, is embodied in artefacts and through social interactions, and is finally disseminated for 

use. This group of models links knowledge to social processes that form part of knowledge 

construction, embodiment, dissemination, use and overall organisational learning.  

The variety of these models and their differing views of knowledge and approaches to its 

management reveals the lack of an integrated central theory that holistically captures KM. 

Rather, there exists an ‘isolated’ collection of theoretical contributions that encompasses 

specific knowledge manipulation activities in organisations (Burford & Ferguson 2011) but 

does not provide a more ‘inter-connected theoretical base’ (Bennet & Bennet 2014, p. 31). As 

such, KM has been conceputalised as a conversion process (the Dynamic Theory of the 

Knowledge Creating Firm); a practice that is at the nexus of people, technology, and content 

(the Knowledge Ecosystem); and as a practice-based initiative (Practice-based theory of 

knowledge) (Burford et al. 2011; Wong & Aspinwall 2004).  

In their study of the KM literature and research trends, Burcu and Mutlutürk (2017) examine 

the theories applied in a sample of 150 articles from peer-reviewed journals between 2010 and 

2014. Part of their analysis focused on whether the articles applied an existing theory or did not 

use theory at all. Their findings indicate that some researchers are using some common theories 

relating to organisational knowledge creation (SECI), resource-based view theories and the 

knowledge-based view of knowledge. 
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Other researchers use less KM-specific theories such as ‘economic theory, microeconomic 

theory, social and economic theory, theory of economics and information, endogenous growth 

theory’ as well as innovation theories such as ‘diffusion of innovations theory, theory of 

disruptive innovation, system of innovation theory’ (Burcu & Mutlutürk 2017, p. 534). 

However, the majority of the articles in their study (78 out of a total of 152) did not use any 

theory. These findings are summarised in Figure 12.  

 

Figure 12: Applied theories in KM research  

(Source: Burcu & Mutlutürk 2017, p. 534). 

While the findings of this study are based on a small selection of articles, this observation 

speaks for the broader state of the theoretical status of KM. This may be partially due to the 

complexity of knowledge, the interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary nature of the field, and/or 

the applied nature of KM (Mingers 2008) whereby conceptual and methodological models and 

frameworks are required to demonstrate its workings.   

The absence of a unified or central theory is believed to create challenges for KM practitioners 

entering the KM field (Bennet & Bennet 2014). There exists an ‘isolated’ rather than an 

‘integrated’ collection of theoretical contributions in the form of frameworks that have different 

purposes and relate to specific knowledge manipulation activities (Burford & Ferguson 2011). 

As such, KM has been conceputalised by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) as a conversion process 

resulting in knowledge creation (the Dynamic Theory of the Knowledge Creating Firm). It has 

also been conceputalised as a practice that is at the nexus of people, technology, process and 

content (the Knowledge Ecosystem model; AS-5037 2005) and as a practice-based initiative 

(practice-based theory of knowledge) by Wong and Aspinwall (2004) and Burford et al. (2011).  

teclrnology acceptance model I 2 

social exchange theory ■ 2 

social capital theory ■ 2 
Kelman's social influence theory I 2 
various theories of learning ■ 3 

theory of reasoned action ■ 3 

activity theory ■ 3 

other theories of knowledge ■ 4 

various theories of innovation - 7 

various theories of economy - 7 

organizational knowledge creation - 12 

knowledge-based view - 13 

resource-based view - 15 
Other(the theory was used only one time) 35 
None applied 78 
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To compensate for the absence of a unified theory and to demonstrate its workings, numerous 

efforts have been made to capture the constructs and elements needed to put KM into practice, 

mainly using conceptual frameworks derived from theoretical understandings. To that end, it is 

notable that KM relies more on the use of frameworks and reference models that relate to 

specific KM activities. This is believed to have been very helpful in establishing some common 

understanding of the practice and its structure (Pawlowski & Bick 2012), serving both 

researchers and practitioners.   

Within this section, the aim is not to cover theories pertaining to the different research directions 

taking place within KM. Rather, this section aims to present some of the frameworks and 

models, as forms of theory, that are used in this study to inform and drive the exploration of 

knowledge mobilisation.  

Keeping in mind the conceptualisation of knowledge mobilisation and the objectives of this 

study, constructs from two models were used in the development of the study’s initial 

conceptual framework. These frameworks were selected on the basis of their suitability in 

informing the types of knowledge available in organisations, the environment in which 

knowledge is used, and influences on knowledge activities. With this in mind, the two key 

models informing this study are the ‘Knowledge Management Episode’ model (Holsapple & 

Joshi 2004a) and the ‘Knowledge Ecosystem’ model (AS-5037 2005). A brief description of 

these models is provided next.  

1. The Knowledge Management Episode Model 

Recognising that organisations are struggling to understand KM and how to implement the 

concept in practice, Holsapple and Joshi (2002) argue that better guidance and direction for KM 

implementation can be attained by understanding the key elements of a KM initiative and 

understanding the relationships between them. In line with this rational, they initially proposed 

a ‘Threefold Knowledge Management Framework’. The framework consists of three aspects 

that need to be understood in a KM phenomenon: a knowledge resources component, 

knowledge activities component, and KM influences component.  

Starting with the knowledge resources component, Holsapple and Joshi (2002) identify the 

resources as including participants’ knowledge (human or system participants), infrastructure, 

culture, knowledge embedded in artefacts, and knowledge of organisational purpose and 

strategy (Petrash 1996; Holsapple & Joshi 2004b; Wong & Aspinwall 2004). These knowledge 
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resources and have been further classified into a taxonomy of schematic knowledge resources 

and content knowledge resources (Holsapple & Joshi 2004b). This taxonomy is illustrated 

below (Figure 13). 

 

Figure 13: Classes of organisational knowledge  

(Source: Holsapple & Joshi 2004b, p. 603). 

To clarify this classification, schematic knowledge resources are defined as being an 

embodiment of the organisation’s identity and depend on the organisation to exist. These 

resources are embedded in the purpose, strategy, culture and infrastructure of the organisation. 

Content knowledge resources, on the other hand, exist independently of the organisation. They 

include the knowledge of participants who have knowledge processing capabilities, such as 

human resources (employees, customers, consultants, suppliers, consultants) and material 

resources (computer systems).  

Content knowledge also includes knowledge that is conveyed via artefacts, which, in contrast 

to human and material resources, lack knowledge processing capacity (Holsapple & Joshi 

2002). These two classes of knowledge resources are understood to be distinct from one another 

but are in a state of interaction such that the ‘existence and use of content resources in the 

conduct of KM is both enabled and constrained by the schematic knowledge resources’ 

(Holsapple & Joshi 2004a, p.  95). 

In terms of the second component of the Threefold Knowledge Management Framework, 

knowledge manipulation activities are those activities undertaken by organisations in order to 

manipulate and work with knowledge resources (Holsapple & Joshi 2002). These activities 

include four broad groups of activities, relating to knowledge acquisition, knowledge selection, 

knowledge internalisation and knowledge use respectively.  
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The last component of the framework recognises the KM influences that have an effect on 

conducting KM activities. These influences have been classified into three types of factors: 

resource influences (knowledge, financial), managerial influences (leadership, coordination), 

and environmental influences (competition, customers, government, economic, educational, 

etc.) (Holsapple & Joshi 2002).  

Building on these three aspects that are believed to be a necessary part of understanding KM, 

Holsapple and Joshi (2004) devised a new conceptualisation of what is called ‘knowledge 

management episode’. This conceptualisation recognises that one of the operational aims of 

knowledge management is to facilitate the right knowledge availability to the right people at 

the right time. This outcome requires organisations to engage in a series of knowledge-related 

activities that must be performed by people and technology over time (Holsapple & Joshi 

2004a). Therefore, the idea of the ‘knowledge episode’ is adopted and modelled. Within this 

model, an ‘episode’ refers to a configuration representing what happens between ‘the time a 

knowledge need (or opportunity) is recognised and the time that it is satisfied (or abandoned)’ 

(Holsapple & Joshi 2004a, p. 91). This configuration is illustrated below (Figure 14). 

 

Figure 14: Knowledge management episode model 

(Source: Holsapple & Joshi 2004a, p. 92). 

In this diagram, a knowledge management episode is triggered when a knowledge need or 

opportunity is recognised, prompting organisations to perform a series of knowledge 

management activities. These activities can be performed by people or computer processors on 

some knowledge resource and include knowledge acquisition, selection, internalisation and use, 
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as noted earlier. The activities draw upon schematic and content classes of organisational 

knowledge resources such as employees, knowledge in physical systems, knowledge in 

organisational processes, structure and culture, and external knowledge of customers and 

suppliers. The episode also recognises that the execution of these activities can be influenced 

by factors within the organisation that affect how they are executed, their sequence, who 

performs them and how well are they executed.  

With this model, Holsapple and Joshi (2004b) illustrate that the outcomes of a successful 

knowledge management episode are reflected through learning and projection, which are two 

dimensions indicative of organisational performance. The learning process results in changes 

to the state of a knowledge resource within the organisation, while projection involves the 

embedding of the new knowledge in new or improved products, services, software, design and 

other outlets.  

The utility of this model as a theoretical lens in this study is manifold. First, the model informs 

relevant constructs in terms of the knowledge resources and organisational influences explored 

in this study. Second, the model recognises the need for some activities to take place; while the 

activities in the knowledge management episode reflect KM processes at the organisational 

level, the idea of activities resonates with the aim of the study, which is to explore the 

knowledge uptake and deployment activities demonstrated by professionals. Therefore, this 

model provides sensitising concepts to look for during the attempt to conceptualise knowledge 

mobilisation.  

2. The Knowledge Ecosystem Model 

Looking at the various definitions for KM, a fundamental understanding emerges that KM 

implementation is driven by four key elements: people, processes, technology and content 

(Kakabadse et al. 2003; Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995). An attempt has been made to capture these 

elements using a system view. This is referred to as the ‘Knowledge Ecosystem Model’ (AS-

5037 2005) and is illustrated below in Figure 15 (over). 
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Figure 15: The knowledge ecosystem model  

(Source: AS-5037 2005, p. 9). 

The model views the organisation as a knowledge ‘ecosystem’ wherein the elements of people, 

process, technology and content engage in complex interactions to create value and potential 

contribution from existing knowledge (AS-5037 2005). Influencing these interactions are 

enablers and drivers, all operating within a given context, culture and strategy (AS-5037 2005). 

These elements resonate with the constructs of the knowledge management episode model of 

Holsapple and Joshi (2004). However, a system approach to linking these elements is adopted 

to emphasise the focus on outcomes, and this calls for an understanding of why KM should be 

implemented in the organisation and where the starting point would be.  

Given that these elements are key to any KM phenomenon and are part of the discussion in 

coming chapters, a description of these elements is provided next to establish an understanding 

of their meaning.  

2.4.3 Knowledge management elements   

As noted earlier, there is consensus in the KM literature that a knowledge-enabled and a 

knowledge-driven organisation is one in which the elements of people, process, technology 

(Hosseini et al. 2014) and content (Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995) are necessary for KM 

implementation. Therefore, these elements will be explored.  

People: While the prevailing view in the KM literature conceptualises knowledge as an 

organisational asset (object), traditional views saw knowledge as originating in individuals’ 

mind and being transferred between individuals. New knowledge often begins with individuals 

who facilitate the enacting of that knowledge in problem solving and performance improvement 
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(Bixler 2005). In recognition of this role, a large proportion of KM efforts are essentially 

concerned with people management and developing ways for people to create and share 

knowledge, such as communities of practice (Wilson 2002). The role people play is believed to 

determine the success or failure of KM, since KM largely depends on people’s willingness to 

share knowledge, particularly their tacit knowledge (Hosseini et al. 2014).  

Processes: These encompass the organisational processes and procedures that are associated 

with managing of knowledge, including knowledge acquisition, creation and organisation 

(Hosseini et al. 2014).  

Technology: This element refers to the primary IT infrastructure that facilitates KM 

implementation and includes all the tools, hardware and software, the techniques and the actions 

that are used to support product provision and service delivery (Jafari et al. 2008).  

Covering the KM literature, one can begin to see that the practice of KM is largely focused on 

how technology can facilitate knowledge-related activities such as capturing, integration, 

dissemination and representation (Lin 2011; Zack 1999a). Technology can also capture some 

aspects of the ‘tacit’ knowledge of individuals, as in the case of the host of Knowledge 

Management Systems (KMS) that mediate the identification and selection of experts and the 

use of built-in expertise (Markus 2001). 

Content: The last element refers to knowledge of individuals (employees, customers, suppliers, 

consultants etc.) who have knowledge processing capabilities and to knowledge conveyed in 

artefacts, which as noted earlier lack knowledge processing capacity.  

It is believed that these elements exist in all organisations; when they are well integrated, KM 

can achieve desired outcomes (Abecker et al. 2000). Similarly, where there is a lack of 

integration of these elements, KM initiatives are at risk of failure (Abecker et al. 2000). 

Therefore, striking the balance between these elements is key to the success of a KM initiative.  

While not sitting at the same level as the previous four elements, the element of culture is a 

concept constantly touched upon in KM and there is agreement on the influence culture has on 

how organisations operate and respond to their environment. Culture is composed of 

‘organisational values, norms, unwritten rules and procedures’ and includes ‘artefacts, 

behaviours, values, emotions, and motivational roots’ (Kayworth & Leidner 2004, p. 238). 

From a KM perspective, culture is believed to influence how knowledge is ‘shared, stored, 

distributed and used’ (Rubenstein-Montano et al. 2001, p. 305).  
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A firm’s culture is reflected in its practices and traditions, and it is recognised that knowledge 

manipulation as a human process ‘cannot be separated from culturally based interpretation and 

reflection’ of that knowledge (Baskerville & Alina 2006, p. 90). From a KM point of view, it 

is believed that there is a strong relationship between KM and culture, particularly in the context 

of public service organisations where culture is a prominent feature and one that certainly has 

a large impact on the outcomes of KM activities (McEvoy et al. 2019).  

Similarly to the ‘knowledge management episode’ model, the utility of this ‘knowledge 

ecosystem’ model lies in informing the likely existing structures that influence the behaviours 

of individuals which can possibly be observed during knowledge mobilisation.  

2.5 Related Work on Knowledge Uptake and Application 

There is a wealth of studies that deal with the concept of knowledge use and application, but a 

closer look at some of these studies reveals a number of deficiencies which can be addressed in 

this study. This section leverages some of the current discussion around a number of concepts 

that are closely aligned to knowledge mobilisation, where there is representation of the two key 

elements of knowledge movement and knowledge use. These will be discussed next. 

2.5.1 Uses of the term knowledge ‘mobilisation’ 

Within the KM literature, and to the best of my knowledge, the term ‘knowledge mobilisation’ 

is not commonly used to refer to the notion of applying knowledge in action. A general search 

for the term ‘knowledge mobilisation’ returns a number of research publications that relate to 

health and nursing (Appleby et al. 2020), education (Fenwick & Farrell 2011; Naidorf 2014) 

and policy domains (Shields & Evans 2012). In these contexts, the term is commonly used to 

refer to the mobilisation of scientific or research-produced knowledge in practice in order to 

introduce innovation and improve outcomes of current practices. Within the knowledge 

management literature, however, the term is not as common.  

In a social context, Bennet et al. (2007, n.p) define knowledge mobilisation as a ‘process of 

creating value or a value stream through the creation, assimilation, leveraging, sharing and 

application of focused knowledge to a bounded community’. Within this process, knowledge, 

people and action are brought together to create value. This phenomenon would manifest in the 

creation and movement of tailored knowledge from a source to its application in practice. 

Within their work, the study of knowledge mobilisation is concerned with establishing 
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connections for learning and collaboration between research communities, practitioners and 

large stakeholder groups.  

Within the context of this research however, the idea of knowledge mobilisation is extended to 

the study of knowledge uptake and use by individuals within an organisation. It is 

conceptualised as having some elements of ‘movement’ through uptake and application. A 

closer look into the KM literature in relation to the elements of ‘movement’ and ‘use’ of 

knowledge returns much work on similar concepts, but none quiet the same as this research. 

Upon analysis of their meaning, it becomes notable that there exist differences in what some of 

these interchangeably used concepts refer to as will be presented in this section. Therefore, the 

discussion on how this research fits in with existing work will be done by looking at writings 

concerned with the movement and use of knowledge in three ways: similar bodies of work, 

related studies and similar terms.  

2.5.2 Related bodies of work to knowledge mobilisation  

Beginning with similar bodies of work and in association with the concept of knowledge 

‘movement’, the term ‘mobilise’ has been used within the KM literature in earlier studies 

concerned with movement of knowledge from outside the organisation to the inside, with a 

focus on knowledge internalisation and new skill development (Simpson 2002). This is 

reflected in writings about the mobilisation and application of externally acquired knowledge 

to enhance performance, inform policymaking and drive evidence-based business practice 

(Campbell & Fulford 2009; Estabrooks et al. 2008; Johnson 2005; Simpson 2002).  

One body of literature that captures this conceptualisation is knowledge alliance research, 

where organisations ‘enter into strategic alliances with other firms in order to balance 

knowledge deficiencies, obtain necessary competencies, or create new knowledge’ (Baskerville 

& Dulipovici 2006, p. 89). Knowledge movement in a knowledge alliance initiative is one 

where knowledge is brought from outside into the organisation. The term has also been used to 

refer to the processes through which organisations access and interact with research-produced 

knowledge.   

The idea of knowledge movement is also observed in writings on organisational absorptive 

capacity (ACAP) for knowledge (Aribi & Dupouët 2016; Chen 2004; Cohen & Levinthal 1990; 

Lane & Lubatkin 1998; Lane et al. 2001; Zahara & Georg 2003). Initially defined by Cohen 

and Levinthal (1990, p. 128), an organisation’s absorptive capacity indicates its ‘ability to 
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evaluate and utilise outside knowledge’. A second definition is offered by Zahara and Georg 

(2003, p.188) describe absorptive capacity as a ‘dynamic capability that influences the firm’s 

ability to create and deploy the knowledge necessary to build other organisational capabilities’. 

Similar to the knowledge alliance literature, this body of literature looks at the movement of 

externally generated knowledge from outside the organisation to the inside through processes 

of merger and acquisition, licensing, international joint ventures etc. The focus is on building 

an organisational capacity to access and apply the newly acquired knowledge.  

This process takes place between organisations and between units of an organisation in order 

to create a competitive advantage and drive innovation and economic benefits. Two subsets of 

ACAP have been identified: potential capacity (PACAP), which encompasses capabilities for 

‘knowledge acquisition and assimilation’ and realised capacity (RACAP) which encompasses 

capabilities for ‘knowledge transformation and exploitation’ (Zahra & George 2003, p. 185). It 

is within the second subset that consideration is given to knowledge use or application. A brief 

definition of these capabilities is provided in Table 2. 

Table 2: ACAP capabilities defined 

ACAP Capability Definition 

Acquisitions 
A ‘firm’s capability to identify and acquire externally generated knowledge that 

is critical to its operations’ (Zahra & George 2003, p. 189).  

Assimilation  

A ‘firm’s routines and processes that allow it to analyse, process, interpret, and 

understand the information obtained from external sources’ (Zahra & George 

2003, p. 189). 

Transformation 

A ‘firm’s capability to develop and refine the routines that facilitate combining 

existing knowledge and the newly acquired and assimilated knowledge’ (Zahra 

& George 2003, p. 190). 

Exploitation  
A firm’s capability for ‘incorporating acquired and transformed knowledge into 

its operations’ (Zahra & George 2003, p. 190). 

 

From these definitions, it can be stated that absorptive capacity studies are concerned with the 

movement of knowledge between organisations and between units of the same organisation. 

This means that absorptive capacity studies explore the phenomenon at the organisational level, 

although the theory acknowledges the role of individuals in these initiatives. Cohen and 

Levinthal (1990) propose that an organisation’s ACAP depends on the absorptive capacities of 

its individuals, reflected on their ability to transfer and deploy knowledge within their unit and 

across organisational units. This implies that the individual has a role to play once the 

knowledge has been internalised following the utilisation stage, but ACAP studies centre 
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around the organisation’s rather than individual’s capacity for knowledge internalisation and 

application and do not tell us much about knowledge utilisation at the individual level.  

2.5.3 Related studies  

The term ‘knowledge mobilisation’ has been used in the study of knowledge mobilising 

activities in learning communities (Hasan & Crawford 2007). Within this work, knowledge 

mobilisation has been defined as ‘activity systems and cycles of expansive learning where 

communities are able to respond productively to change and work within complex STS [socio-

technical systems] for regeneration and growth’ (p. 238). At the centre of this study is the role 

of socio-technical systems in the knowledge mobilisation activities of learning communities. 

The concept of knowledge mobilisation is explored with a shift of focus from the management 

activities associated with KM to the space that supports individuals in acting and applying 

cognitive activities such as sense and decision making.  

Using activity theory, the authors argue for the association between knowledge and activity and 

the application of knowledge in context which implies that all human activity combines learning 

with doing. Given the central focus on socio-technical systems and knowledge mobilisation, 

the study focuses on the development of systems that support socialisations and learning 

between community members and increase individuals’ and groups’ ability to take effective 

action.  

While the study of knowledge mobilisation in this work shares some common ground with this 

research – such as the idea of knowledge movement and taking of action in a situated context 

– Hasan and Crawford’s (2007) study focuses more on the technological tools supporting 

human knowledge mobilisation activities rather than on understanding the specifics of the 

process. It also does so at the group or community level rather than at the individual level.   

A similar emphasis on the technological element surrounding the application of knowledge is 

found in the work of Kim and Lee (2010), who look at the factors that affect knowledge 

application capabilities of employees. The concept of knowledge application capabilities 

resonates with the conceptualisation of knowledge mobilisation in this study. Kim and Lee 

(2010) define knowledge application capabilities as the ability of an individual to use available 

knowledge to address a problem or a challenge in the organisation. Their study analyses the 

influence of organisational context and availability of IT applications on employee perceptions 
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of knowledge acquisition and application capabilities in five private sector organisations in 

South Korea.  

While the study explores knowledge application in addition to knowledge acquisition, it does 

so by testing for the relationship between employee knowledge acquisition and application 

capabilities and a number of variables including organisational vision and goals, social 

networks, performance-based reward systems and centralisation. Further, although the study 

communicates a positive relationship between these variables and knowledge application 

capabilities, a number of other variables were not explored and would be beneficial for a 

broader understanding of other factors that influence this capability.   

Building on the work of Kim and Lee (2010) is the study of Ftahi et al. (2020) who look at 

knowledge application capability effectiveness in the context of the IT service desk, a function 

of information technology service management. They argue that research has neglected the 

areas of knowledge application in IT service delivery in comparison to knowledge creation and 

sharing activities. Their study examines why individuals create and share knowledge but have 

no reasons to apply available knowledge, including organisational and individual knowledge. 

An exploration of the factors that facilitate knowledge application capability reveals that more 

time and opportunities to handle complex IT incidents are amongst the reasons that would 

motivate employees to utilise available knowledge resources. Like the work of Kim and Lee 

(2010), this study focuses on identifying the factors that can enhance knowledge application 

capability but from an innovation point of view. 

In another study that looks at the movement of knowledge into action in a healthcare context, 

Graham et al. (2006) examine some of the currently used terms to indicate the movement of 

knowledge from representation to action. They refer to this mobilisation as Knowledge-to-

Action (KTA). Within their study, they review and clarify the distinctions between some of the 

key terms (often used interchangeably) for this movement, such as knowledge translation, 

transfer, exchange, utilisation, implementation, diffusion and dissemination. In doing so, their 

study provides conceptual clarity on how the KTA process happens. Informed by a group of 

‘planned-action’ theories and frameworks, the authors propose a framework that provides a 

roadmap for putting knowledge into action, illustrated in Figure 16 (over). 
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Figure 16: The knowledge-to-action process  

(Source: Graham et al. 2006, p. 19). 

What can be observed from this framework is that the KTA process has two components: 

knowledge creation (represented through the knowledge funnel) and knowledge application 

(represented through the action cycle). Of interest to this research is the action cycle within the 

application component, which captures the activities that lead to the implementation of 

knowledge.  

The action cycle begins with the identification of a problem that needs to be addressed, then 

moves to the selection of the knowledge relevant to the problem. This is followed by the 

adaptation of the selected knowledge to suit the local context in which it will be applied and 

the assessment of barriers to the use of the selected knowledge. Next, the process involves the 

selection and implementation of interventions to promote the use of knowledge (taking action 

or implementing a change), monitoring the use of knowledge, evaluating the outcomes of the 

problem based on the initial knowledge used and finally sustaining ongoing knowledge us by 

addressing any barriers that hinder this process. This last phase also begins the feedback loop 

into the action phase.  

While this model neatly captures the phases of the action cycle, once again, it fails to provide 

an account of the reality of this process in practice or the individual, organisational, and/or 

contextual factors affecting the knowledge to action process. The model however serves as a 
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starting point for a suitable conceptualisation of how actions take place but can be further built 

on to unpack what happens at the ‘knowledge use’ part of the cycle.  

The research resonating most strongly in the present thesis is possibly the study of knowledge-

seeking behaviours by Lottering and Dick (2012). The authors argue that many of the KM 

models and frameworks fail to sufficiently recognise the knowledge behaviours or users and 

their knowledge-seeking activities. They believe that this area is overlooked, subsumed or given 

insufficient attention in the KM debate, leading to knowledge-seeking remaining under-

theorised. By exploring the knowledge-seeking processes in a number of KM frameworks and 

models, Lottering and Dick (2012) identify some of the key characteristics of the knowledge-

seeking practices and behaviours, including the ‘human-centric’ nature of actions that are 

founded on trust and loyalty amongst people. 

While their work touches upon patterns in knowledge-seeking actions, an aspect also explored 

in the present research, Lottering and Dick focus on knowledge-seeking from an experiential 

learning point of view to achieve states of knowing. They illustrate a framework for knowledge-

seeking that incorporates activities of knowledge construction based on the principles of 

learning theories and adult learning styles. While many aspects of knowledge mobilisation 

identified in this research agree with the findings of Lottering and Dick (2012) in terms of 

knowledge-seeking behaviours and the human-centric approach to finding out about a 

knowledge need, their study does not account for the organisational elements that potentially 

lead to these patterns being observed. There is reason to believe that these are important, as 

they form part of the context in which the phenomenon is being studied.  

2.5.4 Related concepts  

In terms of the second part of knowledge mobilisation, knowledge application, many terms also 

exist within the KM literature that can be understood as referring the use of knowledge. For 

example, knowledge use within the ‘knowledge economy’ theory depicts ‘use’ as the 

‘production and distribution of knowledge as a commodity for consumption within the 

organisation’s value chain’ (Baskerville & Dulipovici 2006, p. 88). To achieve this, 

organisations rely on KM processes of ‘knowledge transfer’, ‘knowledge re-use’ and 

‘knowledge utilisation’ (Baskerville & Dulipovici 2006; Markus 2001) as well as ‘knowledge 

application’, ‘knowledge translation’ and ‘knowledge re-contextualisation’ (Markus 2001). 

These concepts, which relate predominantly to the use of knowledge, have been well researched 

and at the organisational level.  
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While these terms may seem interchangeable, there are in fact differences to what they mean 

in different contexts and there is much overlap in the use of these terms. In the work of Fteimi 

and Lehner (2018), it has been noted that one of the challenges posed by a growth in the number 

of publications on KM over the recent years is the use of keywords as synonyms despite their 

having, in some instances, conflicting meanings. To demonstrate this issue, Heisig (2009) 

reports on some of the terms used in KM frameworks that refer to the idea of knowledge use. 

These include ‘use’, ‘application’, ‘apply’, ‘act’, ‘leverage’, ‘re-use’, ‘enable use’, ‘exploit’, 

‘deriving value’, ‘capitalisation’ and ‘deploy’. 

While these terms may imply the use of knowledge without clarifying by who, or which 

knowledge, or how, it is worth clarifying some of the subtle differences in meanings where 

these terms have been used in KM writings. Beginning with the term knowledge ‘transfer’, 

knowledge transfer is the most commonly used term to describe knowledge movement in 

organisations (Carlile 2004). This term is used loosely in the KM literature to ‘express the 

exchange of knowledge between the source of knowledge and the recipient of knowledge’ 

(Baskerville & Dulipovici 2006, p.95). The term is used not only in the KM field but also in 

many other fields such as health and education.  

Across a number of other fields, knowledge ‘transfer’ refers to the ‘process of getting 

knowledge used by stakeholders’ (Graham et al. 2006, p. 16). Alavi and Leidner (2001, p. 119) 

model the transfer process as a two-way process between individuals, between individuals and 

groups, across groups, and to the whole organisation. One of the concerns raised about this 

conceptualisation of knowledge transfer is the fact that knowledge transfer does not incorporate 

the use of knowledge in action but mostly models the first step where knowledge is 

disseminated or exchanged between different stakeholder groups (Graham et al. 2006). 

Although not included in this conception, knowledge transfer can also take place between an 

individual and a knowledge source. However, when the source is not an individual but rather a 

knowledge representation or artefact, the term knowledge ‘re-use’ is adopted. 

The second term often used in KM writings is knowledge ‘re-use’. This term can be thought of 

as a subtype of knowledge transfer. However, what is unique about it is that it is often used in 

conjunction with a knowledge object or repository where the knowledge stored and represented 

in such representations is shared and accessed by individuals (Baskerville & Dulipovici 2006). 

This is a similar conceptualisation to knowledge transfer in that some knowledge flow can be 

observed. Markus (2004, p.57) classifies the types of knowledge ‘re-users’ into ‘shared work 
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producers, who produce knowledge they later reuse; shared work practitioners, who reuse each 

other’s knowledge contributions; expertise-seeking novices; and secondary knowledge miners’. 

While the concept of knowledge re-use begins to give some attention to the flow of knowledge 

at the individual level, the discussion around re-use nonetheless remains focused on 

technological interventions that facilitate this process. This is notable in work around 

knowledge re-use and how knowledge repositories and KM systems should be designed to 

facilitate access and knowledge re-use needs of different user groups.  

Next, the term knowledge ‘utilisation’ is another synonym adopted to reflect knowledge 

application. In general terms, the concept of knowledge utilisation has been used to refer to the 

use of existing organisational knowledge resources to ‘generate new knowledge and/or produce 

an externalization of knowledge’ (Holsapple & Joshi 2004a, p. 108). Simultaneously, 

knowledge utilisation is also used to refer to the use of externally generated knowledge and the 

‘problem of putting knowledge to use’ (Estabrooks et al. 2008, p.2; Levin 2011), similar to the 

principles of absorptive capacity. 

Paralleling the use of knowledge utilisation is the focus on the organisations’ ability to bring in 

and use research-produced and other external knowledge from outside the organisation. 

Utilisation therefore implies some uptake and implementation of knowledge with the aim of 

improving or enhancing practice and its outcomes. It is during this process that issues of 

knowing–doing gaps, the lag between knowledge discovery and knowledge uptake, and failure 

to adopt evidence-based practice arise (Campbell & Fulford 2009; Estabrooks et al. 2008). 

Knowledge ‘application’ is perhaps one of the most frequently used terms and is used 

interchangeably with implementation to capture the uptake of research-produced knowledge 

into routine practices where it is applied (Graham et al. 2006). Finally, we also come across the 

term knowledge ‘translation’, which is concerned with meaning derived from knowledge. This 

is mostly an issue when new people or new requirements present differences in the 

interpretation of what a knowledge resource implies (Carlile 2004; Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995). 

Knowledge translation literature is mostly concerned with interpretive differences as 

knowledge moves across different boundaries, such as when there are multi-functional project 

teams or when working across different domains (Carlile 2004; Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995; 

Spender 1996).  

While these different terms attempt to conceptualise the varying knowledge-related processes 

concerned with using knowledge, the lack of standard terminology calls for some caution for 
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how terms implying knowledge use are applied. This also suggests the need to think of other 

that are better fitted to what is being conceputalised in this study.    

2.5.5 A gap in knowledge mobilisation conceptualisation 

A number of points can be noted from the presented studies and the case of a lack of a common 

meaning associated with knowledge use terms. First, studies of knowledge movement and use 

are generally undertaken to explore these activities at the inter-organisational level (between 

organisations) or the intra-organisational level (between organisational units and communities) 

or both. As such, the study of knowledge movement and use is largely tied to organisational 

activities and the study of these activities. Second, there is greater interest in the knowledge 

management activities and the technological tools and systems that can be advanced to support 

knowledge management activities in general.  

Third, while the role of the individual is recognised, the details of how individuals engage with 

knowledge and put it to use remain under-studied in the KM domain. A concept that is viewed 

as a capability would benefit from further exploration in a wider context. Fourth, a large number 

of terms are used interchangeably to indicate movement and use. A closer look into the 

terminology suggests that caution should be exercised when using these terms to ensure that 

they are representative of what is being conceputalised, or at least have working definitions 

suited to what they represent in different writings.  

Moving from the broader landscape of related work into the setup of this research, which takes 

place in the context of Australian Public Service (APS) organisations, a look into existing case 

studies that examine knowledge-related phenomena in APS organisations reflects on KM being 

tied to the use of IT and ICT. We see a large number of practitioners’ work related to 

achievements in e-government and e-services such as e-lodgement service, radar e-service for 

weather information, Health Connect for health information provision, human services claim 

processing such as the Centrelink claims tool ‘Edge’ and so forth. However, and to the best of 

my knowledge, evidence of empirical studies within this sector and with a knowledge 

mobilisation focus could not be found.  

In light of this status quo, this research extends and builds on much of the current work by 

shifting the focus in the study of KM-related phenomena from organisations and managerial 

approaches to the individual who is the starting point for knowledge use. Organisations can 

establish content management systems, best practice documentation, data warehouses, 
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documented processes, policies, procedures, codes etc., but that does not necessarily result in 

the uptake of knowledge when problems must be addressed. This shift of focus to the individual 

also moves away from a predominantly technology-centred discussion of KM. With focus on 

the ‘people’ element, this research builds on other studies concerned with individual 

capabilities, such as the work of Kim and Lee (2010) and Ftahi (2020) and attempts to 

conceptualise what this process looks like in the reality of knowledge workers.    

2.6 Advanced Conceptualisation of Knowledge Mobilisation  

Within this study, the phenomenon of knowledge mobilisation is being explored as a process 

occurring within an organisation in order to understand how individuals, rather than 

organisations, interact with knowledge and apply it in their practice. Given the variety of terms 

used to indicate knowledge use discussed earlier, it is necessary to define knowledge 

mobilisation as it is being explored here. For the purpose of this research, the term 

‘mobilisation’ has been selected as it implies movement and application of knowledge. As such, 

the working definition for knowledge mobilisation in this thesis is as follow:  

The interactions that take place between a knowledge domain where codified knowledge resides 

(including theoretical knowledge and organisational knowledge) and a practice domain where 

knowledge is applied in action. 

With this advanced conceptualisation and in fulfillment of the study objectives, the search for 

a readily available and suitable theoretical framework to guide the study proved to be a 

challenge. Therefore, a review of current theories and models was conducted and analysed to 

produce an initial conceptual framework of knowledge mobilisation, as will be discussed next.  

2.6.1 Initial conceptual framework  

Theory may be used at different stages of the research, depending on need. Accordingly, theory 

can be used in the earlier stages of the research, particularly interpretive case study research, in 

order to establish a theoretical framework that can inform the research approach (Walsham 

1995). Theory can also emerge as a final outcome of research and take the form of a new 

concept or conceptual framework (Walsham 1995).  

One of the key decisions that had to be made relate to the selection of a theory and a guiding 

framework suitable for data collection, analysis and interpretation. The task of theory selection 

within a KM related study is a challenging one, for a number of reasons. Notably, the KM body 
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of knowledge lacks a central and unified theory. Bibi et al. (2021, p. 396) note that knowledge 

management as a discipline still ‘consists of loosely defined terminologies’ and is characterised 

by the ‘diverse disciplinary interest of scholars, and the multiplicity of theories each 

conceptualising and operationalising knowledge differently’.  

This sentiment is echoed by other researchers such as Fteimi and Lehner (2018), who have 

developed a classification scheme of KM publications and used theories. Their scheme 

highlights that the topics addressed by the KM publications considered in their study are 

heterogeneous in nature and lack integration and classification. They further report that most 

of the recent KM frameworks are focused on ‘classifying KM systems and technologies’ (p. 

1535) and that practitioners still ‘lack a consistent and theoretically established approach to 

guide the implementation of KM’ (p. 1528). While these findings resonate with the discussion 

of the state of the KM debate above, they also highlight a common issue encountered in KM 

research relating to theoretical dilemmas.  

The conduct of research requires one to think about the theory that is connected to the empirical 

reality of the research and gives it some sense of an order and direction. All research is 

embedded in some form of a theoretical framework that informs the relevant and important 

factors to look out for (Grix 2004). This framework has been defined as ‘a structure that 

comprises relevant entities or a set of guiding principles and ideas that support a discipline’ and 

provides the ‘theoretical basis for performing the relevant actions and activities’ (Wong & 

Aspinwall 2004, p.94). As such, a theoretical framework integrates some abstract notions or 

elements of a discipline and the relationships between them in order to guide its implementation 

and the study of the phenomenon using a structured approach.  

The term ‘theoretical framework’ is often used interchangeably with ‘conceptual framework’ 

or ‘conceptual model’. However, there are a number of differences that set the two apart and 

determine the way in which they are applied. A theoretical framework in research is one where 

the concepts are ‘drawn from one and the same theory, to explain an event, or shed light on a 

particular phenomenon or research problem’ (Imenda 2014, p. 189). However, there are 

instances where researchers cannot find a single theory to meaningfully represent that problem 

being researched. Researchers can approach this lack of a good fit theory by synthesising and 

integrating existing theories or constructs from theories into a model or framework that more 

closely represents the study at hand (Imenda 2014; Jabareen 2009; Kumar 2014; Rocco & 

Plakhotnik 2009). This is referred to as a ‘conceptual framework’. 
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A conceptual framework can be defined as ‘end result of bringing together a number of related 

concepts to explain or predict a given event or give a broader understanding of the phenomenon 

of interest – or simply, of a research problem’ (Imenda 2014, p. 189). It derives its constructs 

from theory, studies and previous research models (Kumar 2014). As such, conceptual 

frameworks can serve the role of theory in guiding the design, collection and interpretation of 

research data. This is achieved in many ways. According to Pawlowski and Bick (2012), a 

framework defines the ‘relevant objects and their coherences as well as providing a scaffold for 

aspects that have to be considered’ (p. 92). It is, therefore, used to provide a structure for what 

to look for and is also a ‘proper solution to map the different contextual aspects, influence 

factors as well as results’ (p. 92).  

An earlier discussion has established the theoretical status of the KM literature and, in a similar 

vein to previous researchers who have struggled to find a good or close fit theoretical 

framework, this study develops its own conceptual framework to study knowledge 

mobilisation. To do so, the research draws upon the knowledge management episode model 

(Holsapple & Joshi 2004a) to inform an initial conceptualisation of a knowledge mobilisation 

instance. The initial knowledge management episode model identifies the configuration of 

knowledge activities that take place between ‘the time a knowledge need (or opportunity) is 

recognised and the time that it is satisfied (or abandoned)’ (Holsapple & Joshi 2004a, p. 92). 

The model illustrates these activities at the organisational level and recognises that some 

knowledge resources and knowledge manipulation (KM) activities are at play during the 

duration of the episode.  

While reserving most of the elements of the initial framework, the derived conceptual 

framework has been adapted to suit an exploration of ‘individual’ rather than ‘organisational’ 

knowledge-seeking behaviours, since this research is focused on the patterns illustrated by 

individuals. Drawing upon elements of the action cycle in the knowledge-to-action process 

model (Graham et al. 2006), the constructs of ‘action’ and ‘reflections’ were added based on 

the need for these steps to complete the depiction of a knowledge mobilisation instance from a 

theoretical point of view.  

With that being said, it is acknowledged that individuals’ knowledge seeking behaviours and 

resulting actions are largely influenced by the organisational ecosystem and that an analysis of 

the work situation will consciously keep in mind that work situations are also influenced by an 

organisational reality. Therefore, while the focus is on how individuals undertake knowledge 
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seeking behaviours, the role of the group, the task, other knowledge, culture, technology and 

other elements of the organisational ecosystem is recognised.  

Additionally, drawing from Popper’s three worlds theory, the conceptual framework classifies 

activities as either W1, W2 or W3 activities. This is done to demonstrate the different views of 

knowledge in different worlds, indicate the likely interactions between elements of the three 

worlds, and distinguish activities that are internal to the person and cannot be observed from 

those that are external and observable, which are of more interest to this study. Popper argued 

these three worlds are in a state of continuous interaction, and this philosophy is used to support 

the argument that a knowledge mobilisation instance is influenced by these aspects and that, 

although we may not be able to directly observe these interactions, W2 activities and materials 

in W3 can influence the actions taken in W1 or W2 and bring about knowing–doing gaps.  

2.6.2 Elements of the proposed framework  

Based on these definitions, and an understanding of what a framework (particularly a 

conceptual framework) is, this section discusses the effort to derive a conceptual framework 

that integrates related constructs to conceptualise a knowledge mobilisation instance. This is 

achieved through the review of existing theories and models and integration of elements that 

are suitable to the activities being observed. A prototype or an operational conceptual 

framework is established with the purpose of guiding the study and providing direction and 

structure for data collection.  

The conceptual framework illustrates the interrelated steps of actions in a situation where a 

professional is faced with a knowledge need in a work situation. This conceptualisation draws 

upon the idea of a General Task (GT) discussed by Chandrasekaran (1989), which is thought 

of as being a combination of a problem, a method, knowledge and knowledge inference. 

However, the proposed conceptual framework models the interactions through which 

knowledge is interacted with and applied as follows.    

• Work Situation: The episode begins when a work situation in W1 is presented (new task, 

problem, opportunity, etc.), prompting the individual to engage in a configuration of 

knowledge-seeking and uptake activities. Examples of these activities include asking help 

from peers, looking up resources in the organisation’s intranet, looking up artefacts such 

as policies, procedure, standards, researching the Internet, consulting with subject matter 

experts and consulting with dedicated organisational units. Attention is given to the 
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dynamics of the situation such as the nature of the task, people, governing policies, 

prerequisite knowledge, skills needed to understand the situation and any other relevant 

aspects that can be observed.  

• Knowledge Resources: The individual draws upon ‘explicit’ knowledge resources 

including content-knowledge of theory and codified organisational knowledge represented 

in organisational artefacts (W1 and W3 objects). An individual also draws upon their 

knowledge of the organisational context and operating environment (W2) such as 

knowledge of culture, strategy, purpose, infrastructure, accepted practices etc. 

• Configuration of Knowledge Activities: The individual then engages in a number of 

knowledge seeking activities which are inclusive of the knowledge from the knowledge 

resources but also include knowledge-seeking involving social interactions. Further, the 

individual also engages in several non-observable cognitive processes (W2) such as 

cognitive evaluation of the relevance of the knowledge accumulated to inform the situation. 

This includes processes of thinking, reasoning, justifying, sense-making, deciding and 

other activities that rationalise action.   

• Action: The individual takes some action, which can be a physical action (such as writing 

a report or a piece of code) or a conceptual action (such as deciding). This is the stage at 

which knowledge testing takes place. 

• Outcomes: The individual then observes the outcomes of their action and assess the utility 

of the knowledge resource used (W1 observable outcome). This is similar to the two 

outcomes of ‘learning’ and ‘projection’ depicted in the original ‘knowledge management 

episode’ model. This stage of knowledge mobilisation is where learning and knowledge 

internalisation can also happen (W2 outcome). Even though it is not explicitly included in 

the model, it is acknowledged that ‘learning’ does happen as an outcome of the knowledge 

mobilisation process. However, the omission of ‘learning’ and ‘projection’ from the 

conceptual model is due to these two constructs being outside the scope of the study which 

is not concerned with adult learning. 

• Reflection: The model incorporates the process of reflection as a follow-up to experienced 

outcomes. This process is an afterthought exercise and considers the situation, the 

knowledge that was used, its relevance to the task/situation and its utility. The reflection 

also accounts for ‘what has happened’ and compares this observation with the expectation 

of ‘what should have happened’ or ‘what would have been a better outcome’. Within this 

exercise, individuals also think about alternative knowledge that would be useful in similar 
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future situations. In cases where the reflection process recognises that the intended utility 

of the knowledge content in the used resources is realised and relevant, the knowledge 

content is then contextualised, internalised and, ideally, reused in similar future situations. 

However, if the reflection process recognises that the experienced outcome does not align 

with the knowledge content in the used resources, the process can inform the need for 

further refinement to existing knowledge resources. This is so that existing knowledge 

resources can better capture the knowledge needs of individuals within the organisation 

and the reality of their practice. This process can also lead to the search for other knowledge 

resources, whether internally, externally or both.  

These constructs are represented in the following initial conceptual framework of a knowledge 

mobilisation instance.  
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Figure 17: Initial conceptual framework of a knowledge mobilisation instance 
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inescapable, effort is made to acknowledge the risk of these biases and the limitations they 

bring about.  

In creating this framework, the researcher recognises that this initial conceptualisation of a 

knowledge mobilisation instance is subject to researcher biases. Some of these biases arise from 

the researcher’s initial knowledge of the phenomenon as informed by the review of the 

literature, but other emerge from the unique definition of knowledge mobilisation deployed in 

this study. However, since this framework will be used as a guiding lens, it will not be applied 

rigidly such that only represented constructs are explored and reported. Rather, the framework 

will be used with some flexibility and openness to what emerges from the field work and will 

be later revisited following data collection to incorporate emerging observations.  

In addition to initial biases, it is also crucial to make explicit some of the underpinning 

assumptions that were made in deriving this framework. These include the following. 

1. The level of analysis is focused on the individual rather than the team or unit or 

organisation.  

2. The model recognises the context in which the phenomenon is observed and, therefore, any 

observations will not be separated from the context of the work setting.  

3. An individual who follows these steps will not necessarily achieve the desired outcome 

and address their work problem/situation. The implication here, however, is that these steps 

are considered to be the logical steps of actions.  

4. Knowledge mobilisation is not a linear process that flows in one direction. The reality is 

far more complex, fluid and iterative than illustrated. Individuals are likely to engage in 

multiple rounds of some of these activities, move back and forth between some of these 

steps or even skip some altogether. Therefore, knowledge mobilisation can be an iterative 

rather than linear process. 

5. Knowledge mobilisation is conceputalised as involving uptake and seeking activities of 

codified knowledge they have access to. However, it is acknowledged that this process also 

requires some prior education, knowledge and experience in similar situations. This 

recognises Kant’s view of knowledge as resulting from inner capacities and experience. 

6. The model recognises W2 human processes of cognition (sense-making, thinking, 

reasoning, decision-making) as necessary for knowledge to be mobilised, even though 

these elements cannot be observed directly.  
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7. Participants are neither novices nor experts; they are knowledge workers (entry-level 

professionals) with some prior field-related knowledge, education and on-the-job learning 

and skill development.  

8. Action gives clues about mechanisms causing these observable behaviours.  

9. Action can be viewed as changes in information or knowledge about an encountered 

situation, and, possibly, other situations.  

10. Outcomes either match (new contextualised knowledge is created) or mismatch the logic 

of the knowledge content informing the actions (in which case knowledge–action 

inconsistencies exist). 

11. This conceptualisation of knowledge mobilisation can be applied in knowledge-driven 

organisations operated by knowledge workers. 

2.7 Concluding Remarks  

A survey of the existing body of knowledge on KM reveals a panoply of literature covering the 

foundations and practice of KM, prominent KM models and frameworks, tools and software, 

enablers, challenges, best practices, success stories, strategies, evaluation metrics, KM 

positions and other aspects of practice. Often the focus is directed towards one of three 

outcomes: identifying knowledge resources within the organisation and making those resources 

more visible to facilitate knowledge representation (availability); developing a culture of 

knowledge sharing and integration; and, finally, building a knowledge infrastructure of 

systems, tools, and spaces or, in Nonaka and Konno’s (1998) term, ‘bas’ for people to interact 

and collaborate (Davenport & Prusak1998). To that end, the theoretical underpinnings of how 

KM facilitates explicit knowledge representation and availability have been thoroughly 

addressed.  

However, while knowledge availability is considered a prerequisite for knowledge application, 

an underlying assumption echoed in the KM literature is that the logic of codified knowledge – 

be it in academic knowledge, policy, handbooks, manuals, professional literature, good practice 

guides etc. – will play out in practice. As Pentland and Feldman (2008, p.245) describe it, the 

assumption that ‘good artifacts (such as SOPs and software) will result in good performances’ 

and the ‘failure to understand the difference between artifacts and actions’ is echoed in the 

current KM literature. 
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The argument in this research is that thinking of KM as ending with knowledge being made 

available discounts the influence of factors that impact the process and outcomes of its use. 

Such understanding can possibly help us understand why gaps exist between codified 

knowledge and the application of that knowledge in practice.  

The review of the literature revealed that our understanding of the knowledge mobilisation 

process is limited, and also highlighted the KM landscape’s current lack of a central theory. 

The variations across the theoretical contributions that aim to conceptualise KM and its 

workings can be attributed to reasons other than the lack of a readily available theory. These 

include the nature of this field, which deals with the management of ‘knowledge’, a highly 

debated and complicated concept; the applied nature of KM in terms of manipulating 

organisational knowledge; and the inter-disciplinary and multi-disciplinary nature of KM with 

its numerous parent and contributing disciplines.  

In similar vein to IS research – which also struggles with the lack of a readily available theory 

(Clarke 2000) – KM mitigates the absence of a central theory by drawing upon theories from 

parent and reference disciplines. Now that the theoretical background and conceptual 

framework have been presented, the next chapter will go into the research design and outline 

the details of the methodological aspects of the study.  



 

77 

 

CHAPTER (3): RESEARCH DESIGN & STUDY CONDUCT  

 

3.1 Introduction  

This chapter provides a summary of the research approach and justification for the selected 

choices that align with the aim of this study, research question and research objectives. It begins 

by presenting some background on the research approaches and justifying the selected approach 

and its suitability to the nature of this study. Next, the chapter provides a description of the 

research context or study setting, case study procedures, data collection methods and adopted 

measures for research quality assurance. Finally, the chapter discusses the ethical issues 

identified and measures taken to address these issues.  

3.2 Research Approach  

Research design and methodology is concerned with how an enquiry proceeds by using specific 

tools and techniques to generate and analyse data (Schram 2006). Engaging in empirical 

research is a knowledge discovery journey. Driven by observations we make in our natural 

world, research attempts to understand and make sense of what is observed. In that sense, 

research is undertaken to answer questions of what, how, why, where and when relating to an 

issue or phenomenon or intervention. To carry out the research process, the knowledge 

discovery journey should be guided by a roadmap. Despite disciplinary differences, the 

underlying logic of the research process remains the same.  

Within this framework, scientists and researchers follow an approach to researching that has a 

methodology of clearly defined stages and steps. This requirement is captured in the definition 

of research as ‘a structured enquiry that utilises acceptable scientific methodology to solve 

problems and creates new knowledge that is generally applicable’ (Grinnell 1993, p.4). Another 

definition describes research design as a ‘plan, structure and strategy of investigation so 

conceived as to obtain answers to research question or problems’ (Kerlinger 1986, p. 279). The 

structure of a research enquiry generally follows the steps of formulating a research problem 

and selecting a suitable approach and design. This is then followed by selection of sampling, 

data collection, data analysis and data presentation methods.  
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The choice of the research design depends on the objectives of the study, which can be 

correlational, explanatory, or exploratory, and the philosophy of the researcher. Research 

philosophies fall along a continuum of subjective–objective paradigms. They are influenced by 

the research problem, the personal experiences of the researcher, the kind of data the researcher 

is trying to collect and/or the audience of the researcher (Creswell 2014).  

Within scientific research, three approaches to research exist: quantitative research, qualitative 

research and mixed methods research. Quantitative research used to test and verify objective 

theories and is therefore based on an ontological assumption that reality is a concrete structure 

within which there is a relationship between certain elements (variables) of the structure that 

needs to be examined (Morgan & Smircich 1980). It is primarily adopted by researchers with a 

postpositivist worldview, also known as the scientific method. 

Quantitative approaches are used in correlational studies that look at cause and effect to explain 

causality. This is achieved through observation of numerical measures that are used to quantify 

the prevalence, extent or magnitude of the issue or phenomenon and determine things like how 

much the issue happened, how many times etc. (Black & Champion 1976; Creswell 2014; 

Grinnell 1993; Kumar 2011; Leedy 2015). The relevant research designs for this method – i.e., 

procedure of inquiry – include survey and experiments. Performance data, census data and 

observational data are among the data sources for this approach (Creswell 2014). 

Qualitative research, on the other hand, is undertaken to understand, explore and clarify the 

nature of an issue, intervention or phenomenon. It is based on an underlying ontological 

assumption that reality is socially constructed (Guba & Lincoln 1994; Morgan & Smircich 

1980). Qualitative research focuses on describing the subjective experiences, perceptions and 

meanings the participants ascribe to a social or human problem (Baily 1978; Black & Champion 

1976; Creswell 2014; Grinnell 1993; Kumar 2011; Leedy 2015).  

Making sense of these narratives is achieved through an intersubjective interpretation of these 

experiences by the researcher (McWilliam et al. 2009). This involves a process of construction 

of the reality of a phenomenon that is meant to be informed and sophisticated rather than true 

(Guba & Lincoln 1994). A qualitative approach is adopted by researchers with a constructivist 

worldview wherein understanding is achieved through means of social construction (Creswell 

2014; Gillham 2000; Morgan & Smircich 1980; Yin 2003). It is also commonly adopted by 

researchers with a transformative worldview (Mertens 2010).  
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Qualitative research methods allow for the study of a phenomenon in its context (Creswell 

2014; Gillham 2000; Yin 2003). In that sense, it is characterised as being context-sensitive; that 

is, an understanding of the issue or phenomenon under study cannot be isolated from the setting 

in which it occurs (Schram 2006). The relevant research designs for this method include 

phenomenology, grounded theory, ethnography, case study and narrative.  

Along the continuum of qualitative and quantitative methods lies the third method, mixed 

methods. This approach encompasses both qualitative and quantitative elements and is 

generally adopted when the combination of the two methods is necessary to a complete 

understanding of the research problem under study. This method is adopted by researchers with 

a pragmatic worldview that revolves around using all possible tools to understand a problem 

and find solutions that will bring about positive change (Creswell 2014; Leedy 2015). It is often 

adopted when quantitative findings require explanation or when generalised qualitative data 

require further analysis to test for validity or generalisability (Creswell 2014). As the name 

indicates, this method uses mixed designs and data sources to find answers.  

The selection of the research approach is largely influenced by the problem definition of the 

study. The interpretive approach is founded on an ontological view that reality is subjective in 

nature and a byproduct of the lived experiences of humans (Darke et al. 1998). Therefore, 

because the present research is interpretive in nature and aims to explore, describe and 

understand the phenomenon of knowledge mobilisation in the contextual setting of the 

participants, a qualitative method is most appropriate.  

For the purpose of this research, a case study research design will be adopted with the study of 

knowledge mobilisation undertaken by interacting with the participants. Case study design is 

the most commonly used design when research is seeking an in-depth understanding of a 

phenomenon not yet understood. The study of the phenomenon is undertaken in its natural 

context and the design is suited to investigations of an exploratory nature. It is used in research 

that aims to either describe a phenomenon or test or develop a theory (Darke et al. 1998; Grix 

2004; Yin 1994). Generally, case study research is adopted to explore a phenomenon in depth, 

provide a rich understanding and derive new concepts and conceptual frameworks (Walsham 

1995).  

Furthermore, since this research will explore organisational factors operating in a given 

contexts, case studies have the advantage of emphasising the organisational factors rather than 
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the individual. Limitations brought about by the case study design are also acknowledged; these 

include having a smaller number of participants and producing findings that are specific to the 

context of the study and would be difficult to generalise to other settings (Levin 2011).  

3.3 Research Context – The Australian Public Service (APS) 

Because case study design considers the context in which the phenomenon is investigated, it is 

essential to establish the context of the case study. This section provides a brief description of 

the sector in which the participants are practising; the APS, information about the case study 

setting, the case study procedures and the study participants and their recruitment.   

Research indicates that within the public sector, KM is under-researched in comparison to the 

private sector and the public sector often takes longer to deal with knowledge management 

activities than the private sector (McEvoy et al. 2019). This has been attributed to the public 

sector environment, notable for its complexity, ‘tightly controlled bureaucratic accountability 

structures’, budgetary constraints and tighter regulations (Amayah 2013, p. 39; McEvoy et al. 

2019).  

Being subject to external influence from government and society, public sector organisations 

face more challenges and must continuously adapt to the needs and expectations of society 

(Abdullah & Date 2009), as well as adjusting to new public demands and global trends 

(McEvoy et al. 2019). These conditions are believed to among the reasons for the delay in KM 

uptake and present challenges for implementation of KM in the public sector operating 

environment.  

In today’s knowledge-based economy, public sector organisations face many challenges: rapid 

advances in technology, the requirement to do more with fewer resources while being 

accountable to their actions, the need to be present online, a shift towards results-oriented 

performance and pressure to constantly improve performance. Generally, public sector 

organisations are seen as more constrained in their process and procedures, are subject to many 

external forces (public policy and a wide variety of stakeholders), face budget pressures, have 

less autonomy and control over decision-making and are accountable for their performance to 

the public (McNabb 2006, p. 5).   

KM implementations in APS organisations generally involve some integration of an IT solution 

to improve performance. This is evident in the e-government initiative and the provision of 

online services to the public to make it easier for citizens to interact with the government. To 
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some extent, e-government, facilitated by ICT, has become the model for implementing KM in 

government agencies, both locally and globally, as it simplifies and improves transactions 

between government and its clients and stakeholders (Arora 2011; McNabb 2006).  

Within Australia, the public sector is represented by the APS, a service-oriented body 

fundamentally founded on the provision of specialised civil services to Australian citizens on 

behalf of the Australian Government (Whelan 2011). This body encompasses the group of 

agencies, departments, corporations, the military and other miscellaneous units that deliver 

some kind of public service at the ‘federal, state, county, municipal and local levels of 

government’ (McNabb 2006, p. xi). These services range from human services such as health 

and education to infrastructural services such as roads and utilities.  

Driving the service delivery within the APS is a workforce of public servants. A large 

proportion of public servants are considered to be knowledge workers as the nature of their 

work is founded on knowledge-based activities such as the creation, distribution and application 

of knowledge (AGIMO 2004). Their work is informed by a set of specialised knowledge 

concerning public administration, policies, legislation, department/agency-specific processes 

and procedures and performance reporting, in addition to their role-specific knowledge. Advice 

provision, referral and decision-making are at the hallmark of their work environment and 

require a constant ‘state of knowing’. This state manifests through a combination of 

information, context, experience and active engagement (AGIMO 2004).  

More than ever, APS departments and agencies, like many knowledge-driven and knowledge-

operated organisations, are faced with the challenge of staying informed, innovative and 

consistent in their service delivery (APSC 2013). Many departments and agencies have 

partaken in interventions that seek to ultimately create, store, distribute and apply knowledge 

to address some of these challenges. In other words, the APS has recognised KM as a strategic 

‘must have’. This interest can be attributed to the recognition of the intangible value of KM and 

its perceived role in addressing these challenges. It is also attributable to the need to improve 

services development and delivery to citizens, businesses and the whole of government while 

continuing to maintain a pool of skilled and knowledgeable workers (Martin 2005).  

Recognising the interest in and readiness for KM of Australian organisations, including APS 

departments and agencies, in October of 2005 Standards Australia published a KM standard 

titled ‘AS 5037–2005, Knowledge Management – a Guide’. This was the first standard in the 

world to be endorsed by a government at the national level (Ferguson 2006). The standard 
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provides guidance on KM concepts to individuals and organisations. It captures aspects of the 

theory and practice of KM and creates awareness of the ideal environment for implementing 

KM initiatives, covering enablers, evaluation tools, technologies and other aspects of the 

practice (Burford & Ferguson 2011; Ferguson 2006).  

Moreover, in 1998 a not-for-profit community called actKM, consisting of KM practitioners 

within the APS and in the private sector, was established. Based in Canberra, Australia, the 

community focused on creating awareness of KM and sharing knowledge and experiences of 

KM issues, within both the APS and the private sector. actKM sought to contribute to promoting 

KM initiatives that can enhance organisational performance and improve the management of 

organisational resources, especially non-tangible resources such as knowledge (actKM n.d.). 

In his study of the state of KM in the APS, Stephens (2001) reported that there are around 

twenty departments/agencies that claim to be involved in KM initiatives or elements of KM, 

including the Australian Bureau of Statistics, the Australian Taxation Office, the (then) 

Department of Agriculture, the (then) Department of Family and Community Services, 

Fisheries and Food Australia, Centrelink and others.  

On a similar note, Martin (2005) reported in another case study on around a dozen agencies that 

have some KM features in their organisation. However, only a handful of departments and 

agencies demonstrated a strategic perspective on KM or recognised it as driver for achieving 

organisational objectives. Of those reported as implementing some KM initiatives, only a 

handful had senior executives supporting and promoting KM in the organisation. The study 

also revealed common issues across APS agencies including knowledge hoarding, lack of 

knowledge enablers, lack of management support and lack of an organisational culture 

hospitable to KM (Martin 2005; Stephens 2001).  

From a structural perspective, Martin (2005) also reported on the existence of a misconception 

of KM as being an IT initiative, which downplays the importance of other non-technical (soft) 

aspects such as context and human cognition. This was demonstrated through the practice of 

assigning responsibility for KM functions to the IT department, corporate services or the library 

in most of the departments and agencies investigated.   

It is apparent that these accounts report only on successful, IT-focused KM interventions along 

with practitioner reflections on the facilitators, inhibitors and success factors for KM. While it 

is important to obtain a general understanding of the factors that can influence the success or 
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failure of a KM initiative, it is equally important to explore how it can be successfully applied 

in a given context, i.e. to acknowledge that the ‘surroundings influencing the knowledge a 

specific person creates and uses’ should be taken into consideration (Villalba 2006, p.15).   

Therefore, to augment the limited empirical studies of this operating environment, this study is 

undertaken within the context of APS organisations in the Australian Capital Territory (ACT). 

Further details about the organisations involved and case study procedures are provided next.  

3.3.1 Case study background 

As noted earlier, this research adopts a case study design, which is an appropriate design for an 

exploratory qualitative study that utilises participant accounts of their experiences. The case 

study investigates the phenomenon of knowledge mobilisation as observed in APS agencies 

and departments by a cohort of ICT graduates. Before detailing how the case study was 

conducted, an explanation of the background and context in which knowledge mobilisation was 

explored is necessary.  

The Commonwealth of Australia runs a suite of annual recruitment and development programs 

including apprenticeships, graduate programs and cadetship programs to train graduates and 

pass on the individual agency’s knowledge about ‘itself, its policies, citizens, states and allies, 

environment, governing processes and various technologies’ (Asoh et al. 2002). This reflects 

the APS’s interest in sharing and disseminating its knowledge resources in the context of the 

public sector environment.  

This research focused on one of these programs, the graduate program conducted and managed 

by an APS organisation, the Department of Finance. More extensive information about this 

program can be located in Appendix (1). To explore knowledge mobilisation, the case study 

focused on the experiences of the ICT graduates who took part in the ICTGDP. The program is 

designed to recruit university graduates who have obtained an ICT undergraduate and/or 

postgraduate degree within the last seven years.  

The duration of the ICTGDP is twelve months and it involves full-time work in an APS 

agency/department and the completion of a Graduate Diploma in Government Informatics with 

an ICT specialisation. The purpose of this program is to familiarise graduates with working in 

the public service. Upon successful completion of the program, ICT graduates achieve a 

Graduate Certificate in Advanced Business Informatics from the University of Canberra, the 

program’s educational service provider.  
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This program as well as other similar programs have been designed in response to the high 

demand for skilled ICT professionals who understand the wider ICT work environment within 

the APS. The initiative is supported by a whole-of-government ICT strategy that aims to deliver 

better services and improve the efficiency of the government operations. The ICTGDP further 

aims to develop ICT skills and knowledge through regular events, networking, and peer 

relationship-building opportunities, professional skills training modules, leadership training, 

events with high profile guest speakers, career coaching and mentoring, and study support 

(Department of Finance n.d.).  

While building knowledge of ICT, the ICTGDP also aims to assist ICT graduates in developing 

a set of skills that includes critical thinking, teamwork, creativity and thinking outside the box, 

research and analysis skills, verbal and written communication skills, attention to detail and 

accuracy, and use of judgment (Department of Finance n.d.). The program also encompasses 

reflective learning principles that are aligned with adult learning principles. The program is 

designed around two modes of learning: work-integrated learning and project-based learning.  

Through their interactions in the practical world, graduates undertake knowledge deployment 

through project-based activities and practice-based activities that integrate formal theory into 

work practice. These tangible activities play a role in grounding and contextualising the 

acquired knowledge, which improves the likelihood that graduates will continue to use the 

knowledge beyond ICTGDP completion and that the knowledge can be generalised and 

transferred to other contexts.  

Arguably, this can also be conceputalised as an effort by APS organisations to foster the notion 

of ‘reflective practice’ (Schon 1983; Thompson & Thompson 2008), whereby programs are 

designed to foster the practice thinking about the knowledge drawn upon in ones’ work in 

relation to theory and the professional knowledge base. The ICTGDP also promotes good 

practice by referencing theory in addition to relying on professional knowledge and skills. This 

is achieved by incorporating an educational component that serves as the knowledge base for 

informing practice. 

Participating agencies and bodies included an array of organisation. Namely, these were the 

Australian Transaction Reports and Analysis Centre, Bureau of Meteorology, CrimTrac, 

Department of Defence, Department of Finance, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 

Department of Health, Department of Parliamentary Services, Department of the Prime 
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Minister and Cabinet, Department of Social Services, Department of Veterans’ Affairs, 

Geoscience Australia and IP Australia. 

When the ICTGDP was initially established in 2013, it was run and managed in-house by the 

Department of Finance. In 2015, however, the department extended a call to universities for 

delivery of the educational component and the University of Canberra was awarded this service 

provision. The program designed by the University of Canberra was named the Graduate 

Development Program (GDP). Since 2015, the University of Canberra has been involved in the 

program as the educational service provider.  

Initially, the educational element was delivered by academic staff at the Faculty of Business, 

Government and Law, University of Canberra. The teaching team has put together a tool that 

compiles all knowledge resources required for fulfilment of the learning outcomes of the 

ICTGDP. This tool will be referred to as ‘The Knowledge Base’ (TKB) and it captures a large 

portion of the knowledge resources that are represented by the theoretical world. This 

knowledge base is embodied in the educational material for the Government Informatics PG 

Unit (9995) in which the graduates are enrolled. It includes documents, articles, videos, 

templates, wikis, images, and presentations. 

The range of topics included in the TKB covers areas that ICT graduates need to become 

familiar with. These include code of conduct, the shape of the ICT sector, project management, 

communication, strategy and alignment, enterprise architecture, information management and 

data management. The content of the TKB is hosted on the unit’s teaching site within the 

University’s learning management system, which was Moodle at the time. Ultimately, the 

program’s intent is for the graduates to develop agency-specific knowledge and learn how to 

act professionally. This entails developing awareness of how the organisation is thinking in 

relation to a knowledge area.  

This is not only reflected in observable organisational practices but also captured in the policies 

and procedures guiding practices in that knowledge area. Such awareness is further 

complemented by an investigation into what theory – in the form of academic content – says in 

relation to these practices. This investigation looks into the relevance of the knowledge content 

in the theoretical knowledge domain and whether there is ‘tension’ between the knowledge 

content and organisational practices.  
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This requirement is channelled through a number of tasks. First, the graduates are required to 

select a topic (e.g. professionalism) and research the general principles, theory, language, best 

practice, textbooks, journals, conferences and professional literature around that topic. Next, 

they are required to investigate their organisation’s policies and processes in relation to the 

researched topic, and to observe the reality of how these two areas play out in day-to-day 

practice. This is achieved by looking for situations relating to the topic and examining the 

reality of these practices. This is then followed by an analysis and critique of the alignment 

between what the theoretical knowledge says and what is observed happening in practice, in 

order to provide insights into what might be done to improve local knowledge and practice. 

Drawing upon Poppers’ three worlds view of knowledge, the graduates’ involvement in the 

ICTGDP can be modelled as a set of interactions with two concrete worlds: a theoretical world 

and a practical world. The theoretical world, represented by TKB, is characterised as a generic 

world of theory that plays a vital role in grounding and guiding the practice-based experiences 

of the graduates and assists them in working towards desirable outcomes.  

The practical world, on the other hand (as embodied by the work placement in an agency), is 

more specific and encompasses the world where actions are made in practice. It involves 

specific observable situations or instances of the theoretical world plying out in context. The 

practical world is embodied by the agency in which the graduates are placed, serving as the site 

where theory is integrated into practice. These two worlds are represented as being in a state of 

constant interaction, keeping in mind the earlier assumption that the boundaries between these 

worlds are artificially illustrated to separate the domains where knowledge resides and where 

knowledge is applied.  

The investigation of knowledge mobilisation is undertaken within the context of the ICTGDP 

as follows. Knowledge mobilisation processes are illustrated as happening by way of 

‘knowledge uptake’ through formal education and learning. This is represented through the 

graduates’ interactions with the theoretical world and with other resources that represent 

codified knowledge. The second part of knowledge mobilisation is illustrated through processes 

of ‘knowledge deployment’ in action. This takes place through the deployment of the 

knowledge content in action during real workplace situations. This activity is represented by 

interactions with the practical world. A simplified illustration of these activities is provided in 

Figure 18 (over).  
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Figure 18: Theory-to-practice interactions conceptualisation 

A more elaborate unpacking of these interactions can be illustrated below (Figure 19).  

 

Figure 19: A three worlds view of knowledge mobilisation interactions 
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The figure is based off Karl Popper’s three worlds view of knowledge and applies this view to 

model interworld interactions that are likely to play out in a knowledge mobilisation instance. 

The placement of ecosystem elements in W1, W2 and W3 were informed by the work of 

McDonald (2012, p, 259) which is presented in Figure 20. 

 

Figure 20: Three worlds model - A 'grand theory' modification 
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as discrete. In doing so, the following aspects of a knowledge mobilisation instance (event) 

were investigated.  

1. The work situation: Here, the aim is to identify and describe the work situation that prompts 

graduates to engage in knowledge-seeking and knowledge uptake activities. A description 

of the situation can include the problem or task at hand, available information, assumptions, 

relevant or used artefacts such as governing policies, and any prerequisite knowledge and 

skills the graduates need to understand the situation. A situation can be triggered by a new 

project, a new request, a new role resulting from orientation, a new activity and so forth. A 

situation can also be part of sequential and recurring or routine events. The focus here is 

on the actions that are being observed in the context of the situation and its dynamics.  

2. Existing structures or entities: The aim is to also identify any structures or entities that can 

be observed playing out in each situation. Elements of the ‘knowledge ecosystem’ model 

illustrated earlier will serve as a framework to inform some possible structures or entities 

inherent in the agency’s environment.  

3. Actions: Once the structures or entities have been identified, the aim is to investigate the 

set of actions these entities can facilitate or prohibit. The effect of these elements on the 

behaviours demonstrated by the graduates will be observed.  

4. Outcomes: The aim is to explain what happened in real life as a result of the action(s) that 

were reported.  

5. Reflection: The aim here is to capture reflection activities on the outcomes.  

Guided by these principles, the data collection and the conduct of the study commenced and 

will be described next.  

3.4 Study Population  

Two participant groups took part in the study: (1) ICT graduates and (2) members of their 

support group. These participant groups will be referred to as Group (1) and Group (2) 

participants respectively. An ICT graduate is an entry-level professional who is undertaking an 

accredited learning and assessment program and is also employed by an APS organisation. The 

ICT graduates in this study were enrolled in a GDP with the Department of Finance and were 

undertaking a Government Informatics PG unit at the University of Canberra. The study 

population in Group (1) consisted of 29 graduates from the 2015 cohort; 39 graduates from the 

2016 cohort; and 31 graduates from the 2017 cohort.  
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The second participant group include members of the graduates’ support group  who were 

involved with the graduates throughout the ICTGDP in various capacities. Group (2) study 

population includes a small number of participants consisting of Career Development and 

Support Officers (CDSOs), University of Canberra Academic Mentors and University of 

Canberra Course Conveners. A brief description of their roles is provided next.  

Career Development and Support Officers (CDSOs): The CDSOs works with the Graduates 

and supervisors as the first point of contact for any issues (workplace, study or personal) that 

may be experienced while participating in the ICTGDP. Their role involves providing career 

development advice and support to Graduates and supervisors in the workplace, liaising with 

Graduates to ensure they are meeting all academic requirements, coordinating networking 

events and reporting Graduate progress across all components of the ICTGDP to their 

designated agency. They also provide administrative support in areas of HR, training, leave, 

rotations, position allocation and other areas.  

University of Canberra Academic Mentors: This group is responsible for providing assessment 

of the coursework, educational materials and modules, mentoring, and assessment of both 

deliverables related to the project-based and practice-based learning aspects of the ICTGDP.  

UC Course Convenors: This group is responsible for assisting with course management, 

assessment requirements, and course advice and advice on further study.  

Given the uniqueness of the study setting and appropriateness of participants from both groups, 

no sample selection was used. Rather, and where possible, all members in the study population 

in both groups were invited to participate in the study on the basis of their relevance. The ICT 

graduates were suitable to the study due to the nature of their involvement in the ICTGDP 

which requires them to engage with theory and other codified knowledge in their organisation 

and use it to guide their actions.  

Participants in Group (2), the support group, were also included in the study population given 

their involvement with the graduates. The accounts of their experiences – both in supporting 

the graduates and in their own experiences with the knowledge needs of their roles – makes 

them suitable participants to this study. 

Apart from study participants selection, data collection was also done through document 

analysis which means that secondary sources were also selected. Similarly, no document 

sampling was used since all documents with an open access were considered for data collection. 



 

91 

 

Access to this secondary data set was obtained with the permission and approval of the ICTGDP 

Director and Course Convenor.   

In proceeding with participant recruitment, invitations were sent to the ICT graduates enrolled 

in the ICTGDP from ten APS organisations (Group (1) – G1), and members of the support 

group including agency/department supervisors, career development and support officers, 

academic course convenors and academic mentors (Group (2) – G2). While the number of 

invitations initially sent to the participants in Group (1) was very large (around 80), the final 

number of participants was much smaller, as will be detailed later.  

The size of the support group was much smaller and, therefore, the number of the participants 

for this group was less than participants in Group (1), as well as will be described next Securing 

a larger number of participants is acknowledged as one of the study challenges given that 

professionals operating outside this specific setup were not suitable for this study. In other 

words, the focus of the case study was on ICT graduates who were completing their internship 

in APS organisations and professionals as well as academics who supported them, therefore, 

these criteria were limiting of data sources suitable for the study.  

3.5 Participant Recruitment  

Prior to participant recruitment, I took the opportunity to introduce the research to potential 

participants during Department of Finance and ICTGDP events held at the University of 

Canberra. This was done during ICTGDP commencement events such as orientation where the 

cohort of graduates was briefly addressed by me and informed that they would be contacted 

later on about taking part in the study. Over the course of this research, participants from three 

ICT graduate cohorts – the 2015 cohort, the 2016 cohort and the 2017 cohort – were contacted 

as well as the support group in 2017.  

Following this briefing, the ICTGDP Director of the ICT skills team at the Department of 

Finance was contacted to seek permission to communicate with the graduates and invite them 

to the study. Following permission approvals, personalised invitations were emailed to the 

graduates. The invitation included information on the study background (Appendix 2) and a 

consent form to be returned if the participant consented to being part of the study (Appendix 3). 

The consent form included consent for participation, audio recording and access to portfolio 

documents for participants in Group (1) and for participation and audio recording of interviews 
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for participants in Group (2). Participants who returned the signed consent form were recruited 

and a time and place for the interview was mutually agreed.  

A similar approach was used for the recruitment of participants in Group (2), who were 

involved later in the study. A separate information sheet on the study background was also sent 

to member of this group (Appendix 4) and a consent form to be returned if the participant 

consented to being part of the study (Appendix 5). No permission from the ICTGDP Director 

was required to contact participants in this group. Further details about the recruitment process 

are provided below.  

3.5.1 Group (1) participants recruitment – 2015 cohort  

Since the data collection phase began at the end of 2015 following ethical approval, this was a 

very busy time for the graduates who were occupied with agency projects delivery and 

completion of other ICTGDP milestones in preparation for graduation. In view of these 

circumstance, this cohort was approached early in 2016. Email invitations were sent out to each 

graduate individually and as noted earlier included a project information sheet and consent 

form. At this point, many of the graduates had returned to their home states, some had left the 

public service altogether while others had moved on to full-time jobs. Consequently, it was 

difficult to get a response from anyone in this cohort.  

3.5.2 Group (1) participants recruitment – 2016 cohort 

Efforts at participant recruitment were made again with the 2016 cohort. ICT graduates in this 

cohort were addressed at their first event at the University of Canberra in early February 2016. 

I introduced the research project and its significance and explained to the cohort why they 

would be suitable candidates for the study. The graduates were informed that they would be 

invited to participate at a later time of the year.  

With the consent of the ICTGDP manager, a list of graduates’ names and email addresses were 

obtained. Shortly after the completion of all of their milestones and while topics were still fresh 

in their mind and they were still contactable, email invitations were sent out to each of the 39 

graduates. As with the 2015 invitations, the emails included a project information sheet and 

consent form and details of the researcher’s supervisory panel. Slight modifications were made 

from the text used in 2015 to ensure that recipients were not overloaded with information. 

Generally, 4–5 invitations were sent at a time in order to make arranging interviews a more 

manageable task.  
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With the 2016 cohort, recruitment was more successful. Five graduates expressed their interest 

in participating in the study and they were all interviewed. For participants who did not respond, 

a follow-up email was sent out and was later followed up ba phone if no response was received. 

Unfortunately, these efforts did not result in more participants. By that time, a number of 

graduates had left their departments, while others declined due to reasons such as ‘I am focused 

on work now’.  

There were also issues in contacting some of the participants with switchboard operators 

informing me that two people I was seeking were no longer listed. There were also occasional 

cases of ‘delivery failures’ which meant the participant could not be reached. These issues made 

securing more interviews challenging in 2016. At this stage, the need to talk to other participant 

groups in order to triangulate the data was recognised and invitations were sent to members of 

the support group.   

3.5.3 Group (1) participants recruitment – 2017 cohort  

A similar recruitment approach was implemented in 2017. ICT graduates in this cohort were 

also invited, using a similar format and supporting material. A number of returned consents 

were received and participants from this cohort were interviewed.   

3.5.4 Group (2) participant recruitment  

With data from the interviews with Group (1) participants beginning to reach saturation and 

with challenges securing more interviews, it was essential at this point to talk to the support 

group. Therefore, invitations were sent to members of this group and other stakeholders from 

the graduates’ agencies, such as their agency/department supervisors, support officers, 

academic mentors and course convenors.  

The questions for this group were designed to elicit information about the graduates’ experience 

in their agencies from this group’s point of view and from their own experience supporting the 

graduates. The focus of the discussion was on the aspects that influenced how well the graduates 

performed in fulfilling the requirement to engagement with academic knowledge and perform 

their agency roles. This included touching upon aspects of their agency/department 

environment, supervisory direction, knowledge resources, social influence, the knowledge 

relevant to their practice and other areas that, from their point of view, affected the graduates’ 

general progression into the ICTGDP.  
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The second part of the data collected from this group focused on their own personal experiences 

as knowledge workers in varying capacities and the knowledge aspects and needs of their role 

and how these were addressed. Given the smaller size of this group and the likelihood of the 

roles being fulfilled by the same people over the course of this research, a very small number 

of participants make up this group. And despite invites being sent out to all those who could be 

reached, only a small number took part in the study.  

In retrospect and upon reflecting on the participant recruitment experience, it is likely that the 

low response rate from the ICT graduates can be attributed to the participants’ work and study 

commitments in the ICTGDP. Furthermore, participants were not offered any gifts or rewards 

in return for their participation, in compliance with both ethics guidelines and APS policies on 

employees receiving gifts. It may be that the lack of an incentive could have influenced the 

decision of some participants not to participate. Caution was taken as not to be too pushy with 

the request for participation and efforts were limited to an initial invitation followed up with an 

email reminder and, finally, a phone call where possible.  

3.6 Data Collection 

The data collection phase began in early 2016. For data collection, three methods were used – 

interviews, observation and document analysis. The data emerging from these three methods 

can be further classified into primary data and secondary data. By definition, a primary data set 

consists of data that are or have been collected ‘first-hand’ by the researcher and for the purpose 

of the research. This data set is regarded as the most valid and most illuminating of the 

phenomenon or problem being investigated (Kumar 2011; Leedy & Ormrod 2005).  

Within research studies, some common approaches used to collect primary data include 

questionnaire, interviewing and observation. Secondary data are data that have been collected 

previously for other purposes but are relevant to the study. Secondary data come in the form of 

documents such as government publications, earlier research, written reports, statistics and so 

forth. Secondary data are also referred to as ‘second-hand’ data (Kumar 2011) and are therefore 

readily available for analysis. 

The primary data for this study consisted of the data collected from the participants in both 

Group (1) and Group (2) through interviews and participant observation. The secondary data 

source is a set of documents that were submitted by the ICT graduates in partial fulfillment of 

the ICTGDP requirements. Therefore, document analysis was used to extract data for this 
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research from this secondary data source. The procedures followed during data collection are 

outlined next.   

3.6.1 The interviewing process 

According to Burns (1997), an interview is ‘a verbal interchange, often face to face, though the 

telephone may be used, in which an interviewer tries to elicit information, beliefs or opinions 

from another person’ (p. 329). Interviewing is a very popular method in qualitative research 

with a case study design and can take place through face-to-face, phone or other electronic or 

digital means. Depending on the flexibility of the interview structure in terms of the content 

and questions raised, research interviews can be classified as structured or unstructured (Burns 

1997; Creswell 2014; Kumar 2011; Leedy & Ormrod 2005).  

In structured interviews, the researcher uses a pre-determined set of questions and follows the 

questions strictly in wording, sequence and how they are asked. This is facilitated by the design 

of an ‘interview schedule’ that lists the questions (open or closed) to be asked at the interview. 

An unstructured interview, on the other hand, lacks this rigidity and adopts a more flexible 

interview structure, content and questions.  

A third interviewing approach, the semi-structured interview, draws on both types noted above. 

This approach allows for flexibility and some degree of deviation from the pre-determined set 

of questions (Creswell 2014; Grix 2004). This approach involves using a set of open-ended 

questions that allow for an in-depth response (Ryan et al. 2009). Like a structured approach it 

offers some assurance of uniform responses, while also providing some freedom for the 

researcher to follow up on issues that may emerge during the interview. 

This study used semi-structured interviews in the collection of the primary data. Open-ended 

questions were developed to as an initial guide to the interview and to elicit stories about what 

participants are doing in the workplace to address their knowledge needs. This discussion was 

based on referring to an example from the participants’ experience where aspects relating to 

constructs in the initial conceptual framework can be identified. Caution was exercised not to 

use leading question that imply a given answer or invite a closed answer. 

The questions were designed to prompt the participants to think about the different aspects of 

the work situation and make some sense of what was happening in relation to the use of 

knowledge and how they framed their situations and took actions. The semi-structured approach 

permitted for other issues to emerge that would contribute to developing a rich account of the 



 

96 

 

phenomenon. Interviews were carried out on a one-to-one basis. Copies of the interview 

questions are attached in Appendix (6) for Group (1) participants and Appendix (7) for Group 

(2) participants. Interviews were scheduled once the participants returned the consent form. 

During the interview, a quick briefing was provided, and assurance given regarding privacy and 

confidentiality. With the participants’ permission, interviews were audio-recorded and were 

later transcribed using a registered transcription services provider, Rev.com. A total of ten face-

to-face interviews were secured for this participant group and two participants returned a 

written response to the interview questions due to their inability to participate in an interview. 

This brings the total number of interviewed participants in this group to twelve ICT graduates. 

Similarly, semi-structured interviews were conducted with participants within the support 

group. A total of four interviews were secured with this participant group. 

Upon reflecting on the dynamics of the interviews, some interviewees were very insightful, 

while others were somewhat general and/or tended to deviate from the topic of the conversation. 

In some instances, where the participants comment on a task that is very short or lacks 

complexity in terms of work involved, priority and other factors, participants were re-asked to 

provide more specific examples by relating the question to a project for example.  

Other minor issues included the lack of consent to audio record the interviews. Two participants 

did not consent to the audio-recording of their interviews so handwritten notes were taken to 

capture the data emerging from these two interviews. To cope with multitasking, I wrote memos 

shortly after the interview to ensure that no data were lost or incomplete. There was sense that 

participants in Group (1) held back on sharing detailed descriptions, possibly due to fear of their 

participation impacting on their progression through the ICTGDP. This was the case even 

though ICT graduates were assured of the privacy and confidentiality of their data.  

3.6.2 Participant observation  

Participant observation is another method for collecting primary data. In a research context, 

observation is defined as a ‘systematic and selective way of watching and listening to an 

interaction or phenomenon as it takes place’ (Kumar 2011, p. 140). In qualitive research, this 

method is ‘unstructured and free-flowing’ (Leedy & Ormrod 2005, p. 145). This approach to 

data collection can take the form of ‘participant observation’ – where the researcher has an 

active role and participates with the group being observed – or ‘non-participant observation’, 
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where the researcher does not engage with the group or get involved in their activities. In other 

words, the researcher has a passive role (Creswell 2014; Leedy & Ormrod 2005).   

This research used non-participant observation to collect data from participants in Group (1). 

Observations took place during meetings and graduate project presentations at the University 

of Canberra, and during meetings with the graduates’ supervisors. Handwritten notes were 

taken during these sessions and were later used to compare with the interview transcripts and 

the documents that were being analysed. A total of five observation sessions were conducted, 

including three site visits at the participants’ organisations and attendance at two project 

presentation events. Academic staff were accompanied in some of their meetings with allocated 

ICT graduates. Two of these site visits took place at the participants’ agency and one at the 

University of Canberra Campus. During these observations, attention was given to issues 

relating to knowledge and its use and any aspects of their practice that was of relevance.  

The project presentations were held at the University of Canberra on 15 November 2016 for 

the 2016 Cohort and on 14 November 2017 for the 2017 cohort. Presentations were attended to 

capture data related to their work on the agency-allocated projects. This included the issues 

faced, paying close attention to issues that were related to knowledge and its use.  

3.6.3 Portfolio documents analysis 

In addition to the primary data collected through interviews and observation, a secondary data 

set that is readily available was analysed with constructs of the conceptual framework in mind. 

also collected based on an analysis of the portfolio documents. The portfolio documents were 

submitted as part of the deliverables of the educational component. A set of 42 portfolio 

submissions were analysed, some manually and some using software. The portfolio 

submissions covered a wider range of aspects of the participants’ experience and captured 

insights, reflections, experiences and examples from Group (1) participants’ placements. They 

provided a wider range of topics and reflections than could be derived from interviews alone. 

As such, the portfolio submissions served as useful data source.  

To put things into perspective, the following tables summarise of this stage of the research 

design.  
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Table 3: Overview of data collection  

Data Source Numbers 

Total Sent Invites – Group (1) 78 

Total Sent Invites – Group (2) 8 

 
Conducted Interviews – Group (1) 10 

Conducted Interviews – Group (2) 4 

Received Written Reponses 2 

Documents Analysed  42 

Observation Sessions Attended  5 

 

Table 4: Summary of participants 

Participant Groups Number of Interviews 

Group (1) 10 Face-to-face Interviews  

• – Department of Communications and the Arts 

• – Department of Finance  

• – Department of Health  

• – Department of Parliamentary Services (DPS) 

• – Department of Social Services (DSS)  

• – Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet (PM&C) 

• – Geoscience Australia (GA) 

• – IP Australia 

2 Written Reponses  

• – Bureau of Meteorology  

• – Department of Defence  

Group (2) 4 Face-to-face Interviews 

• – Agency Supervisor  

• – Career Development and Support Officer (CDSO) 

• – UC Course Convenor 

• – UC Academic Mentors  

 

As evidenced by the above summary of the data collection process, efforts were made to remedy 

against the low response rate from participant groups in order to achieve data saturation. The 

combination of the discussed approaches to data collection serves as a way to not only provide 

a rich picture of the phenomenon under study, but to also achieve data saturation. The collection 

of data from representatives of two participant groups and data from observation and secondary 

sources aided in achieving saturation – where no new data were emerging.  
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3.7 Research Quality  

A key concern for researchers is the establishment of the research quality and credibility of 

findings. This can be more challenging in qualitative and interpretive field research given its 

subjective and contextual nature. To that end, using concepts of validity and reliability which 

are common quality assessment criteria in objective quantitative studies is irrelevant to the 

nature of qualitative – interpretive research, which is how this study would be classified.  

Alternatively, measures of trustworthiness and authenticity are commonly used to demonstrate 

research quality in qualitative studies (Guba & Lincoln 1994; Morrow 2005; Nowell et al. 2017; 

Patton 2002; Trochim & Donnelly 2007). Broadly, trustworthiness can be defined as ‘sound 

and reliable research design with confidence in data, method and interpretation, transparency 

in terms of prejudices, and clear and honest explication’ (MacKrell & McDonald 2021, p. 6). 

Authenticity, on the other hand, is about establishing that ‘the conduct and evaluation of 

research are genuine and credible’ to the readers (MacKrell & McDonald 2021). This is 

achieved through the provision of an audit trail that provides evidence of the data collection 

process and derivation of findings (Noble & Smith 2015).  

To demonstrate the concepts of trustworthiness and authenticity, an existing framework devised 

by Klein and Myers (1999) will be used. The framework emerged as an attempt to remedy 

against the absence of criteria that can be used to evaluate the quality of interpretive case study 

research in information systems. It consists of a set of seven principles that can guide the 

conduct and quality assessment of interpretive research within the information systems 

discipline. These include (1) the fundamental principle of the hermeneutic circle, (2) the 

principle of contextualization, (3) the principle of interaction between the researchers and the 

subjects, (4) the principle of abstraction and generalization, (5) the principle of dialogical 

reasoning, (6) the principle of multiple interpretations and (7) the principle of suspicion.  

According to the work of MacKrell and McDonald (2021) who proposed a hybrid framework 

that merges the concepts of trustworthiness, authenticity and other measures of quality into the 

Klein and Myers (1999) principles framework, research quality can be demonstrated through 

the use of this framework. It is acknowledged by Klein and Myers (1999, p. 71) that while these 

principles, to some extent, are interdependent, ‘authors, reviewers, and editors to exercise their 

judgement and discretion in deciding whether, how, and which of the principles should be 

applied and appropriated in any given research project’. Therefore, each principle will be 



 

100 

 

evaluated to determine its applicability in the assessment of quality in this study as will be 

discussed next.  

(1) The Fundamental Principle of the Hermeneutic Circle 

According to the authors (Klein & Myers 1999, p. 72), this principle proposes that ‘all human 

understanding is achieved by iterating between considering the interdependent meaning of parts 

and the whole that they form’. This was applied in this study such that attempting to understand 

knowledge mobilisation by individuals was done through understanding its parts, i.e., the 

knowledge seeking behaviours and knowledge deployment behaviours in order to establish a 

wholistic account of a knowledge mobilisation instance. Identifying the smaller parts of the 

knowledge ecosystem that are believed to affect the behaviours in both parts also contributes 

to creating an account of the elements that collectively impact knowledge mobilisation. This is 

demonstrated through the revised conceptual framework which captures this understanding.  

(2) The Principle of Contextualisation 

The application of the second principle requires a ‘critical reflection of the social and historical 

background of the research setting, so that the intended audience can see how the current 

situation under investigation emerged’ (Klein & Myers 1999, p. 72). It is proposed that this 

principle correlates to the ‘authenticity’ measure of quality (MacKrell & McDonald 2021). In 

this study, the principle of contextualisation has been applied through the provision of a 

thorough description of the research context and study setting as documented in chapter (3).  

This description includes the involved APS organisations and nature of work in the ICT 

industry, the background of the ICTGD program which draws upon WIL principles, the 

program requirements, involvement of the participants in the program and a justification of 

their suitability for data collection given they demonstrate the phenomenon under study. It is 

believed that by providing these details, it becomes apparent what the social and historical 

context of the study is. From there, it can be understood how the conceptualisation of a 

knowledge mobilisation instance emerged from this specific setup – where the interpretation of 

findings cannot be separated from this context.  

(3) The Principle of Interaction Between the Researchers and the Subjects 

This principle is concerned with ‘how the research materials (or "data") were socially 

constructed through the interaction between the researchers and participants’ (Klein & Myers 
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1999, p. 72). Application of this principle can be demonstrated in two ways, first, thorough an 

account of the interactions that took place between the researcher and participants at multiple 

stages of the study as outlined in this chapter and by describing outcomes of these interactions 

and by marinating evidence of these interaction as will be outlined next in chapter (4).  

To elaborate, it is believed that there is sufficient evidence in this chapter to demonstrate efforts 

to apply this principle. The chapter provides a description of the participants’ recruitment 

process and references supporting evidence such as email invitations and participants’ consent 

to engage with the researcher. This marks the first set of interactions between the researcher 

and potential participants. Next, a description is also provided of the interactions that actually 

took place with the final study participants and evidence of these interactions are referenced 

including interview audio recordings and transcripts of these recordings. Given that participant 

observation is also used, which is more of an indirect interaction, description of these sessions 

has also been outlined and evidence of these sessions in the form of researcher’s handwritten 

notes is referenced.  

In the next chapter – chapter (4) – which is concerned with the reporting and analysis of 

collected data, a summary of the knowledge uptake and deployment activities patterns and the 

organisational factors influencing these patterns is provided. Through the presentation of raw 

data and use of direct quotes, where relevant, it can be demonstrated that an understanding of 

the social nature of knowledge mobilisation, the role of the operational environment, and the 

existence of ontological differences in knowledge attributes, is socially constructed by 

interacting with the participants.  

It is acknowledged that stories told by the data and the construction of reality is largely 

influenced by the way in which data is analysed to derive meaning. Therefore, thorough 

documentation of the inductive analysis process, including multiple cycles of coding (both 

manual and software assisted) and use of thematic analysis approach is believed to contribute 

to this principle. Evidence of these efforts will be demonstrated in chapter (4). 

Interactions between the researcher and participants not only contribute to the construction of 

reality, but also to verifying and validating that the research findings are reflective of the 

participants’ situations, experiences and opinions (Trochim & Donnelly 2007). In other words, 

interaction between the researchers and the subjects can contribute to the ‘credibility’ and 

‘confirmability’ of findings.  
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In relation to this study, this form of latter interaction was not feasible with participants in 

Group (1) given the difficulty of being able to reach the ICT graduates after they have 

completed the ICTGDP. However, this was tackled by talking to members of the support group 

(G2) about the emerging issues and getting their feedback at later stages. An account of their 

experience with the ICT graduates and insights were useful in validating some of the findings.  

(4) The Principle of Abstraction and Generalization 

This principle requires researchers to ‘relate the idiographic details revealed by the data 

interpretation through the application of principles one and two to theoretical, general concepts 

that describe the nature of human understanding and social action’ (Klein & Myers 1999, p. 

72). Within interpretive research – which is how this study can be classified – four types of 

generalisations exist (Walsham 1995 as cited by Klein & Myers 1999). These include the 

development of concepts, generation of theory, drawing of specific implications and 

contribution of rich insights. 

Efforts to contribute to these outcomes are evident in this study and the study significance and 

contributions has been described earlier in chapter (1). The application of this principle can be 

illustrated through the development of concepts as a type of qualitative study generalisation. At 

the beginning of the study, an initial conceptual framework, guided by existing research in KM, 

was developed. This framework is used as a guiding lens for data collection and for exploring 

the particulars about the participants experience in a knowledge mobilisation instance. Drawing 

upon details of the particulars and multiple instances of knowledge mobilisation reported in this 

study, a higher-level conceptualisation can be derived, as will be illustrated later, and it is one 

that may inform what knowledge mobilisation looks like in similar settings. This  

One parallel concept to this principle is the quality measure of ‘transferability’ – the degree to 

which the findings can be generalised to other contexts and situations (Trochim & Donnelly 

2007). While the purpose of qualitative research is not to generalise due to the context-specific 

nature of the research and study settings, some form of transferability can be argued for. In this 

study, the relevance of findings to other stakeholder groups has been described in chapter (1) 

while being caution of the contextual nature of the findings.  

(5) The Principle of Dialogical Reasoning 

The fifth principle is concerned with the ‘sensitivity to possible contradictions between the 

theoretical preconceptions guiding the research design and actual findings ("the story which the 
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data tell") with subsequent cycles of revision’ (Klein & Myers 1999, p. 72). Applying this 

would require the researcher to be aware of their preconceptions that guide the original research 

design. The application of this principle is demonstrated in this study through acknowledgment 

of the limitations and assumptions related to the initial framework as described in the previous 

chapter.  Given the researchers limited knowledge in this domain, expensive reading efforts in 

the KM literature were made to ensure that the initial framework is informed by research and 

existing/tested theories. This principle may also be addressed by demonstrating ‘objectivity’ in 

the planning of the study design, its conduct, reporting of findings and acknowledging any 

limitations relating to any aspects of the study (e.g. researchers knowledge, lack of a central 

theory, participant recruitment, etc.).  

One way to achieve objectivity in the design and conduct of a study relates to the selection of 

the research questions. According to Guba and Lincoln (1994), research trustworthiness can be 

achieved by being objective in the design of the research questions such that they relate to the 

phenomenon under study and its constructs. Within this study, objectivity was achieved by 

framing the interview questions so that they are linked to the conceptual framework, research 

objectives, and broader research question. The design of the interview questions resonated with 

the constructs of the initial conceptual framework (situation, knowledge activities, use of 

explicit knowledge, action, outcomes, and reflection process).  

(6) The Principle of Multiple Interpretations  

This principle requires researchers to demonstrate ‘sensitivity to possible differences in 

interpretations among the participants as are typically expressed in multiple narratives or stories 

of the same sequence of events under study’ (Klein & Myers 1999, p. 72). This can be achieved 

by seeking to collect multiple viewpoints in order to understand influencing dynamics such as 

values and power that may lead to different interpretations (Klein & Myers 1999).  

In this study, the principle of multiple interpretations was applied through the practice of 

‘triangulation’. According to Patton (2002), triangulation can be defined as the inclusion of 

multiple perspectives and use of multiple methods and data sources to develop a thorough 

understanding of a phenomenon. Triangulation is considered as a measure of research quality 

as it contributes to the comprehensiveness of the study and validity of findings (Guba & Lincoln 

1994, 2005; Mathison 1988; Patton 1999, 2002).  
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Denzin (1978) and Patton (1999) identified four methods of triangulation in qualitative 

research. These include method triangulation, investigator triangulation, theory triangulation, 

and data source triangulation (Carter et al. 2014). Of particular relevance to Klein and Myers 

(1999) sixth principle is ‘data source’ triangulation where multiple data sources are used to 

provide an account of the phenomenon. In this study, data was collected from different 

participant groups and provides multiple perspectives. This was a very useful approach as the 

conversations with participants from Group (2) have revealed issues that were not brought up 

by participants in Group (1). This is particularly in relation to observations about whether the 

program requirements to engage with theory were observable or not and what may be some of 

the underlying reasons for the knowledge seeking and application behaviors reported by Group 

(1) participants. 

In terms of ‘investigator’ triangulation, this triangulation method is not applicable in this study 

given that the research is conducted in the fulfillment of a Doctor of Philosophy research. 

However, involvement of the supervisory panel in the monitoring of the research study and 

discussion of findings can be considered as one approach to tackle this triangulation method. 

While this many not being directly related to the sixth principle, two other forms of 

triangulation were also applied in this study. These were ‘method’ triangulation and ‘theory’ 

triangulation and are believed to contribute to research quality (Denzin 1978; Patton 1999). 

Method triangulation involves the use of multiple data collection methods. This was 

implemented in this study as multiple data collection methods were used including 

interviewing, observation and document analysis. 

Finally, theory triangulation is where multiple theories are used to analyze and interpret data 

(Carter et al. 2014). This form of triangulation was necessary in this study given that KM lacks 

a central theory and relies on integrating theories from other parent disciplines. Multiple KM 

concepts and theories, particularly those relating to the knowledge ecosystem presented in the 

literature review, were used in the design of the initial conceptual framework guiding the study 

and interpretation of findings.  

(7) The Principle of Suspicion 

The last principle requires researchers to demonstrate ‘sensitivity to possible "biases" and 

systematic "distortions" in the narratives collected from the participants’ (Klein & Myers 1999, 

p. 72). This principle requires researchers to question meaning and to explore deeper into the 
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social world, its resources and power structures. Given this principle typically requires the 

adoption of a critical interpretive approach and is applied in studies that are influenced by 

critical theorists (Klein & Myers 1999), there is enough reason to believe that this principle is 

not applicable for this research, and will therefore, not be applied.  

3.8 Ethical Considerations  

Because this study involves the collection of data from people relating to their experiences, the 

research was required to comply with National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research mandated by the National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC 2015). 

Ethical clearance was obtained from the Human Research Ethics Committee at the University 

of Canberra (Project number 16-129). The application detailed how the researcher planned to 

engage with the participants and address any anticipated ethical issues.  

In anticipating ethical issues, the following were identified.  

• Privacy and confidentiality of participants 

Privacy and confidentiality concerns were addressed by keeping requests for participant 

personal and role-related information to a minimum during the data collection phase and 

reporting of findings. Personal details such as name, gender, role title, and other identifying 

information are not disclosed. Pseudonyms were assigned to participants and only the 

researcher had access to the participant names associated with the pseudonyms.  

• Conflicts of interest 

Participants may fear that their participation and feedback on some aspects of their work 

environment could adversely influence their assessment and progress through the 

ICTGDP. This was addressed by re-assuring participants that no explicit linkage in any 

form would be made between an individual and his/her interview responses. 

• Consent to participate 

Participants were invited to participate in the study on a completely voluntary basis. 

Participants were informed ahead of the interviews what they would be asked and why, 

and what the data emerging from our conversation would be used for. Participants were 

assured that they could withdraw from the study at any point in time with no obligation to 

provide reasons.  
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• Disturbing participants and agency workflow 

In consultation with the ICTGDP Director of the ICT skills team, Department of Finance, 

and the Graduate Coordinators, interviews were scheduled around non-peak times of the 

day and periods of work. Interviews were avoided around times where the ICT graduates 

were pre-occupied with a project or milestone.  

• Passive observation of improper practices in the organisation 

Efforts were made not to report information that may potentially bring harm to the 

agency/department and its employees and the graduates.  

3.9 Concluding Remarks  

This chapter presented the research approach adopted in the study, justifying why a qualitative 

approach with a case study design has been adopted. The chapter also reported on the case study 

background, situated in the context of APS organisations, and the purposeful selection of the 

participants due to their suitability. Semi-structured interviews, observation of meetings and 

presentations, discussions with academics and supervisors, and student portfolio document 

analysis were among the methods used for data collection.  

To address the research quality, the Klein and Myers (1999) principles framework was applied 

to illustrate how efforts were made throughout the study to ensure research quality. Next, the 

discussion will continue onto reporting on the implementation of the case study and describing 

the data analysis techniques that were applied to allow for the transitioning from raw data to 

emerging findings.  
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CHAPTER (4): DATA ANALYSIS   

 

4.1 Introduction  

This chapter presents the data that emerged from the data collection phase along with a 

description of the analysis process. In terms of the structure, the chapter begins by describing 

the thematic data analysis method adopted. This is followed by outlining and categorising 

emerging observations and patterns in relation to knowledge mobilisation behaviours and 

environmental elements that influence the process. Direct quotes are provided where 

appropriate to support the analysis process. The chapter concludes with a summary of the 

emerging observations. 

4.2 Data Analysis Method  

Data analysis is defined as ‘the research method that uses a set of procedures to make valid 

inferences from text’ (Weber 1990, p.10). The key idea of data analysis is ‘data-reduction’ 

whereby many words, sentences, paragraphs and whole texts are reduced and classified into 

fewer categories (Weber 1990, p.16). Data analysis aims to derive ‘linguistic cues’ (MacQueen 

et al. 2008) or key terms that summarise the main issues or patterns in the data and draw out 

recurring patterns that can help provide a meaningful account of the phenomenon.  

Within the context of this study, the analysis focused on identifying what participants are doing 

and the knowledge they rely on to address their knowledge needs. This included underscoring 

any social interactions or interactions with theory, knowledge artefacts and other knowledge 

resources within and outside their organisation. The analysis also focused on the aspects of the 

operating environment that that influenced the way in which professionals engage with their 

work situations.  

With these objectives in mind, the data analysis phase included analysis of the interview 

transcripts, the open access portfolio documents and the handwritten notes from the observation 

sessions. This exercise was carried out side by side with the data collection phase. Thematic 

analysis was used as the data analysis method. This approach is widely used in qualitative 

studies and involves ‘looking for common themes in the data either across instances with one 

individual or across individuals’ (Symon 2004, p. 106; Nowell et al. 2017; Saldaña 2009;). 
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Within this approach, a number of steps are adopted to demonstrate the transition from raw data 

to findings that can be discussed and presented. Nowell et al. (2017) offer a step-by-step 

approach to conducting thematic analysis, and this approach has been followed in the present 

study. It entails familiarising oneself with the data, generating initial codes, searching for 

themes, reviewing themes, defining and naming themes, and producing the report.  

The analysis phase began along with the data collection with reading of the interview transcripts 

and observation notes as they emerged. This is to develop familiarity with the data and get a 

sense of what was being reported. The portfolio documents were also read before the coding 

process began, again to establish familiarity with the content at hand. This was followed with 

the commencement of code assignment or ‘coding’ of the text.  

According to Saldaña (2009, p.3), a ‘code’ in qualitative research is a ‘word or short phrase that 

symbolically assigns a summative, salient, essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a 

portion of language-based or visual data’. The first cycle coding was done using a combination 

of manual and automated coding (facilitated by the NVivo data analysis software). Manual 

coding was initially used by highlighting and underlining text in the interview transcripts, 

observation notes and analysed documents, writing marginal memos and allocating descriptive 

codes to lines and blocks of text. This was done to reduce the content of a sentence, paragraph 

and/or group of paragraphs to descriptive words.  

These codes were then entered into the coding automation software NVivo, which made it 

easier to record, track, locate and link assigned codes back to the relevant passages than manual 

coding. A list of the initial codes that were derived is provided in Appendix (8). It is worth 

noting here that a code book which includes codes, their meaning, what should be included and 

excluded, was not used in this research. This is because codes were not pre-determined prior to 

the study but were allowed to emerge from the data. Further to this, the coding process was 

solely conducted by me, therefore, the usefulness of having a code book where intercoder 

reliability needs to be demonstrated is not relevant here.  

In terms of code assignment, this was done at multiple levels. Descriptive codes were assigned 

at the word level, to the sentences around a word, at the paragraph level, and at the multiple 

paragraphs and page levels. The coding level was determined by the richness of the content and 

the level of detail as well as the relevance of the text to the phenomenon being researched. 
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Word and sentence level coding naturally worked very well for the sections of the interview 

transcripts and the portfolio documents that referred to behaviours and actions, to aspects of the 

operating environment or to other aspects of participants’ experience that were of interest. 

Paragraph and multiple paragraphs coding, on the other hand, was used with text that had a 

variety of information and was difficult to reduce to the word or sentence level. An example of 

this is the case of some portfolio entries that were very topical and reflected research findings 

on a given topic rather than the evidence from the workplace.  

Some codes had a smaller number of entries, either because of the small number of references 

made to them or due to their significance. For example, codes such as ‘preparation’ and 

‘dependencies’ had few references. On the other hand, other codes had many entries, and a 

broad label was used initially to capture these accounts or references – such as ‘technology’, 

‘organisational factors’, ‘artefacts’, ‘process’, ‘team dynamics’ etc. 

Next, a second cycle of code grouping was undertaken in NVivo where single codes that 

referenced similar concepts were grouped together to narrow the list down to more meaningful 

codes. This process also involved some code organisation and clean-up where some coded 

words, sentences, and whole paragraphs were either un-coded from their current node, re-coded 

to another node, coded to multiple nodes, or deleted. At the end of this stage, the findings were 

categorised into meaningful categories which provided a good starting point for the next stages 

of the analysis.  

In order to preserve the context of the code, consideration was given to the words, sentences 

and paragraphs surrounding the coded text. This means that no text was coded in isolation. 

NVivo proved very useful in keeping track of the context as it automated the linking of coded 

text to its original source, where surrounding passages could be referred to again. However, 

like other stages of research, the coding process was not without challenges. Some of these 

challenges related to developing knowledge of coding and how to use the software and organise 

the large number of codes originating from the first cycle into meaningful categories.  

Other challenges related to access and quality of the data source (mostly the portfolios) and its 

content. Issues such as incomplete documents, inaccessible documents, lack of relevant content 

in the reflection documents, and missing content in the transcribed interview files (e.g. passages 

marked as ‘inaudible’) were among these challenges.  
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Following the coding process, the next step involved sorting the coded data into meaningful 

categories and reporting under these categories, as will be discussed next.  

4.3 Knowledge Uptake and Deployment Activities Patterns  

The first objective of this research was to explore what professionals do when they are faced 

with a knowledge need in order to identify any patterns in knowledge uptake and deployment 

manifesting in the knowledge-seeking behaviours and the actions they demonstrate. This is 

inclusive of all activities between the time a knowledge need is recognised and the time that it 

is satisfied (or abandoned). An understanding of these patterns provides a descriptive account 

of the interactions individuals engage in during the knowledge uptake part of knowledge 

mobilisation.    

To begin with, when participants were asked what they did to address a knowledge need with 

reference to a task they were describing, the responses reflected both a group of interactions 

that are observable and other interactions that are internal to the person or part of their subjective 

world. In terms of the observable activities, that individuals mostly reported interacting with 

other people in their team or organisation and looking up knowledge resources available to 

them.  

These observable interactions can be classified into three groups: (1) interactions with other 

individuals within the team, section or organisation; (2) interactions with internal knowledge 

resources; and (3) interactions with external knowledge resources. These interactions are noted 

in order of prominence and frequency. For the non-observable interactions, which are more 

cognitive processes and subjective in nature, outcomes manifested through decisions and other 

actions. For the sake of accounting for these processes, they will be discussed as a fourth type 

of interaction, (4) cognitive interactions. All these reported interactions are described in more 

detail below. 

4.3.1 Interactions with other individuals within the team, section or organisation 

Social interactions among peers and other personnel within the organisation is reported to be 

the most common starting point of knowledge-seeking activities. The data reflect heavy reliance 

on peers and colleagues as a first point of contact when faced with a knowledge need, with 

around 50 references in the data indicative of this pattern. This is a collaborative approach that 

relies on dialogue between colleagues and engagement with the immediate social network and 
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community of other colleagues. In relation to this observation, some participants reported the 

following.   

[H]elp from colleagues, that’s the most resource I use, asking someone, because then you’ve 

got that depth where if you were told an instruction, you can just ask that question. That actually 

just deepens that knowledge a little bit. Colleagues was the main help for me. (Participant 3 – 

G1) 

[O]ur mentor, who was also the subject matter expert for what we were working on happened 

to be like the absolute best at Agile … we basically grabbed his brain and rang it as best as we 

could, and got as much information out of him as we could. And then he also opened us up to 

being able to have access to his team, super helpful. (Participant 7 – G1) 

[O]h, this bit looks kind of like it could be a database thing, I’ll go and ask my friends in the 

database area. So a lot of it was I would just go to an area and I would know a person in said 

area to ask a question of, and if they didn’t know they knew who to talk to. A lot of it was 

grapevine. (Participant 7 – G1) 

In terms of the breadth of these interactions, they were mostly reported as taking place within 

the participants’ immediate circle of peers. Such interactions were characterised as being self-

organised with little or no structure, often involving a casual conversation with a person in close 

physical proximity, sending an email, or setting up a meeting. They are based on collegiality 

and trust among the participants and needing to learn quickly or acquire basic knowledge that 

is contextual to the organisation. These interactions were also reported as being used when 

working in smaller teams and were the ‘go-to’ approach for learning about routine, commonly 

recurring, non-critical, day-to-day tasks. One participant noted that:  

[I] can talk to most people in my team and be like ‘I need help’ … If you needed help, you’d 

just kind of yell over your desk, being like ‘Hey can you help me with this?’ or ‘What do I do’, 

‘Send this email for me’ sort of thing. (Participant 1 – G1) 

[M]y first rotation was with a small team, the team was only composed of two other people, and 

there weren’t many formal processes in place … but because there were just two of them, and 

they sat right next to each other, the real organisation happened between themselves just talking 

to each other. (Participant 10 – G1) 

Another participant from the support group pointed out that interactions between team members 

were observed to stop when they are not in close proximity. The participant noted:  
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[T]hey reach out for those who are available in physical proximity … there is a team of graduates 

who were physically separated in two buildings and the communication and knowledge sharing 

between them almost stopped. So, if out of sight, not approached. (Participant 2 – G2) 

At other times, these interactions took a more formal and structured approach and were reported 

as happening when participants were operating in bigger teams or needed to extend their 

knowledge-seeking efforts to teams and personnel in other divisions (such as when engaging 

with internal stakeholders, subject matter experts, system users etc.). They were also reported 

when working on more critical tasks where the knowledge-seeking aspect of the task became a 

team responsibility rather than an individual one. This pattern occurred when the tasks were 

less routine, such as when working on tasks for new or critical projects where an ad hoc 

approach cannot be adopted.  

These observations are indicative that the nature of interactions with others is influenced by the 

task importance and complexity. Working on non-critical daily tasks seems to invite a more 

informal form of interactions that have little or no structure and are based off collegiality. 

However, working on more critical and formal, multi-team tasks invites a different approach to 

knowledge seeking interactions, one that is more formal and organised and involving larger 

number of people.  Furthermore, among the social interactions that were also reported are 

interactions with ICT graduates from previous cohorts. Participants reported interacting with 

previous cohorts when working on projects that were previously completed. These interactions 

were not only done through face-to-face meetings, but also through interacting with project 

documents produced by the previous cohorts and are perceived to be a valuable source. One 

participant noted in relation to this: 

[A]nd often, as with many other things, what happens is that, when you’re asked to do something 

one of the first things you do is look at, has someone done this before? (Participant 2 – G1) 

Furthermore, the participants reported very few interactions with people in the organisation at 

the executive or expert level. This group includes specialised officers, work supervisors, project 

managers, professional mentors, senior personnel and academic mentors. In relation to this, 

some participant offered the following comments:  

During this project, the team has sought guidance and advice regarding project management 

from the project advisor, ICT project managers and the [division] Enterprise Project 

Management Office (EPMO). (Document 34 – p. 7)   
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[T]here wasn’t training, instead the business analyst just gave us examples and we pretty much 

just applied it. (Participant 6 – G1) 

[T]he group I was talking to just yesterday, one of them was talking about how they’ve talked 

to one of the local experts about a couple of the current topics. Particularly in relation to IT, 

which is one of the things that is running at the moment. And how they got some useful materials 

from that person, and they were going to share it with the group. (Participant 3 – G2)  

What is notable about these interactions is that they tend to spiral outwards, as when individuals 

schedule a meeting with a supervisor, who happens to know a project manager who can provide 

guidance to knowledge artefacts (e.g. templates or standards) and consult with other personnel 

who can provide more guidance and further referrals to even more people. This approach 

demonstrates a reliance on what Markus (2001, p. 86) refers to as a ‘referral’ system – in this 

case, a ‘social referral’ system where people provide access to other people.  

This was also observed where the immediate person or team contacted did not have the 

knowledge needed but played a notable role in locating the knowledge source through their 

knowledge of organisational artefacts (policy, framework, standard, template etc.) and peoples’ 

roles. While immediate contacts may not provide the knowledge needed, they nonetheless 

become an integral part of the ‘finding out’ process.  

Within the boundary of the organisation, knowledge-seeking activities were also reported 

happening between individuals and dedicated organisational units that provide expertise and 

manage and support specialised operational activities. Examples of these units reported in the 

data include project management office, enterprise architecture unit, cyber security team, 

procurement team, IT division and others. These units are perceived as playing a key role in 

providing not only support but also feedback to the participants on their work, giving them 

assurance that their work follows organisational processes and is of acceptable quality. 

Interactions with these specialised units were also reported when consultation was needed for 

specialised advice, insights and interpretation of knowledge artefacts. One participant noted 

that:  

For this particular task because it has not been used in the organisation before I was unable to 

leverage off people within the organisation in the sense that they could assist me directly with 

the task at hand, they however provided insight into how policy should be followed which was 

more beneficial in my opinion. (Participant 1 – G1 ‘Written Response’)    
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The role of people has been reported to being similar to a ‘knowledge map’. Participants in the 

graduates group reported that knowing what knowledge resources exist is not always easy, let 

alone locating them. Some participants reported that they struggled to find knowledge artefacts. 

Therefore, they tend to either ask their colleagues and, if they do not know, then seek their help 

in locating a suitable knowledge resource. One participant noted the following: 

[I]n terms of accessibility, it was finding it, and it was even knowing that it existed, that it was 

difficult. We only found that out through talking to [person], who’s from [organisation], who’s 

said, ‘Oh yeah, these things exist’. (Participant 10 – G1)  

A similar pattern of reaching out to others was also reported by participants in the support group 

(G2) who noted that performing the role of an academic mentor, project manager and a support 

officer was not facilitated by formal training but, rather, was performed based on their 

individual experiences and by talking with and learning from other people in the ICTGDP and 

those who have performed similar roles previously.  

From these reported observations, it is notable that a social and human-centric element 

characterises the knowledge-seeking and uptake efforts of the participants. This is not 

surprising given that people are considered to be one of the four key elements necessary for the 

success of a knowledge initiative (together with technology, process and content). The idea of 

social interaction as being central to the success of a KM implementation is not new and has 

been recognised as being seminal to fostering reciprocity amongst employees and creating 

channels for knowledge sharing (Chen & Huang 2007; Lin 2011). The frequency of interactions 

taking place between colleagues within close proximity and those working within the same 

team illustrates that knowledge uptake through socialisation is driven by openness in 

communication, trust and social reciprocity, all of which can be observed.  

These findings agree with the those of many previous studies (Levin & Cross 2004; Lin 2011; 

Singh 2005) that social interaction is a significant facilitator for the application of knowledge 

in organisations. This approach fosters the mobilisation of not only explicit knowledge but also 

a large part of other people’s tacit knowledge.  

Professionals are observed to value the tacit knowledge of their colleagues and the experts in 

their organisation, which provides them with not just information but subjective insights into 

the context of its use. Finally, these types of interactions resonate with the ‘externalisation’ 

mode in Nonaka and Takeuchi’s SECI model, where individuals articulate their tacit knowledge 
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to help others and contribute to a collective and shared understanding of how to address issues 

as they emerge.  

4.3.2 Interactions with internal knowledge resources 

Within the group of observable interactions, a second pattern of interactions was reported taking 

place that included interactions with knowledge artefacts and representations. Participants 

reported that in addition to reaching out to other colleagues and personnel in their organisation, 

they also engaged with resources in the organisation’s intranet, with blogs, policies, 

frameworks, acts, standards, documented processes and procedures, past exemplars, and 

documents written by other professionals.  

Due to the archival nature of these sources, they are also considered as a space where 

professionals can contribute to the knowledge base by storing their solutions and documenting 

knowledge derived from their practice for similar future problems. The participants reported 

that they are encouraged to contribute and do contribute to internal knowledge platforms such 

as the organisation’s Wiki pages to improve practices.  

Participants also reported the use of what Holsapple and Joshi (2004, p. 101) call ‘environment 

sources’. This includes the World Wide Web and publicly available scholarly articles. These 

resources were engaged with when participants were looking for information, general 

knowledge of methods and procedures relating to a practice, or when searching for templates. 

One participant distinguished between these two locations of knowledge as ‘open’ and ‘closed’ 

sources and commented: 

[I] used a combination of both open and closed sources. So I used some internal [department] 

documentation, which we’ll provide including road maps and suggestions … And then I also, I 

used Google. That was about 25% of my research, the other 75% was open source. And so that 

was either through Google Scholar articles or even YouTube, YouTube actually had some quite 

good videos on automation. (Participant 8 – G1)  

While the participants reported using the World Wide Web or Google or YouTube, they also 

raised a number of issues in relation to the content available, noting that such content varied 

greatly in quality, is not always credited, takes longer to find, can be out of date and irrelevant.  

One interesting and notable feature reported in relation to this type of interactions is that while 

they may be conceptualised as interactions between the individual and a knowledge source, 

there is evidence that other people were also involved. We see a similar pattern of reliance on 
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other people even though the knowledge engaged with is available in artefacts – for example, 

seeking help from other people to locate and access knowledge artefacts. Another example 

reported was where artefacts had custodians who possess the knowledge needed to interpret the 

content so that it can be useful to the knowledge seeker.  

4.3.3 Interactions with external knowledge resources  

While there is sufficient evidence in the data to conclude that there were ample knowledge 

resources within the boundaries of the participants’ organisations, a small number of 

participants also reported seeking knowledge outside the organisation.  

This manifested in engagement with external stakeholders and other APS organisations to either 

gather more information or acquire knowledge of their practices and best practice. These 

interactions took a formal and structured approach – such as formal meetings and training – and 

were observed to occur in relation to performing tasks that had not been previously carried out 

internally, or when engagement with external stakeholders was a project requirement. This 

further echoes the observation in relation to the nature of interactions and task complexity 

explained earlier. One participant noted the following:  

As far as addressing the task directly I had to consult a number of external agencies to look at 

best practice. (Participant 1 – G1 ‘Written Response’)   

One of the challenging aspects of this type of interaction is that officers of the APS are subject 

to regulations that govern what information and knowledge they can share, which can limit 

knowledge uptake.  

4.3.4 Conceptual actions  

The last type of reportable observations in relation to individual actions to address knowledge 

needs relates to non-observable process. This refers to the group of ‘soft’ activities, which are 

subjective in nature but nonetheless do influence human action. While these activities cannot 

be directly observed, as they are internal to the individual and are part of their subjective world, 

references are made to indicate their happening. The outcomes of these actions manifest 

through the decisions and actions taken by the participants. These activities include sense-

making, recognition of knowledge–task fit, judgement, interpretation and decision-making.  

While there were no specific data relating to these processes, there were signs that reflected that 

the participants were taking engaged in such processes. This was particularly the case in relation 
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to the process of ‘recognition’ of the knowledge needed when arriving at a new situation, and 

this concept is well represented in the data.  

In his discussion of knowledge re-use, Markus (2001, p.61) talks about the concept of 

‘recognition’, which entails an ability to recognise which knowledge meets the needs of the 

task or situation at hand and is an essential skill for effective re-use of a knowledge resource. 

This includes both the knowledge content needed to address the task and knowledge of the 

people in the organisation who possess that knowledge content. The observations furnish 

evidence of these cognitive processes; however, given their non-observable nature, deeper 

discussion of these processes and their influence on knowledge mobilisation is outside the scope 

of this study which is more focused on the organisational aspects.  

To conclude the presentation of findings relating to the first objective, the interactions 

signalling knowledge-seeking activities will be summarised. One approach to summarising 

these interactions is to adopt the illustration of ‘Knowledge Selection Types’ presented by 

Holsapple and Jones (2004), who classify knowledge selection activities as being ‘action-

oriented’ or ‘archival-oriented’.  

Action-oriented activities include those activities that seek to gain knowledge of what, how and 

why things are done in the organisation. They include in-house training, seeking out other 

peoples’ know-how, know-what and know-why, awareness of organisational processes and 

procedures, and looking for windows of opportunity. Archival-oriented approaches, on the 

other hand, seek to engage with represented and stored knowledge such as that represented in 

technological and non-technological repositories.  

The initial illustration, however, does not account for cognitive processes as a separate type. 

Therefore, to account for the absence this group of processes, the labels of physical activities 

and conceptual activities are used. ‘Physical actions’ correspond with the ‘Action-oriented’ and 

‘Archival-oriented’ knowledge selection types in the original illustration, while ‘conceptual 

actions’ captures the non-observable cognitive processes. This first set of findings can be 

summarised in Figure 21 next, leading next into the presentation of findings corresponding to 

the second research objective. 
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Patterns of Knowledge Seeking Actions

Physical Actions Conceptual Actions 

Interactions with other individuals 

within the team, section or 

organization

Interactions with internal knowledge 

resources

Interactions with external knowledge 

resources  

Sense making

Recognition of a knowledge-task fit

Judgment

Interpretation

Decision making 

 

Figure 21: Patterns of knowledge seeking actions in knowledge uptake 

4.4 Organisational Factors Influencing Knowledge Uptake and Deployment 

Activities  

The second objective of this research was to explore the organisational factors observed during 

a knowledge mobilisation instance and demonstrate their impact on the actions taken by the 

participants. An understanding of these organisational factors is needed for a descriptive 

account of these mechanisms and to advance understanding of how they influence knowledge 

mobilisation. This understanding is then further used as basis for justifying gaps or 

misalignment between knowledge and action.  

The identification of these factors was the result of some of the participant in relation to 

questions about aspects of their immediate environment that influenced their actions in the 

situation they were discussing. It also emerged from the inductive analysis of the documents 

and all available narratives. The purpose of this discussion is to highlight these emerging, 

interacting aspects of the environment and to isolate these factors and their bearing on 

knowledge mobilisation outcomes.  

Pfeffer and Sutton (2000) note that this gap stems mainly from management practices that relate 

to knowledge and its management – specifically, KM efforts focusing on technology and 

transfer of ‘information’, knowledge being treated as a tangible thing separate from its ‘use’, 
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the inability of systems to capture tacit knowledge and, finally, KM being focused on practices 

rather than the underlying philosophies of why these practices work (or don’t).  

4.4.1 Technology  

Technology has been defined as ‘material artifacts mediating task execution in the workplace’ 

(Orlikowski 1992, p. 16). It is ‘the ‘branch of knowledge that deals with the creation and use 

of technical means and their interrelation with life, society, and the environment, drawing upon 

such subjects as industrial arts, engineering, applied science, and pure science’ 

(Dictionary.com-technology 2017). It is a by-product of the human mind and is created as 

means for action and to solve problems.  

Technology is expressed in ‘technological entities’ such as in devices, systems, procedures, 

materials and all the tools devised by mankind. It is believed to be the by-product of ‘their time 

and organizational context, and will reflect the knowledge, materials, interests, and conditions 

at a given locus in history’ (Orlikowski 1992, p. 30). As presented earlier, within the KM 

literature technology is considered one of the essential elements of KM initiatives and 

implementation. Therefore, it is not surprising that in relation to knowledge mobilisation 

activities, technology, including both hardware and software, emerged as one of the reported 

factors playing a role in knowledge mobilisation.    

Keeping in the mind the conceptualisation of knowledge mobilisation as interactions between 

a knowledge domain and a practice domain, there is evidence in the data to indicate that 

technology can support the mobilisation of knowledge. In modern organisations, technology is 

integrated into virtually all organisational operations and has been reported to facilitate the 

incorporation of theoretical principles relating to areas of practice (e.g. communication theory, 

information security theory etc.).  

Participants in Group (1) were able to identify the links between some of the technologies 

adopted in their organisation and the higher-level bodies of knowledge they supported. This 

was demonstrated in their recognition of how a given theory was being facilitated by technology 

and their ability to map different technologies in their organisation back to the aspects of the 

theory they supported. Using communication theory as an example, one participant reported 

being able to see how some email, video phones, enterprise networks like the intranet and other 

technological entities can support the principles of communication theory.  
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Much of the other documentation that was created was merely stored on the [system name] … 

the project team was able to view and edit the documents at the same time. Having this added 

ability to collaborate, even when we weren’t located in the same physical area, was invaluable. 

(Document 19 – p. 4)  

Technology was also reported to provide a safe environment for knowledge testing and 

reinforcing best practice through its built-in design for monitoring user actions and mandating 

organisational rules. This is reflected in the following response:   

[I] kind of have my own test site so if there is something I want to try I can do it in my test site 

before putting it on a site that’s actually used by other people … it’s just a bit of a sand pit where 

if I have ideas or just things I want to try I can go there and be like let’s see how this works. 

(Participant 1 – G1) 

A similar sentiment was reported by another participant about technology’s role in supporting 

best practice through its built-in checkpoints and rules. This participant commented on how 

technology helped reinforce good practices in code writing: 

[W]ith Java best practice can be built into a programme, so if you’re scripting away and you go 

all right, send it. It will say, ‘I will do it even though you haven’t put this comma in, but I’m not 

going to be happy about it’. Because the best practice would be to put that comma in. (Participant 

7 – G1) 

This supportive role was also highlighted in a case where the absence of technology, due to 

enterprise architecture guidelines, was seen as an obstacle to knowledge testing. One participant 

commented:     

[N]ot sufficient [theory]. If I actually had even a lab where you actually got to do it, you 

understand how it worked instantly. (Participant 3 – G1) 

There was consensus among the discussion participants on the value of technology, particularly 

in automation’s ability to improve productivity and save time. However, there was a reported 

sense of lost opportunities for socialisation between team members. This is brought about by 

the use of technological tools for collaboration, for example, resulting in some loss of the human 

voice and tacit knowledge exchange facilitated through these interactions. One participant 

noted the following: 

[I]n Agile you use a Kanban Board and have post-it notes in different columns on the wall and 

when you complete work you move them from one column to the next, or so they go from one 
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stage, so build stage, to testing … And what we ended up doing was using a software tool, and 

we didn’t use a physical Kanban Board. So, I suppose the benefit of the Kanban Board is said 

to be, that you gather around it as an information radiator. You can all see where everything is, 

what the status is, and you can discuss individual bits and pieces. With software, you can’t do 

that as easily… that was not what we would expect for Agile methodology. (Participant 2 – G1) 

These comments on technology and how it relates to knowledge suggest that technological tools 

do assist individuals in testing and internalising theoretical knowledge and best practice 

knowledge. This is achieved by supporting the implementation of theoretical principles and 

best practices into work routines and processes and providing a supportive environment to 

experiment with knowledge. However, while it can facilitate the mobilisation of knowledge in 

some respects, it may not always capture aspects of the human social interaction necessary for 

knowledge use, especially technical knowledge that is transferred through observation, talking, 

storytelling etc (Pfeffer & Sutton 2000).      

4.4.2 Organisational processes and procedures  

A process is defined as a ‘sequence of interdependent and linked procedures which, at every 

stage, consume one or more resources (employee time, energy, machines, money) to convert 

inputs (data, material, parts, etc.) into outputs’ (Business Dictionary-process 2017). A process 

can be viewed as a form of knowledge representation that Holsapple and Joshi (2004b) refer to 

as a ‘“dynamic” representation, encompassing both the knowledge of actions and the operations 

for conducting an activity’.  

Like technology, processes are considered one of the essential elements of KM implementation, 

and many references in the data related to this element. Generally, the data reflects that 

organisational processes (e.g. procurement, running projects etc.) act as gate-keepers in that 

they ensure all the steps of an activity or task are completed to organisational standards. When 

these steps are enforced, participants reported following the proper way to conducting an 

activity and abiding by the knowledge of best practice captured by these processes. One 

participant noted: 

I feel that some of the people find it a little too much, like, they’re doing too much writing to 

end up doing extra part of the project. But like, you kind of ... In our department you can’t not 

do the documentation because you won’t get through to the next stage. (Participant 1 – G1) 

A large part of the data indicated that some aspects of processes and procedures can be constrain 

their use. To begin with, issues of process visibility and interpretation were reported to impede 
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their use. Some participants reported difficulty finding processes relating to tasks they were 

doing. Consequently, they resorted to asking other individuals or adopting an ad hoc approach 

that may or may not align with the principles of the theory they researched or with best practice 

guidelines. One participant from the support group noted the following:  

[T]here are a lot of policies and procedures for them [the graduates] to follow in doing their 

project. And particularly, how they would actually undertake that project in accordance with the 

project management office procedures and templates … So that’s not as clear within the 

organisation as it should be. So, they did require some guidance to go and find out who to talk 

to in the PMO, to find out some of the details of what they need to comply with. So a lot of our 

policies and procedures are a little bit opaque. They’re not as clear and easy to get to. (Participant 

1 – G2) 

Additionally, it was reported that even when located, documented organisational processes can 

be written at a high level of abstraction that makes them difficult to understand and 

operationalise. This leaves the knowledge captured by these processes open to interpretation, 

with different personnel having varied, and sometimes conflicting, understandings of their 

implementation. Consequently, individuals reported seeking help from others to clarify the 

workings of policies. One participant stated: 

[T]he existing processes to have a document approved were very ‘confusing’ and [person] had 

to consult with the supervisor who consulted his supervisor who happened to know how the 

process worked. (Participant 5 – G1)   

The data further indicate that the routine way of undertaking processes does take over at times. 

Individuals reach a point where their procedural knowledge drives how they carry out their 

tasks. The routine of ‘how things are done’ or the standard response within their organisation 

is reported to prevail. In relation to an example of quality management, one participant noted 

the following:  

[The organisation] has a number of mechanisms in place to address quality management in 

projects … Whilst these mechanisms are in place, it is not immediately obvious if these actually 

get employed. If a project team is focussing on delivery they may not feel a need to request a 

Quality Assurance review of the process. If things do go wrong, by the time an assurance review 

has been completed it may be too late to remedy for that project. (Document 6, p. 14–15) 

This observation also surfaced in the discussion with participants in the support group, 

Group (2). Two participants in this group reported observing ‘short circuiting’ behaviours by 
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the graduates which were culturally practised. This is indicative that shortcut behaviours and 

non-compliance are triggered by having knowledge resources that are difficult to understand or 

interpret.  

The general perception of organisational processes was that they are constraining and can act 

as bottlenecks. Generally, the data indicate consensus on the value of adhering to processes. 

This approach was acknowledged as yielding positive outcomes. However, some viewed 

processes as slowing down progress by adding an overhead layer of work. This overhead can 

come from having to involve other people or doing extra work that is not necessary for the scale 

of the task. This perception was coupled with fears of delays and loss of control over the work 

due to the involvement of other people being mandated by the organisational processes and 

workflow. As one participant noted:  

Before a project can be initiated one must go through the process of creating a business case, 

ideas assessment etc. Even if the project is known to be needed, and of great importance these 

types of artefacts need to be created before the project can be funded or even technically started 

… A lot of the work required is viewed as unnecessary from a solution development perspective 

and only hinders the developers down the track. Hindrances can come in the form of the 

developers having to wait until requirements, business cases and previous artefacts are revisited 

and complete before they can start any work, or they are negatively impacted due to the 

dependent works taking longer than expected and the time allocated for them to develop the 

solution is reduced. (Document 36, p. 6) 

Since this new process was only introduced halfway through the year, it became an issue for our 

project; introducing new work and delaying the completion and submission of our final 

deliverable. (Document 22, p. 12)  

The behaviour of bypassing organisational processes was also reported as emerge out of fear 

of having the work rejected. Steps such as initial consultations, documentation and going 

through the right approval chains were sometimes skipped. People took shortcuts even at the 

risk of having to re-do the work. In relation to this, participants reported the following:      

[W]hat they’re currently doing is going, ‘We’re scared of security, so we’re just going to do 

everything ourselves and then at the end hope to god that they approve it’. And then they go to 

security and say, ‘We built this’, and security is going, ‘Cut, cut, cut. Try again’ … Because 

they’re scared of security. Because they know security is renowned for turning projects back. 

(Participant 7 – G1)  
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[The agency] has a number of internal controls and processes established for procurement 

processes, any business area starting a procurement process must engage with the ‘Commercial 

Unit’ who will provide advice on the way to proceed with the procurement … Procurement 

often has to happen within tight deadlines; if these deadlines are not met there are potential 

negative impacts to their own projects, other projects or ‘business as usual’ work. This pressure 

can cause staff to avoid engaging the internal procurement team for fear of delays and loss of 

control, using their own judgement and knowledge of Commonwealth Procurement Rules of the 

correct way to proceed. While the process is most often followed in an ethical way, it is often 

not documented to prove this. This can actually jeopardise the proof of their actions being 

ethical, and the accountability of the procurement process. (Document 6 – p. 5)  

These accounts of organisational processes indicate that, from a knowledge mobilisation point 

of view, processes and their attributes can play a dual role. They can either reinforce the 

principles of theoretical knowledge and organisational guidelines of best practice or constrain 

the mobilisation of this knowledge.  

On the enabling side, it can be observed that processes can reinforce the application of available 

knowledge by acting as gatekeepers to ensure actions and practice in general are in line with 

the captured knowledge about these practices. However, a number of issues relating to the 

attributes of processes are observed to hinder the mobilisation of knowledge. Issues of visibility, 

difficulty in content interpretation and operationalisation, and the constraints they introduce to 

getting work done in a timely manner invite knowledge uptake and deployment behaviours that 

are suboptimal for knowledge mobilisation.  

Relying on an ad hoc approach and shortcutting behaviours can not only affect the quality of 

the work and deliverables, but also put people at risk if work is audited. Routine ways of doing 

things and shortcuts have the benefits of saving time and reducing uncertainty around the 

accepted approach within the organisation’s culture. However, adopting such approaches leaves 

little room for the testing of guidelines and academic knowledge. The latter is a more 

professional approach and allows personnel to account for the knowledge that informs their 

actions, putting them at less risk.  

4.4.3 Knowledge artefacts and their attributes 

By definition, an artefact is an object that is ‘characteristic of or resulting from a particular 

human institution, period, trend, or individual’ (Merriam Webster-artifact 2017). From a 

knowledge point of view, a more illuminating definition is that of Holsapple and Joshi (2004b, 
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p. 604) who define a knowledge artefact as ‘[a]n object that has no innate knowledge processing 

skills, but which is (or holds) a representation(s) of knowledge that may be usable to at least 

one knowledge processor in the organisation’. The representation of knowledge in artefacts is 

an approach to facilitating knowledge codification, transfer and sharing.   

A characteristic of public sector organisations is the large number of such knowledge artefacts 

that play a significant role in regulating practice. In the context of the studied organisations a 

number of these artefacts were reported, including documented organisational values, policies, 

procedures, standards, acts, frameworks, legislation, codes of conduct, manuals, business plans, 

rules, guidelines, forms and templates. Some of these artefacts (e.g. policies, acts and legislation) 

have long been known to mandate how government organisations operate and have emerged from 

research and experience. They enable a structured and logical approach to practice by providing 

a framework for action and meaning as to why things operate the way they do. 

A number of knowledge artefacts were acknowledged in the data and are believed to have some 

influence on knowledge mobilisation activities. The data indicate that participants appreciated 

the guiding role of artefacts as they represent the ‘legal, regulatory and business context’ in 

which operations take place in their organisation (Document 31, p. 25). The value of these 

guiding artefacts was most appreciated when experience is lacking. A number of accounts 

reflected on the significance of such artefacts:  

For our own graduate project, we utilised the [framework name] in order to identify and manage 

the artefacts that we would be producing. This was very useful, as none of us were really 

experienced with project management or formal project planning, so being able to follow along 

a framework allowed us to develop a structured and logical sequence of deliverables for our 

project. (Document, p. 1) 

[T]he procedures, the manuals, somewhat the policies are prevalent on a day to day, probably 

more like a week to week basis. Mainly because the manuals aren’t likely to change, which is 

like they’re a high enough level that they’re not likely change often … a lot of that is mainly 

because they wanted to write it high level enough that they didn’t have to keep changing it, but 

also so that it would remain compliant for a long period of time. (Participant 7 – G1) 

The value of such artefacts also derives from their linkage to research and theoretical 

knowledge while channelling that knowledge in a more relatable way. One participant labelled 

standards, which are one type of artefact, as ‘middle men’ between theory and practice:  
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I think there might be middle men as opposed to going directly to the theory, you might go to 

some standard that implements the theory in some way. And then what happens is the 

department will adopt that standard for something or some area of the department will adopt 

that standard. So, you’ll have I guess a chain of association of between what’s actually done, 

and the standard, and the theory. (Participant 2 – G1) 

Despite the recognised role and value of these artefacts, a number of issues were reported in 

relation to their use that can be interpreted constraining the mobilisation of their knowledge 

content. The first of these issues is the high level of abstraction at which they are written, 

leading to them being described being ‘opaque’. Most artefacts are intended to be 

comprehensive and enduring, with an assumption that the reader is familiar with the language 

and able to interpret and apply it to their work.  

A number of participants in the graduates group found some of these artefacts difficult to use, 

mostly because they are written to reflect what they ‘should do’ but do not elaborate on ‘how’ 

to apply the principles in their content, or even how they relate to the operational work. One 

participant noted:  

I have trouble drawing a connection between those sorts of high-level, fanciful statements, and 

what actually happens. (Participant 10 – G1) 

Artefacts were also reported to be too complicated for the kind of work the graduates undertake, 

and often required translation of what the principles codified in these artefacts meant at the 

operational level. The knowledge content in these artefacts can be too high level in comparison 

with the situation requirements. Such high-level documents were perceived to be excessive, 

burdensome, convoluted, restrictive and lacking in relevance to the participants’ work. In 

relation to these observations, a number of responses can be cited:  

[T]he policies and procedures are written around medium to large sized projects … So, it’s about 

getting the right tool for the right job … And what they [graduates] try to do is a small job with 

a big hammer. (Participant 1 – G2) 

[F]rom what I understand the scale we’re working at, it’s just two people looking at a trial 

version of some software. There’s no budget or anything, it’s not really a critical thing. 

Normally, that sort of planning wouldn’t be done. I think that those project planning documents 

are for the bigger projects. (Participant 10 – G1)   

[E]veryone finds it so restrictive, and a hindrance to getting the job done that they’re actively 

fighting against the policy. (Participant 10 – G1) 
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The concept of ‘ownership’ (or lack of it) emerged as one of the issues that influenced use of 

these artefacts. This was reported in cases where artefacts were not supported by people or 

business units, which meant that their content could be out of date and irrelevant. Participants 

reported on artefacts that had been written a long time ago; with the departure of the person or 

expert in charge of their creation, responsibility for managing the artefact falls onto someone 

else who is less invested in maintaining the currency of these resources. Consequently, new 

owners invest little time maintaining and updating the information and knowledge in these 

artefacts. These issues with knowledge maintenance mean that the information and knowledge 

in these resources can lack relevance to the current situations and their knowledge needs.  

Finally, as with to processes, the issue of visibility and access to artefacts has been reported to 

influence their use. Some participants encountered issues locating these artefacts on their 

organisation’s intranet and some reported not knowing that they existed in the first place. They 

resorted to the usual approach of seeking help from others to either locate or interpret artefacts 

or to provide guidance based on their own knowledge (i.e. other peoples’ knowledge of 

appropriate action).  

These accounts of organisational artefacts that hold or represent some form of knowledge 

indicate that their role is indisputable given that they regulate organisational practices. Their 

guiding role is more prominent in operating environments like the APS, where there is a high 

level of accountability and a need to validate actions. They are given much weight within APS 

organisations and are perceived as benchmarks for practice. However, the number of issues that 

were reported can arguably be said to constrain the mobilisation of their knowledge content and 

their use.  

Knowledge representations including policies, procedures, standards, acts, frameworks, 

legislation, manuals, business plans and other artefacts are designed to enable a structured and 

logical approach to practice. As such, the knowledge content in these artefacts is written in a 

way to make this knowledge applicable across the organisation, which in some ways reflects 

the decontextualised nature of the knowledge captured in these resources. 

The high level of abstraction at which they are written is among these issues. Artefacts like 

standards and frameworks are generally stripped of the contextual knowledge surrounding their 

production as they are meant to be comprehensive and should extend across many scenarios. 

Therefore, they are written at a level of abstraction that allows them to fulfill this role. However, 

when knowledge content is stored in textual representations that are long and difficult to 
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interpret (Weber 2007) or lack the processes and social context leading to their creation 

(Atwood, 2002), there will be difficulty in seeing the usefulness of these artefacts and their 

knowledge content. This is believed to invite an attitude of disconnection with the content of 

these artefacts, and this was observed in the case of the participants in this study.   

The issue of ownership also presents challenges to the use of artefacts. This is particularly 

problematic when the people who create an artefact are not the ones who maintain it. The 

knowledge represented in these artefacts may either be out of date or require explanation around 

how it was derived and how it is to be implemented. This perhaps reflects the complexity of 

these artefacts, since explicit and implicit knowledge is channelled into their generation. It is 

likely that some of the implicit knowledge may not transfer across to the documented form, 

which renders the knowledge in the artefact subject to ambiguity or inference. An implication 

of these conditions is that people either avoid using these artefacts or potentially find 

themselves carrying out more work than necessary. 

Such artefacts can also lack the level of detail that gives context to the work leading to their 

creation and can be biased towards the people who produced them and their expectation of what 

will be useful to others later. Markus (2001, p. 73) notes that when people document for 

themselves, they ‘tend not to keep records of things with longer-term value’ such as the 

rationale behind the actions and decisions taken and why things were resolved the way they 

were. Therefore, such artefacts can be biased towards what worked and what was useful in the 

context of the documented work and may interfere with people doing things in a new way or 

following a more ‘professional’ approach.  

Further to that, relying on these resources, which make up a large part of an organisation’s 

memory, means that people make decisions or take actions in current situations based on past 

knowledge and practices that may not be relevant to the current issue or situation or may have 

produced poor outcomes. These become substitutes for guiding action instead of a more 

professional approach that involves researching, thinking and analysing before acting.  

By a similar token, those who do channel the information and knowledge from these artefacts 

into their practice become bound by them and are therefore required to follow the same pattern 

of action in new situations. From a knowledge point of view, this leaves little room for trialling 

and experimenting with other options. However, from a knowledge mobilisation point of view, 

people’s ability to use artefacts as knowledge resources and channel that knowledge into their 
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action depends on the artefact’s level of abstraction, concurrency, visibility, accessibility and 

interpretation for the fit between the knowledge content and task to be established.  

4.4.4 Complexity and relevance of codified theoretical knowledge    

Organisations recognise the value and necessity of having a theory-informed practice. The 

existence of programs like the GDP and other initiatives based on work-integrated learning 

principles and inclusion of academic knowledge into practice speaks to this recognition. To 

capture this initiative, one of the ICTGDP’s requirements is the delivery of a portfolio wherein 

the graduates write entries in relation to a range of topics, such as professionalism, work roles 

and how they connect with agency strategy, enterprise architecture, codes of conduct, ethics 

and others.  

In fulfillment of the portfolio requirements, a research-based approach is adopted to find out 

about the domain knowledge relating to these areas; this is the reason why the participants 

reported engagement with theoretical knowledge. Analysis of the participants’ entries reflects 

consensus on the value of theoretical knowledge in informing practice. Drawing upon their 

research on a number of theories relevant to the selected topic areas of the ICTGDP (e.g. 

communication theory, Bruce Tuckman’s stages of team development theory, alignment theory 

etc.), participants were able to establish the connections between the theoretical knowledge 

domain and their practices.   

These connections were reported in a number of ways. To begin with, the participants were 

able to identify and report on instances from their immediate work that pointed to aspects of 

these theories in action (e.g. recognising how the use of video-conferencing technologies relates 

to the 7Cs of communication). The knowledge gained from their research was also used to 

critique their agency’s practices in terms of where they stand and how they can be improved. 

A number of descriptions were reported to capture their evaluation, such as ‘fragmented’, 

‘progressing well’, ‘consistent with the theories’, ‘quite mature and would not necessarily 

benefit from further research into the theory’, ‘immature’, ‘indicates a level of maturity’, 

‘completely lacking’, ‘on the right track’, ‘early stage’ and ‘running well’. Thus far, 

engagement with theoretical knowledge is observed to be motivated by the ICTGDP 

requirements, an exercise that prompted appreciation of the value of theory. One participant 

noted the following:  
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Many of the concepts I learnt throughout my time in the program have stuck with me moving 

into this year, although my job is technical and does not involve a lot of research it allowed me 

to look at my organisation from the outside really see what areas need to be improved on. This 

was then able to be reflected onto myself as an individual and I was able to see what areas I 

could work on individually to best benefit the organisation as a whole. (Participant 1 – G1 

‘Written Response’).    

In addition to the portfolio exercise, the ICTGDP requires the graduates to draw upon the 

theoretical knowledge from their research and their education to inform their actions during the 

placement. There is evidence to suggest that this second requirement has not been generally 

fulfilled; this can possibly be attributed to a number of reasons, which will be discussed next.    

The first issue reported is the inability of theory to capture the complexity of situations in 

practice, which makes it difficult to identify how and where theory fits in. Participants 

commented:  

It becomes apparent almost the moment you step into any workplace that the concept of a single 

source of truth [theory] is one of the hardest to grasp. We are often locked down by older 

practices that disregard this principle, and combinations of systems that have overlapping 

functionality, silo-ing data along the way. While the world pushes for greater control though 

enterprise architecture, the world also appears to suffer from the crippling inability to adhere to 

its principles. (Document 2 – Enterprise Architecture)  

[T]heory happens in very in-depth in real life … theory does have the benefit of giving things 

context … reality is far more complex … there is a big gap between theory and practice … about 

60% of what happens in reality is missed by theory, many details in between are missed. 

(Participant 4 – G1) 

In dealing with this, participants find that they need to use adapted forms of theoretical 

knowledge that are more in line with their organisational context and requirements of their 

work. Adaptive forms of theory are generally done at a more organisational level, where the 

principles relating to a practice are adapted to the point that they are sufficient and accepted 

within the organisation. The adapted principles then become the accepted approach to practices. 

One participant noted:  

I guess the first stop was looking at the documentation within [agency], because for example, 

one thing we got access to was a [document name] that was written by someone in the 

organisation. So, that was very much about condensing Agile into something that was easy to 
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consume for the organisation … So you might be able to make a procedure out of it, or 

something. People would look at it and be able to say, ‘Yes, this is how we do Agile’ … Of 

course, I don’t know if that was actually the standard, it was just what something that somebody 

had written to help other people understand how Agile might be done in the organisation … in 

the course of our project we’ve practised Agile at least in the adapted form that we, I guess 

developed for ourselves. (Participant 2 – G1) 

This adaptation response is observed in participant accounts of the approaches to taking action 

when working on different projects during the placement rotations. Each project is unique and 

varying approaches need to be adopted to suit the size and requirements of the project. 

Therefore, some project management (PM) theories can present conflicting views on how the 

project is carried out and can fails to fit to the size and requirements of the project tasks, 

introducing an unnecessary level of work. Participants reported having to modify the principles 

relating to project methodologies on a case-by-case basis. 

Another reported and notable perception of theoretical knowledge is that it is difficult to 

operationalise in terms of what it means to the immediate task, and to establish the link between 

the high-level principles and lower-level tasks. This was reported in relation to a number of 

areas within PM methodologies. To cope with this disconnect, once again, the participants 

reported using adapted forms of PM methodologies that are ‘“bespoke” to [agency] 

environment’ (Document 6, p. 13). This was observed in cases where there was a requirement 

to combine the principles of multiple methodologies to come up with a hybrid approach better 

suited to the size and complexity of the task.   

While the presented points reflect on the lack of contextual elements characterising theoretical 

knowledge the requirement for adapted forms, informing actions based on the theoretical 

principles was also reported being difficult due to lack of experience against which to compare 

outcomes. Lack of experience was associated with lack of confidence in applying the theoretical 

principles. One participant reported:  

[F]or our grad project it was a matter of, I guess not having confidence in the creation and 

maintenance of the [solution]. It was the first time for many people doing Agile and, it was just 

not seen as something important. (Participant 2 – G1) 

While the complexity of reality creates difficulty in connecting to the theoretical principles of 

the academic knowledge base, other issues in relation to engagement with theoretical 

knowledge were also reported. To begin with, it is generally recognised that the relevance of 
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theory can only be determined when it materialises in effective practices. In this study, the 

concept of theory ‘relevance’ to the participants’ immediate work, the team or the function of 

the organisation they operate within was reported to influence their motivation to use this 

knowledge base when they faced knowledge needs. Academic knowledge representing theory 

was reported to be referenced and used by the participants in Group (1) when its relevance to 

the immediate task can be realised. This was notable when an opportunity to complete a task 

from beginning to end was presented, where theoretical knowledge can be tested in concrete 

situations and internalised.  

Theoretical knowledge relevance was also recognised when there were organisational events 

such as training or other events that allowed participants to experience aspects of that 

knowledge (e.g. applying the principles of communications theory through having to organise 

a meeting from beginning to end). However, participants mostly reported a lack of actual 

concrete situations to which the theory they researched could be directly linked. Therefore, 

there was a general attitude that the theoretical knowledge base was something that would be 

casually looked up as a formality if a need arose. This notion of relevance leads into a second 

point, the perceived ‘value’ of the knowledge content to the immediate situation. A knowledge 

base that does not match the needs of the immediate situation is perceived as being of little 

value in return for the time and effort put into researching it. The following responses capture 

some of these issues:  

[W]ell the retrospectives we stopped doing, so that’s one thing that they perhaps didn’t have 

value for the team. Perhaps because we didn’t really understand what we were getting out of 

them and also just time constraints for all these meetings as well. (Participant 2 – G1) 

I feel like the standard of work required to just get through it means that it’s easier for me to just 

go into an online search, rather than go track down textbook, and reference things properly, and 

collate all this information and all this knowledge. It’s a lot easier to just do it quick and easy, 

and maybe it’s not the best knowledge, but it’s better than nothing. It just lets get me the job 

done. (Participant 10 – G1) 

No. It doesn’t. It certainly doesn’t … I guess it’s hard to find where or why it doesn’t … Because 

often I guess it’s just, you fall into a group or a routine of doing something and the reflection, I 

suppose that’s what it is, you need to have the reflection on what you’re doing. And, I suppose 

not necessarily adhere to the theory completely but question, whether what you’re doing is really 

working. (Participant 2 – G1) 
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[E]ven if we narrow it down to that particular topic, that theory took a long time and it still 

wasn’t sufficient for me to grasp it. When I actually did it hands on, straightaway I understood 

how things connected … I did have the prior background knowledge, but when I actually went 

to do it and configure it, it was actually I understood it differently. It was different than what I 

thought it would be like. (Participant 3 – G1)  

From the perspective of the support group, other issues were responsible for why the ICTGDP 

requirement of using theoretical knowledge as part of the knowledge resources did not fully 

materialise. One participant in this group reported that the requirement to document the research 

in the portfolio shows that a lot of the knowledge researched by the graduates gets lost when it 

is documented, and what gets channelled into their practice is only what they see as relevant to 

them.  

While it is believed that they possess an understanding of the researched knowledge areas, the 

quality of this understanding was not obvious in their portfolio reflections or their placement 

actions. Having to document knowledge is reported to introduce a ‘barrier’ to their ability to 

fully utilise the potential of that knowledge. While there are graduates who treat this 

requirement as a useful learning experience and displayed motivation to get something useful 

out of the ICTGDP, others treated this requirement as a compliance exercise. This focus on 

producing the deliverable (the portfolio submission) is reported to influence the graduates in 

that they lose the context of what they are doing in the process. One participant noted:  

[T]here’s clearly some that are treating this as a bit of a compliance exercise … And they’re 

doing what they need to do to tick the boxes, to get though at the end and to walk away … I see 

that type of perspective. Some of them are a lot more interested in the learning, when they come 

here, than others, who are a lot more interested in just getting that bit of paper in the end. And 

there are some in between that do it enough to get by and get a bit of learning. They’ve got other 

interests. That happens a bit. What we tend to find is, the undergraduates tend to focus on the 

whole, more on getting the outcome. (Participant 3 – G2)  

Regardless of the reasons, the participants demonstrated a general attitude that acknowledged 

the value of theory and its role, but their patterns of action reflected a sense of disconnect from 

that knowledge base in their day-to-day work. This may be attributed to the complexity of 

practice and inability of theoretical knowledge to capture contextual challenges, or it may be 

that people are too busy with the demands of their work and their deliverables to have time to 

look beyond what is immediately available. This is possibly because the notion of drawing upon 

theory and thinking about it is perceived to be too demanding for everyday practice, and the 
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idea of pausing and thinking about what one does is felt to be interruptive. Under these 

conditions, it is likely that the professionals have missed the point and purpose of the exercise, 

which provides an opportunity to channel and mobilise some of that knowledge into their work.  

4.4.5 Organisational events  

An event can be defined as an ‘occurrence happening at a determinable time and place, with or 

without the participation of human agents’ (Business Dictionary-event, 2017). A number of 

events were reported where participants had the chance to mobilise some form of knowledge, 

to have discussions around issues related to practice, and to learn and share ideas. Such events 

included meetings, conferences, seminars (webinars), presentations (a great space to learn about 

how others approach their situations and the knowledge resources they use), workshops, 

consultations and other professional development activities.  

A commonly reported type of events that were seen as opportunities for knowledge mobilisation 

were training events. Training events involve some integration of theory into practice and aim 

at establishing enabling conditions for knowledge sharing (Holsapple & Jones 2003). A number 

of mandatory training events were reported that aimed at knowledge and skill development in 

a number of areas in order to facilitate the sharing of ICT knowledge and knowledge of the 

APS operating environment. In these training events, the participants are trained to develop 

basic understanding of the theoretical principles relating to some areas of their practice and how 

the agency adapts these principles to its context.  

Among the reported training events were training in APS Values and APS code of conduct, 

rules, processes, Acts and their use, guidelines, whole-of-government legislative frameworks, 

technological tools adopted, project management practices, procurement, budgeting, and 

financial awareness, contracting and other areas. As one participant noted:  

[W]e do a lot of training at the start which is basically just about learning the acts and then how 

they would be used in like a day to day job … we had to get training, like internal training on 

Prince2 … and kind of like how they’ve modified it for the department. (Participant 1 – G1) 

The data reported around events in general and training sessions in particular indicate that the 

participants generally had the required in-house support to fulfil their (mostly practical) 

knowledge needs. They also had opportunities within their immediate environment to trial and 

apply the learning acquired during the training, both aspects being supportive of the 

mobilisation of agency-related and practical knowledge.  
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4.4.6 Project management practices  

Project Management (is the discipline associated with the management of project activities. 

This includes ‘defining the requirement of work, establishing the extent of work, allocating the 

resources required, planning the execution of the work, monitoring the progress of the work 

and adjusting deviations from the plan’ (Munns & Bjeirmi 1996, p.81).  

Due to the nature of ICT work, which is heavily project-based, the discussion of the PM 

practices reported in the data and believed to influence the knowledge mobilisation 

encompasses some of traditional issues associated with projects and their management. To 

begin with, the graduates were required to research different project management 

methodologies and the theory pertaining to the PM knowledge area (e.g. scope, time, cost, 

resources, risks, procurement etc.). Reflecting on what theory says about these areas and their 

organisational practices, many issues were reported that are indicative of the existence of gaps 

between the principles they read about and the practices observed at the agencies.  

Moving beyond the evaluation of organisational practices, the discussion here touches upon the 

link between the significance of the projects and the knowledge uptake and deployment 

behaviours demonstrated by the graduates. As part of their placements, the graduates were 

assigned new projects aimed at either addressing current issues within their agency or utilising 

existing ICT technologies to enhance some aspects of the agency’s operations.  

These projects were mostly small in size, requiring smaller teams, and were generally perceived 

to be more internally facing. The low priority of these projects had implications whereby the 

graduates generally demonstrated practices that were not fully aligned with theoretical 

principles of PM methodologies, organisational processes or the organisation’s project delivery 

framework. Among the first of these patterns of behaviour is shortcutting. This was illustrated 

by skipping steps considered unnecessary for the size and scale and of the project such as formal 

documentation or consultation. In this regard the size, complexity and significance of the 

project in the agency is believed to influence the level of engagement with available knowledge. 

This perception of the projects being of lower priority compared to other agency projects is 

believed to invite less commitment to ‘go by the book’. In relation to this, participants noted 

the following:  

If it was a task that I put more priority into, I would definitely be more willing to go track down 

that textbook and do it properly. (Participant 10 – G1)  
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In theory, there would have been a lot more planning documents we were supposed to have 

done, but practically this was not necessary for our project. (Document 10 – Project 

Management, p. 4)   

[F]rom that perspective, that is a real potential problem with the projects that they’re assigned. 

It’s something we actively try and work towards overcoming … But the other thing that’s useful 

to do, which we set them up for early in the year is to say: you need to treat these projects as a 

learning experience. Where projects of this nature, within your agencies, may not necessarily 

go through the full, vigorous project management cycle, that other larger projects would do. 

They might not go to the project management office or they might be just treated BAU type 

projects and things like that, which require a lot lower level of documentation. But we say to 

them: part of the idea of these projects is a learning experience for you, to understand how your 

agencies go about doing projects and so one of the things we want you to do and your agency 

also wants you to do is to perhaps do a higher level of documentation that otherwise wouldn’t 

be normal for a project of this size. That way you get more experience with what your agencies 

do in relation to projects, but also get a bit of learning and understanding about what sort of 

documentation might be use for and essential in doing a project. (Participant 3 – G2) 

A second point observed in relation to working in projects is the influence of the varying 

management styles of the project supervisors on the graduates’ reported behaviours of 

mobilising project management knowledge. Different management styles were reported, 

ranging from a management approach focused on governance of output and its quality to 

management styles that were target-driven and focused on delivery. These management styles 

were observed to influence how the graduates applied the principles of PM theories they learnt 

previously or researched.   

It has been observed that a management style that is focused on governance of output and its 

quality tend to have a ‘tick the box’ approach. Following this approach, managers follow a 

rigorous approach, adhere to PM processes and consult with the dedicated organisational unit 

such as the PM Office. Adopting this style is seen to improve the chance of project success or 

delivery and smooth running of PM processes. Often this approach is cautious about 

accountability and covering oneself; therefore, accountability concerns are significant. 

However, there was some sense that this style could waste the graduates’ time on unnecessary 

overhead, leaving them with little room to question or innovate alternative ways of doing things 

during the execution of the project. It was reported that this approach can also override curiosity 

and reduce potential for exploring other approaches or experimenting with what the theoretical 

knowledge says. 
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A delivery-focused or target-driven management style, on the other hand, was also observed in 

the data. This style is less directive and less attentive to the process details and ticking the boxes. 

Managers view artefacts as guides to be followed but not as concrete rules. Managers adopting 

this approach tend to define key gates and count on people to carry out the work with no formal 

instruction, mainly relying on people’s expertise and knowledge repertoire from experience.  

Mixed feelings were reported in relation to the impact of this style on the project tasks 

management approaches. Some participants reported a more positive attitude and felt that this 

management style is founded on the principles of ‘trust and empower’, with graduates perceived 

as professionals with autonomy for problem solving. This gives the graduates the space to 

explore and trial their knowledge, apply their skills and showcase their abilities in a relatively 

low-risk environment. As one participant reported:  

I’ve had some Directors who have given me the opportunity to work on things, and actually 

giving me the space to do those things. So, going in and running a project and actually stepping 

back as a project leader and letting me to learn about what they need to do, space to make 

mistakes, but they were being there to help so that the consequences of those are not too bad. 

(Document 5) 

However, most of the participants who touched on this topic reported a more concerned attitude 

to this management style from a knowledge application point of view. While this approach can 

reduce the unnecessary work introduced by a governance-focused management style, it is 

considered to be ‘loose’ and can downplay the importance of the knowledge resources guiding 

the work, such as rules, guides and methodological procedures. Additionally, such an approach 

can lower motivation for carrying out work that is aligned with available knowledge and goes 

by the book.   

One participant from the support group expressed concern for the graduates operating under 

supervisors with this management style, fearing it discouraged the graduates from learning and 

acquiring knowledge of project management principles and best practices and applying them 

properly. In relation to this, one participant noted the following:   

[The external mentor] has been looking after them [the graduates]. Certainly encouraged them 

to understand what those sorts of issues are and to engage with them to some degree. Even 

though the agency hasn’t been, it’s almost discouraging them. (Participant 3 – G2) 
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Further to this, another participant noted: 

[H]ave to deliver, pressure to deliver. Yeah, because people are interested in outcomes. Often 

they want the outcome and they’re not necessarily fussed about the organisational learning and 

things like that. Although there are people who are interested in doing that as well so … I mean 

you always have different, competing interests in these areas. (Participant 2 – G1) 

Another concern raised in relation to this style was the accountability it places on the graduates, 

who need to prove themselves within their agencies. There was concern that a loose approach 

under which things are done in an ad hoc manner puts graduates at risk of being accountable 

for not following a ‘professional’ approach and represents a loss of opportunities to gain 

knowledge and skills.  

Regardless of what management style is adopted, the participants reported a sense of being 

‘locked’ into these management styles. This influenced how much learning the graduates got 

out of their involvement in the projects and how much of the theoretical and organisational 

knowledge could be applied and tested during these activities. For some, this presented a lost 

opportunity to see, through a real situation, the benefits that can be gained from a project 

properly implemented from beginning to end. There is also little room for graduates to 

experiment beyond the boundaries of how things are routinely done, which does not prepare 

them for dealing with situations that are exceptional or outside the ordinary. 

In addition to the influence of management styles, a third issue reported was the lack of 

understanding of expectations. Participants in Group (1) reported that, on some occasions, there 

was confusion and lack of guidance concerning what is expected of them, especially in relation 

to their project deliverables. Other conditions exacerbated this challenge, such as the graduates’ 

lack of experience in how adapted forms of PM methodologies are practised in their 

organisation, continuous evolution of the deliverable requirements, loss of control over the 

work, and lack of visibility over who was doing what. This was reported to impact not only 

their understanding of expectations, but also their confidence, motivation and commitment to 

the tasks they were doing. In response, there were reports of taking ‘haphazard’ and ‘fractured’ 

project management approaches that did not align well with their knowledge of PM 

methodologies.  

While participants reported on their intent to closely follow the principles of a methodology as 

practiced by their organisation (e.g. PRINCE2, Agile or Waterfall) the issues noted above made 

the development of a plan and adherence to principles very difficult. For example, one 
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participant noted that their team lacked confidence in the methodology they were using and, as 

a result, lost their drive and commitment to the deliverable and ‘succumbed’ to working in an 

ad hoc manner. In relation to this, the participant noted: 

There was a sense that we were flying blind, and expecting that someone else would or should 

open our eyes and rescue us. (Document 25, p. 24) 

These accounts of issues associated with the conduct of projects and their management give 

some indication of why professionals do not always act in accordance with available 

knowledge. While the ICTGDP provides the graduates with a relatively safe and risk-free 

environment to trial their knowledge in project management, the perceived significance of the 

projects, the different management styles and lack of understanding of expectations are some 

of the mechanisms believed to influence the reported knowledge mobilisation behaviours.   

4.4.7 The organisational environment  

The organisation’s operational environment or ‘organisational climate’, a term used by Chen 

and Huang (2007), is inclusive of the work atmosphere, shared values and beliefs, and shared 

practices. What is mostly noted in discussions of the organisation’s operational environment is 

the concept of culture. According to Schein (1999), organisational culture is the ‘pattern of 

basic assumptions – invented, discovered, or developed by a given group as it learns to cope 

with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration – that has worked well enough 

to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to 

perceive, think and feel in relation to those problems’ (p. 385). In this sense, the organisation’s 

culture largely determines the way in which people behave, perceive and understand their 

experiences.  

Aspects of an organisation’s culture will most certainly have a bearing on KM activities, 

including knowledge mobilisation. A closer examination of the data reveals that many of the 

observed patterns of behaviour demonstrated in relation to knowledge mobilisation can be 

attributed to the organisational culture. These aspects of the organisation’s culture are believed 

to result in practices that could contribute to differences between available knowledge and 

observed actions. Discussion of these observations will be presented under overarching 

headings below.  

Tolerance for Mistakes: There was agreement amongst the participants that the APS 

organisations in which they operate have some level of tolerance for making mistakes, 
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particularly in the case of the graduates who are perceived as entry-level professionals or 

novices.  

Feedback and Reflection: Participants reported a culture in which feedback is encouraged. In 

some agencies, it was reported that they use an online forum called ‘improvement logs’ where 

submissions are encouraged and channelled to the right people or section for implementation. 

Such feedback mechanisms are reported to give people a ‘voice’ so they can question their 

organisation’s practices and make suggestions. However, it was also reported that while 

feedback is encouraged, one must exercise caution and know what to question. 

There was also evidence to suggest that the value of reflective thinking is recognised and of 

some forms of reflective thinking occurring. Such practices can be observed in case of ‘get 

togethers’ to discuss what went well and what did not in relation to an activity or project. This 

is indicative of an organisational culture in which after-action reflection is recognised and does 

take place to some degree.  

Participants also reported having wrap-up sessions following the end of a project, albeit of a 

more celebratory than reflective nature. One participant noted: 

At [agency] we’re trying our best to incorporate Agile methodologies. One of those is having a 

... It’s not a reflection, it’s a ... I can’t think of the word but it’s basically a meeting/party, where 

you present your lessons learned, what things went well, what things went bad … Generally in 

those meetings it’s more of a celebration of it having completed. But it is with the preface that 

we also talk about what went right and what went wrong, and what we would do next time or if 

we were do it again. (Participant 7 – G1)  

In terms of reflective practices, it was reported that the graduates are encouraged to establish 

connections between their practices and the theoretical knowledge base. One participant noted: 

I ran into a little bit of a problem with one of the first [tasks] that we did, the one that’s already 

in the trunk. I found it’s not so much an issue as it is like ... It’s not best practice, and when I 

found it I’ve just gone okay I’m going to try to change it so that it meets best practice. 

(Participant 7 – G1)  

However, there is little evidence to suggest that any innovation and implementation of change 

resulted from these activities. In relation to this, participants reported the following:    

I have the voice. I’m perfectly happy to look at things and go, ‘Oh, I think that’s bad’. I don’t 

know who I should say that to, and what they would actually do about it. I’ve talked to people 
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who have been here for longer than I have, longer-term employees, and I say, ‘Oh, that seems 

like a bad way of doing things’. And they agree, they say, ‘Yeah. It’s been like that forever’. A 

lot of the time, sometimes you speak to more senior people on teams and you say, ‘Oh, this 

could be done better’. They go, ‘Oh, that’s great, you’re really smart, good work’. Gives a pat 

on the head, and then like ... But you don’t see a result from it. (Participant 10 – G1) 

[W]e’re encouraged in graduate meetings for example, to question what happens in the 

department, to find new ways of doing things, better ways of doing things. At the same time, 

there’s the opposite, there’s fitting in, I guess knowing what to question and what not to 

question. (Participant 2 – G1) 

Another point that emerged was the lack of opportunities to reach the end of an activity where 

after-action reflection can take place. This was attributed to the constant team rotations 

participants experienced and to the small size of the projects in which the graduates were 

involved, which adopted less formal processes. One participant noted: 

I can’t think of anything we’re I’ve gotten to that stage, the end of something and then being 

asked to reflect on those things. But you hope that at the end of projects you would have those 

sorts of meetings, and reflections to actually get the lessons. (Participant 2 – G1) 

Moreover, there is no concrete evidence from the data indicating that the graduates had any 

latitude to implement changes to their agency’s practices based on new theoretical 

understandings. A participant from the support group reported that the graduates are given 

opportunities for reflection where they can channel some of the knowledge from their research 

of theory and link it to their practices.  

There was consensus amongst the participants in the support group that some senior and 

executive level personnel are keen to hear the graduates since their agencies have invested in 

them, and this often motivates them to engage with personnel at all levels. This opportunity is 

presented to graduates as part of the ICTGDP and may not be as open beyond the program. 

However, it was reported that the graduates were reserved in reaching out to the experts, 

especially those at senior and executive levels. This has been attributed to their entry level status 

creating a lack of confidence, fear of raising objections to how things are done, fear of lack of 

interest by the experts in the work of the graduates, lack of authority to implement changes to 

practice, the pressure for conformity with the agency practices, and reported feelings of 

discomfort associated with challenging the organisation and its people.  
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Furthermore, there is no evidence to suggest that such actions are acknowledged as real work 

or rewarded even though they are encouraged, at least from the graduates’ perspective. In 

relation to this, one participant said: 

[I]t’s a scary thing as well, because you know you say graduates are privileged, and you’re 

expected to come in and have new ideas. It’s hard coming into an organisation that’s decades-

old, and there’s people who have been here for decades, and you say, ‘Oh, we should do things 

this way. Here’s all this knowledge I have from my four years at University, I’m going to use it 

to fix everything.’ It’s hard sometimes to put ideas forward, because you’re conscious of that, 

or at least unconscious of it. It could be almost insulting for people, for someone that’s like me 

to come in and say, ‘I think this is bad and it should be done differently’. (Participant 10 – G1) 

Graduates reportedly tend to consult those close to them (who may not be the best source of 

knowledge) and tend to be reserved about going out and consulting more broadly. Despite the 

reasons formal reflective practices are not observed, it is worth noting that, from a knowledge 

mobilisation point of view, not being able to contextualise knowledge in concrete situations 

presents a missed opportunity to channel that knowledge into practice that is better aligned with 

the acquired knowledge.  

Hoarding and Siloing: Knowledge hoarding and siloing behaviours were also reported and 

resulted in inconsistencies in practices within the agency. One participant noted that while 

different branches are meant to share a central Information Management System, little 

information gets passed on and branches do what works for them. While there may be the 

occasional technological or security measure that limit information and knowledge sharing, 

many of these behaviours are likely to be culturally rooted.   

Work Atmosphere: A number of other issues were reported that are believed to influence how 

the participants addressed their situations. Accountability, pressure to deliver, entry-level status 

and complexity of practice are some of these issues. Time was also reported as an issue. In 

addition to taking shortcuts, adopting previous and accepted practices is reported where there 

is little time to think about the situation in a critical manner and frame actions in terms of what 

the theory says about it. Furthermore, participants reported that some of their tasks did not 

progress to completion due to time and resources constrains. Consequently, there was a missed 

opportunity to critique and reflect on the outcomes of these tasks or engage in any form of after-

action reflection.  
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A major feature of the work atmosphere in which the participants operated is accountability. 

Accountability is a notable feature of public sector organisations and strongly influences how 

knowledge is mobilised. The concept of accountability can be defined as the ‘obligation to 

answer for one’s actions and decisions which arises when authority to act on behalf of an 

individual or body is transferred to another’ (Funnell & Cooper 1998, p. 81). Accountability 

also means that one can be called to account not only for their actions but also for ‘inactions’ 

(Thompson & Thompson 2008, p. 163). Accountability requires having some clarity on the 

actions taken and the rationale for these actions or the ‘why’ that justifies the choice.  

The participants in the graduates’ group were in a position in which they were required to 

balance the demands of their organisations, mentors, supervisors and other people. Therefore, 

they were constantly accountable for their action. What is evident in the data is that 

accountability determined how people approached their tasks, with some polarisation in 

approaches being apparent.  

It was reported that, in some cases, the pressure of accountability manifested through actions 

whereby the participants undertook tasks that were perceived to be burdensome, time 

consuming and of little value. These tasks got in the way of progress but were deemed necessary 

to ‘cover’ oneself and to be able to answer for the actions taken. People found themselves in 

situations where they had to manage the outcome of a project rather than deliver on the 

outcomes. or were caught up in tasks they lacked the knowledge to perform but felt 

uncomfortable declaring that they did not possess the skill or knowledge required.  

Simple practices such as having to use electronic mail (for record-keeping purposes) rather than 

conversation and keeping a log of team meetings were perceived as ‘onerous’, imposed and 

introducing an unnecessary overhead of work that generated resentment. It was also felt that 

extensive record-keeping associated with accountability meant that participants could not rely 

on informal social interactions to clarify concerns.  

Complex questions had to be answered in black-and-white, when they were really in a grey area 

and needed significant thought or decision-making put into them. (Document 25, p. 24)   

[S]o kind of summarise the document in a comment underneath it so that everyone else would 

know like if I’m doing something like this, this is why, this is my interpretation of the document. 

If my interpretation is wrong, tell me so that way I’m documenting what I’m doing as I go. 

(Participant 7 – G1)  
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Moreover, while accountability drives work, it was reported to leave little room for theory 

testing as the focus shifted to compliance and delivery rather than critiquing and improving 

practices. Anxiety about being audited and needing to be accountable to the team and the 

organisation drives these approaches and was reported to supersede any ambition people may 

have. Consequently, the participants reported adhering to processes that are known to work and 

adopting their organisation’s routine practices rather than taking risks, exploring alternatives 

and testing other knowledge. In support of this, one participant commented: 

[T]he focus is on what works and I guess delivery as well. Even in our graduate project, which 

would seem like the perfect environment to take risks, and experiment, and try things, I guess 

… it becomes more about the politics of it and the making sure you’re not going to get, well in 

terms of real projects, you’re not going to get audited and not going to get in trouble or 

something like that, you have to cover yourself … those concerns often override any exploration 

or curiosity about what we might do instead. (Participant 2 – G1) 

An interestingly contradictory approach to dealing with the pressure of accountability was also 

reported, whereby people are driven to take shortcuts, showing less commitment to adopting a 

critical approach based on thinking and following the appropriate steps of actions.  

Team Dynamics: As in other industries, the ICT professionals in the study worked in 

multifunctional teams. The graduates worked on the development of applications tailored for 

specific functions in their agencies, and this type of work requires diversity and team members 

with different skills and backgrounds. Apart from differences in knowledge, skills and 

backgrounds, and in approaches to taking action, a number of aspects that related to being part 

of a team were reported to influence what individuals do to address their work.  

First, evidence suggests that team size influenced how people addressed their knowledge needs. 

When working in smaller teams, knowledge-seeking and sharing activities were more informal 

and limited to the knowledge of the team members. In larger, multi-functional teams, however, 

people benefited from the knowledge of team members from other functional areas. It is notable 

that as the size and composition of the team increases and becomes more complex, the type of 

knowledge that is used shifts towards what is documented in the organisation’s guidelines and 

documented processes.   

On the downside, however, it was reported that being in a multi-functional team was associated 

with less incentive to learn and engage in tasks outside the immediate role. This was somewhat 

expected. In such teams, work is generally distributed in accordance with people’s strengths 
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and specialties. However, from a knowledge mobilisation point of view, it also means that 

people may miss out on opportunities to engage in other work where knowledge acquisition 

and testing can take place.  

Another point reported to influence participants’ actions relates to diversity in how different 

teams approach their work. Some teams demonstrate practices that adhere to best practice and 

knowledge in artefacts while others adopt a more laid-back approach. One participant reported 

on their observations as follows:  

[T]here’s different teams. One team might be really keen on doing things to the book, and using 

all these frameworks and things, and the other team might be very ad hoc and just organise 

things themselves. (Participant 10 – G1)  

Another point raised was that as the team size and the complexity of work increased, a more 

structured approach using knowledge of best practice is adopted. One participant reported that 

with these types of the projects, they can see the value of higher-level knowledge such as theory 

and how it is necessary to organise the work.  

[I]t feels like the theory, like it’s formalised, but it’s actually doing good. Like it’s working. It 

doesn’t just seem like something that people do because they have to. They do it because it 

makes communication easier, and it makes it easier to organise work. (Participant 10 – G1) 

These accounts indicate that varying issues at play within the organisational climate influence 

the participant’s experience of knowledge mobilisation. Pfeffer and Sutton (2000) note in their 

research on organisational issues that cause knowing–doing gaps that while individuals can 

partially remedy such gaps with their knowledge and skills, people themselves form a small 

part of the problem. They suggest that organisational practices, organisational expectations, 

management styles and the obstacles and pressures that these aspects present make up a large 

part of the problem.  

This sentiment is echoed by Pawlowski and Bick (2012, p. 98), who note that ‘some barriers 

are caused by the cultural background but are observed when studying individuals’. This 

acknowledges the role of the culture or context in influencing mobilisation efforts. In their 

discussion of the effectiveness of KM in the public sector, McEvoy et al. (2019) suggest that 

culture in public sector organisations is complex and can get in the way of KM activities such 

as knowledge creation, sharing and dissemination. This is attributed to the hierarchical nature 

of the organisations, formal decision-making processes, departmental structures that can bring 
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about siloing behaviours, and high levels of control. Adding to this complexity is the 

accountability of public sector organisations to the general public, which is one of the key 

attributes of public sector organisations along with the intangible nature of its services and 

objectives.  

Some understanding of the cultures of the participating organisation can be challenged in the 

participants’ accounts. The data indicate that the culture generally has some tolerance for 

making mistakes, particularly in the case of graduates. This is indicative of an organisational 

culture in which people are put first and are not discouraged from experimenting and learning. 

From a knowledge mobilisation point of view, these are desirable conditions.  

Furthermore, the findings indicate a culture that allows some leeway for people to question 

what is happening in their organisation and find new ways of doing things. However, the 

graduates picked up on their organisational culture and developed an implicit understanding of 

what to question and what not to question, keeping in mind that what is of interest to the 

organisation is what will continue to be practised. This resonates with Pfeffer and Sutton’s 

(2000, p. 75) concept that challenging the way things are done in an organisation ‘can constitute 

an attack on the very identity and values of the firm’. Ultimately, newcomers such the graduates 

begin to mould into their organisational culture and get locked into the operational environment 

and accepted practices, ceasing to question what they are doing and why things are done the 

way they are.  

The concept of a ‘time famine’ is also responsible for a number of sub-optimum knowledge 

mobilisation efforts. The issue of time (or lack of it) came up during almost every conversation 

and is mentioned in almost all the analysed documents. One feature of the operating 

environment within the ICT profession is that the pressure to deliver can be close to ‘real-time’ 

and is often coupled with having to use the ‘latest’ and ‘most current’ technologies. As a result, 

people are generally suffering from a ‘time famine’ (Woods & Cortada 2013, p. 22). 

Under this pressure to deliver within set time constraints and with competing priorities, 

individuals are left with little room to research and explore the theoretical principles behind 

their practices, to think, analyse and experiment. This response is also observable in relation to 

knowledge artefacts and their use. In such conditions, professionals resort to using a common-

sense approach and are tempted to continue using actions and approaches that get the job done. 

While this may work at times, ironically it can also present ‘a very high risk for compromising 

accountability’ (Thompson & Thompson 2008).    
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The data show that individuals generally expressed intention and desire to trial knowledge, 

theoretical knowledge in this case. Theory testing requires one to be ‘tentative, experimental, 

sceptical’ (Argyris & Schon 1974, p. 25). However, the reality of practice and situations where 

urgent action is required displace these aspirations. The reality of practice mandates that people 

display ‘confidence, commitment, decisiveness’ (Argyris & Schon 1974, p. 25). The conditions 

of the operating environment reported, coupled with high levels of pressure and accountability, 

do not afford scope for much theory testing and this experimental ‘stance’ becomes difficult to 

achieve. 

Pfeffer and Sutton (2000) note that people are very likely to ‘freeze’ on past ways and past 

knowledge when there is pressure from deadlines, stress and fatigue and a lack of the energy to 

process information. This also becomes the case when other conditions create discomfort or 

fear. This is expected, as the graduates ultimately would want to perform and deliver on their 

tasks and milestones to get through the ICTGDP. Their work is regulated and evaluated, which 

puts them even under more pressure to deliver. While this evaluation scheme may not be the 

case for ongoing practitioners, busy schedules and deadlines are likely to invite a similar 

approach.  

4.4.8 The nature of the ICT profession  

Historically, entry into the ICT profession has been through having a relevant degree. However, 

there are now many other entry points. In Australia, entry is possible through Australian 

Computer Society (ACS) certification and other forms of qualification. While there is a 

requirement to possess conceptual (theoretical) understanding of some knowledge areas 

common to most ICT professions – such as technology resources, technology building and ICT 

management – there is also emphasis on the skill set required and enabled by understanding 

these areas.  

According to the ACS’s Core Body of Knowledge (CBOK) for ICT professionals, two current 

frameworks exist to define what an ICT profession is. This is in relation to the occupations 

occupied by ICT professionals and the set of required skills. The first of these frameworks is 

‘ANZSCO’, a statistical classification for jobs and occupations used the by Federal 

Government. The second one is ‘The Skills Framework for the Information Age’ or SFIA 

framework, which represents the global nature of ICT profession and the set of skills ICT 

professionals should demonstrate at varying levels of their profession (ACS 2015). 
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These frameworks delineate the essential knowledge ICT professionals should possess and any 

further qualifications required to move on to the next level. As such, they inform a substantial 

part of the CBOK for the ICT profession. Moreover, they also demonstrate an underlying 

assumption when recruiting ICT professionals that they possess a broad theoretical and 

technical knowledge. This knowledge is in relation to both ICT professional knowledge 

(knowledge of the profession, ethics, legal aspects etc.) and ICT problem solving (using tools 

and methods in handling abstract situations, understanding problems and designing solutions).  

Related to being in a profession is the notion of ‘professionalism’, which is centred around 

‘how you do the job’ and not ‘the job you do’ (Weckert & Lucas 2013, p. 1). It relates to the 

control of work or the application of knowledge and skill that is ‘officially recognised as one 

based on abstract concepts and theories and requiring the exercise of considerable discretion’ 

(Freidson 2001, p. 180).  

In the general sense, professionalism entails having legal and moral responsibility for one’s 

actions (Weckert & Lucas 2013), competency, knowledgeability and learning ability. It also 

requires acting professionally in work situations. The description of ‘acting professionally’ 

entails not only understanding the ethical issues that would be encountered but also being 

accountable for one’s actions.  

The nature of the GDP and the graduates’ status as ‘entry-level’ professionals mean that 

engagement with and use of theoretical knowledge is a requirement for their progression into 

the ICTGDP. That is, being a ‘reflective’ practitioner is what this program aims to foster; 

individuals are expected to engage in processes of thinking about a situation or analysing the 

situation after the fact. From their experience, one participant noted the following: 

[Y]ou fall into a group or a routine of doing something and the reflection, I suppose that’s what 

it is, you need to have the reflection on what you’re doing, and I suppose not necessarily adhere 

to the theory completely but question, whether what you’re doing is really working. (Participant 

2 – G1) 

As noted earlier, being ‘professional’ is about how one does the job (Weckert & Lucas 2013). 

Therefore, a professional approach is one in which there is an understanding of not only the 

issues but also related knowledge, in order to enable a knowledgeable action. This aim is further 

clarified by the following account:  
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[O]ne of the key intents of what we’re trying to do, in the graduate program, is essentially getting 

the graduates to understand how to act professionally. Which is all about when they’re given a 

particular task or project or whatever that they have to do, a normal response to that would be, 

to understand the knowledge and theory and other issues that sort of support that task, so best 

practice things like that … It’s a matter of them understanding what they need to know, in order 

to do that particular task … And what the agency is thinking, in relation to that as well … 

There’s almost no doubt that people do start to swallow those rules. (Participant 3 – G2) 

Within the context of the case study in this research, acting in a ‘professional’ manner is an 

outcome of a process whereby one views the situation in terms of what the world already knows 

about it (theoretical knowledge) and attempts to understand, analyse and take informed actions. 

This extension to the current conceptualisation of what being a professional means serves as 

the point of departure for analysing what is being reflected in the data in relation to acting 

professionally within knowledge mobilisation. 

Participants in Group (1) demonstrated professionalism in the sense of upholding moral, legal 

and ethical responsibility and showing competency in performing their work. However, the 

outcomes of the University’s attempt to engage them with theory and theoretical knowledge 

linking their practice to the abstract theories and concepts from which it is derived did not fully 

materialise. The central idea behind the educational component of the ICTGDP is that 

professionals use what they learn at university and incorporate the theoretical principles they 

researched into their professional practice.  

The ICTGDP’s assessments were designed to encourage professionals to research theory and 

compare it with the reality of their practice, critique it and, if possible, incorporate and reflect 

on what is done well and what could be improved. In relation to these goals, one participant 

noted: 

[T]he structure of the assessment is designed to encourage graduates to research theory, 

investigate the reality of their practice analyse, critique and take actions. The research approach 

that was required of them is more of a ‘funnel’ approach where they look into best practice and 

what is happening around the world in relation to the topic areas they are investigating, research 

what is happening in the APS in general, in their department/agency, and finally what is actually 

happening on the ground in their immediate environment … what is happening is that they have 

skipped many of the steps in the funnel and went down straight to what is happening on the 

ground. (Participant 2 – G2)  
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Another participant noted that:  

[T]he graduates seem to silo what the uni course and theory is saying and what is happening in 

the department/agency and how things are done. Ideally, the approach should be to think as an 

IT ‘Professional’ and how that implies in the work … The graduates’ managers do ask them to 

undertake tasks by skipping steps and going around procedures. The reality is that rules and 

accepted ways of doing things and what makes your managers happy tend to determine how 

they approach knowledge needs. (Participant 2 – G2)   

While the intent of the ICTGDP is to engage the professionals in these processes, keeping in 

mind that learning from researched knowledge does not occur solely through exposure to its 

explicit formulation, the graduates reportedly lost that direction of using the researched 

knowledge. Instead, their focus shifted to what was happening on the ground and the reality of 

their practices. The research areas were purposefully selected to add value to the graduates’ 

experience but to also highlight the relevance of university education to practice. However, it 

was reported by a participant in the support group that the research component of the ICTGDP 

was ‘superficially’ approached:  

[T]here’s room to do a lot better, I think they would get value from doing a more extensive 

research into the topics … They tend to focus more on practice, on actual practice that’s 

happening … And their own experiences in the workplace, less on reflection and very much less 

on research … Usually the research is quite superficial, I would describe. (Participant 1 – G2) 

With this shift in focus towards practice and what is happening on the ground, it was reported 

that the graduates drew upon knowledge from their training, experience, understanding of 

policies and procedures, and best practice. Notably, these knowledge areas largely represent 

aspects of the practical knowledge domain or knowledge of the profession. One participant 

noted: 

[T]he practical experience is more important … You could work in development and IT without 

a degree. I believe that’s possible if you are dedicated enough and you picked up the knowledge 

through some other outlet. (Participant 10 – G1) 

Dependence on a practical knowledge base and experience is also reflected in the experiences 

of the participants in the support group in performing their roles. In the discussions with the 

support group professionals, there was consensus on the lack of explicit knowledge resources, 

such as guidelines, available to them in their organisations. Therefore, to carry out their 
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responsibilities they resorted to their own experience, knowledge of the agency and its context, 

and positive attitude. As one participant commented: 

I was more interested about knowing what we did in house as well because apparently it was 

massively difficult to find that information out here. (Participant 7 – G1)  

The relevance of this knowledge domain can be explained by the type of work reported, such 

as having to engage in tasks that are very specific and cannot be looked up, or often having to 

work with applications that are built in-house and tailored to the agency’s requirements to the 

point where problems and issues cannot be researched. One participant stated: 

[I]t’s not something that I can Google because it’s very specific. And pretty much everything I 

work on is very specific. (Participant 7 – G1)  

Participants considered content stored their organisation’s Intranet, Wiki pages, blogs, records 

of similar work, manuals, frameworks and other representations that make up the organisation’s 

memory. Many of these artefacts follow a ‘people-to-document’ strategy (McIver et al. 2019) 

whereby the knowledge of other individuals is codified into tools that can be used by others. 

What characterises these knowledge resources is that they are generally specific to their 

organisation and the local context. The following participant accounts reflect reliance on the 

information and knowledge readily available within the organisation:   

[W]hen doing most of the tasks … we didn’t really use the contents in moodle but instead there 

was some templates provided by the project management office, in [agency], on the intranet. 

And that sort of gave us an idea about how we should write these documents … the reason why 

we didn’t really feel we could explicitly use theory in these cases is because these templates 

have really been based on the Prince Two project management framework. Except that the 

framework can actually be used to tailor ... It can actually be tailored to any project of any size 

as it’s pretty flexible. So [agency] pretty much adopted its version of Prince Two which we use. 

(Participant 6 – G1)  

The first part of addressing the knowledge involved understanding the problem and it’s 

requirements. The second part involved actually looking at previous examples of work that have 

been done already to see what I could already utilise, this stage also involved explicit knowledge 

in the form of consulting policy, procedures and operational manuals … a mix of framework, 

operational manuals and policies were adopted … having access to previous knowledge within 

the organisation and repositories have also aided greatly in completing the task. (Participant 1 – 

G1, ‘Written Response’)  
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[I]t was all readily available through the intranets and using whatever the agency wanted us to 

use. Because every agency’s different in the way they go about things and so definitely they 

wanted us to use what was here first. (Participant 6 – G1) 

I had been given a new project this morning about [project name] that I need to automate, and 

this particular document there was a technical specifications document that was produced, and 

just going through there I was able to get a good 60% of the information that I need. (Participant 

7 – G1) 

Some of these resources are developed by people and dedicated organisational units based on 

their knowledge of practices and experiences. Therefore, they represent what works in the 

context of the agency and accepted practices. They can also be written in a way that assumes 

some level of understanding of the knowledge being conveyed.  

In a discussion of what has been reported, in can be argued that the nature of the ICT profession 

and aspects of the GDP can also be observed to influence the knowledge uptake and deployment 

approaches demonstrated by the participants. Generally speaking, ICT is a profession that puts 

great emphasis on ‘skill’ development, and it is what is perceived to be of value. Briefly, skills 

are the ‘dimensions of the ability to behave effectively in situations of action’ (Argyris & Schon 

1974, p. 12), and the workplace is perceived to be the location where skills develop.  

Being practitioners in APS organisations, the graduates placed great emphasis on the notion of 

‘skills’ and skills development to complement their knowledge of academic theory (in some 

ways, developing skills is a way of learning to how apply academic theory in the workplace) 

but to also enable them to use the knowledge in their practice. There is no shortage of evidence 

in the data indicative of the importance of having ICT skills and knowledge of the profession 

and its practice, but also of professionals valuing these aspects of their practice.  

Similarly, APS organisations provide events that further reinforce the development of skills and 

knowledge of practice (and technical knowledge), as was evident in the examples of individuals’ 

skill evaluation against the SFIA framework, the workshops and training events, the projects 

assigned to the graduates and so forth. To that end, it is evident from the participants’ narratives 

that there is heavy emphasis on the development of domain-specific skills.  

Much of the ability to mobilise knowledge in ICT practice depends not only on having access 

to the knowledge resources but also on having the skills to manipulate these resources when 

acting. This highlights the difference between knowing how to do something and having the 
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skills to manipulate and apply that knowledge. As professionals are evaluated on their skill sets 

rather than their knowledge of theory, they have demonstrated greater commitment to tasks that 

can advance their skills than to building up their theoretical knowledge base.  

While recognising the significance of theoretical knowledge in guiding the commencement of 

practising in a profession, there is a general emphasis on the ‘knowing-is-in-the-doing’ view 

(Woods & Cortada 2013, p. 16), as people are keener on skilling by ‘doing’ and on-the-job 

learning. The emphasis is on practising and having the ‘knowledge of practice’. The ICT 

industry is one field of practice that advances rapidly and professionals operating in this domain 

find themselves having to constantly keep up with new knowledge and practices rather than being 

in a stable knowledge environment. In such an operating environment, theory can become out of 

date and irrelevant to the practices of ICT professionals. Instead, there is a heavy orientation 

towards knowledge of ‘industry practices’ and ‘best practices’ to inform day-to-day work. 

Apart from the ICTGDP’s requirement to engage with theoretical academic knowledge, there 

were no accounts of other organisational initiatives that required interaction with theoretical 

knowledge. Most entry-level professionals, and professionals generally in hands-on 

professions, are more motivated to get their career on the go than to engage in theory 

exploration, unless there is some form of evaluation linked to researching theoretical knowledge 

and the application of that knowledge in practice (the notion of evaluation). Therefore, they are 

less keen on researching and referring to theoretical knowledge.  

This perhaps points to a need for ‘models where theory follows and is grounded in practice 

rather than preceding practice’, as pointed out by Roth, Mavin and Dekker (2014, p. 523); this 

is potentially a topic for another thesis. Consequently, professionals become more focused on 

skill development as directed by frameworks such as SFIA and the development of knowledge 

of practices. 

4.5 Concluding Remarks   

This chapter presented the data analysis process, demonstrating how the raw data were 

analysed, and in doing so, providing an evidence trail for how the findings discussed in the next 

chapter were inductively derived. Collected data were presented in two groupings, observable 

knowledge uptake and knowledge-seeking patterns of behaviours, as well as organisational or 

environmental factors affecting knowledge mobilisation efforts. These observations can be 

summarised using Popper’s ‘three worlds’ model (Figure 22). 
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Figure 22: Three worlds mapping of emerging observations 

The above three worlds mapping builds on the initial mapping of likely inter-world interactions 

and elements presented earlier in Figure 19 – research context section. This mapping however 

incorporates many elements from the initial diagram but also builds on to it to include other 

elements that emerged from the data analysis conducted in chapter 4. Therefore, this illustration 

is more unique to the setting of the case study and demonstrates more objects in the three worlds 

that initially identified.  

Following this descriptive account of the study observations, three themes will be presented in 

the next chapter to reflect the interpretation of these observations. These themes will also reflect 

on how the derived knowledge about the interactions taking place during knowledge 

mobilisation can be used to inform a new understanding of how knowledge–action 

misalignments come to exist.  
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CHAPTER (5): KEY FINDINGS AND EMERGING THEMES 

 

5.1 Introduction  

This chapter presents three key findings that emerged from the data analysis process described 

in the previous chapter. The chapter begins by revisiting the initial conceptual framework of a 

knowledge mobilisation instance to account for the observations described in the previous 

chapter and for the reality of this phenomenon in the context of the studied organisations. Next, 

the chapter presents the three themes that emerged. These themes account for how knowledge 

mobilisation manifests and provide an explanation for how knowledge–action, knowledge–

application or knowledge–theory gaps come to exist when knowledge is mobilised. The chapter 

then concludes by extending these findings to a wider context and further incorporating the 

mechanism of ‘praxis’ into the derived conceptual framework to reflect an approach to 

knowledge mobilisation that is theoretically believed to offer better outcomes.   

5.2 Revisiting the Initial Conceptual Framework  

At the end of chapter two, an initial conceptual framework of a knowledge mobilisation instance 

was derived. The framework captures the configuration of activities between the time a 

knowledge need or opportunity is recognised and the time that it is satisfied or abandoned. To 

recap, the initial framework was presented as follows.  
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Figure 23: Initial conceptual framework of a knowledge mobilisation instance 
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This framework was developed in response to the theoretical needs of the study and adopted 

constructs from the ‘knowledge management episode’ model (Holsapple & Joshi 2004a) and 

the ‘knowledge-to-action process’ model (Graham et al. 2006). The combination of constructs 

from these two models provided a model of a knowledge mobilisation instance where there are 

elements of knowledge use and knowledge application in action. Furthermore, classifications 

of reality based on Popper’s three worlds theory were also incorporated into the initial 

conceptual framework. As explained earlier, this was done to demonstrate the different views 

of knowledge, to identify likely interactions that can be expected between elements of the three 

worlds and to distinguish non-observable activities that are internal to the person from those 

that are external and observable, hence are of more interest to this study.  

While the initial model served as a suitable guide for data collection, it was also acknowledged 

early on that some modification will be applied in light of the study data. From the data analysis 

presented in the previous chapter, it was evident that in response to the knowledge needs they 

faced, professionals engaged in a series of physical and conceptual actions to address their 

agency situations. In addition to relying on one’s own knowledge of how things are done, the 

data also established the presence of patterns of seeking out other peoples’ knowledge in 

relation to the situation as part of how knowledge mobilisation played out.  

The data also showed that many elements present in the operating environment influenced how 

professionals were observed to subjectively experience the interactions between the two 

domains of knowledge and practice. Technology, organisational processes, procedures, 

artefacts (standards, operating frameworks), project management practices, organisational 

events, culture, team dynamics and other factors were among these elements. A number of 

participant accounts reflected on how these elements sometimes allow knowledge to be 

mobilised and at other times can interrupt or impede the process. Apart from observable 

elements, the reported data also revealed aspects of the cognitive world (W2) such as skills, 

competence, and experience being utilised in a knowledge mobilisation instance.  

These patterns are not surprising given the established understanding that a knowledge 

management initiative requires the elements of people, process, technology and content. In 

other words, studying a knowledge management initiative often includes investigating KM 

activities, organisational resources, aspects of the operational environment and social aspects.  

In light of these observations, a number of additions and refinements are incorporated into the 

initial conceptual framework to arrive at a more expansive conceptualisation of a knowledge 
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mobilisation instance. This revised conceptualisation more realistically characterises what 

knowledge mobilisation looks like in the context of studied ICT professionals and accounts for 

the knowledge types and resources they utilise in their practice. It also factors in elements of 

the operating environment that influence how knowledge mobilisation plays out. The revised 

conceptualisation of knowledge mobilisation is presented below (Figure 24). 
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Figure 24: Revised conceptual framework of a knowledge mobilisation instance 

In examining the revised conceptual framework, it is notable that some of the fundamental 

elements of the initial framework re-appear and remain as necessary constructs of the model. 

These include use of knowledge resources, knowledge manipulation activities, action, outcome, 

and the process of reflection. However, the revised framework further unpacks some of the 

smaller activities occurring within these higher-level constructs, providing a more detailed 

understanding of what happens during knowledge mobilisation. 

While this further unpacking incorporates the study findings relating to knowledge 
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may be fewer in number and the effect of the organisational factors may be less of an issue. For 

longer and more complex tasks that span a period of time, such as project work, this process 

can take longer, require interaction with more knowledge resources and involve more 

organisational elements. A close examination of the revised model also reveals some 

noteworthy observations leading to the changes as will be discussed next. 

5.2.1 Unpacking of knowledge resources 

The initial framework shows that knowledge from explicit knowledge resources feeds into the 

configuration of knowledge manipulation activities in the lead up to action without identifying 

these resources. However, the revised conceptualisation illustrates what these resources are, 

using Holsapple and Joshi’s (2004) classification of organisational knowledge resources to 

identify schematic and content knowledge resources used by the participants. Further, using 

Popper’s three worlds classification, the expanded framework also shows the nature of the 

knowledge used. Some knowledge is subjective – such as other people’s knowledge (implicit 

knowledge) – or objective, such as knowledge represented in artefacts and technological entities 

like the organisation’s Intranet (explicit knowledge).  

5.2.2 Elements of the subjective ‘human’ world 

Not only does the revised framework account for what can be observed, it also represents other 

‘human’ elements that are internal to the individual, or part of the subjective world (W2) of the 

individual, that were not represented in the initial conceptual framework. Further unpacking of 

this world is illustrated through the incorporation of the concepts of prior education or 

educational knowledge, practical knowledge, experience, skills and cognitive processes. These 

non-observable elements are encompassed by the green dotted line as a way of separating them 

from the external environment and illustrating that they are internal to the individual. Even 

though these aspects are not directly visible, their impact can be observed, and they are reported 

to play a role during a knowledge mobilisation instance.   

5.2.3 Elements of the knowledge ecosystem 

The revised framework also incorporates knowledge ecosystem elements and aspects of the 

operations that were reported to have an influence on knowledge mobilisation behaviours. 

These include other people, technology, processes and procedures, knowledge artefacts, 

organisational climate and culture. While recognising that not all of these factors play out in 
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every single instance, depending on the nature of the task and level of work involved, it is 

nonetheless an attempt to give a holistic account of the reality as empirically observed.  

5.2.4 The absence of ‘theory’ as a knowledge source 

A notable observation about the revised framework is the absence of ‘theory’ and lack of 

activities indicative of engagement with theoretical/academic knowledge among the knowledge 

resources used in practice. Instead, this is substituted with another knowledge base that 

professionals and practitioners draw upon, the ‘practical’ knowledge base. This knowledge base 

was not accounted for in the initial conceptual framework. Looking back at the literature 

review, the discussion around knowledge types seems to touch upon this knowledge base 

through discussion of knowledge attributes or types. Although not explicitly considered as a 

knowledge type, distinctions between this knowledge base and abstract theoretical/academic 

knowledge and codified higher-level knowledge in organisations are not clearly set.  

This lack of attention can also be recognised when one begins to investigate the KM literature, 

which is mostly concerned with explicit and tacit knowledge forms. It can be observed that 

writings about practical knowledge seem to sit within a separate body of literature to that of 

KM. Therefore, given that the data reflects dependence of professionals on this knowledge base, 

there is reason to believe that this knowledge base should be recognised and distinguished from 

theoretical and higher-level codified knowledge and as a part of organisational knowledge that 

needs to be managed.  

With these observations in mind, it is possible to now progress into what does all of this mean, 

in an attempt to identify the key themes that can be identified. One of the key outcomes of 

conducting qualitative research is the abstraction of themes. A theme manifests itself through 

‘explicit instances’ in the data that give evidence of its existence (DeSantis & Ugarriza 2000, 

p.355). It ‘brings meaning and identity to a recurrent experience and its variant manifestations’ 

(DeSantis & Ugarriza 2000, p.362). Themes ‘have form (pattern, configuration); themes 

function to unite or unify; themes are the underlying factor, web, essence, or meaning of an 

experience; themes are woven throughout; and themes exist apart from their individual 

properties’ and ‘make explicit the implicit meaning of dialogue, behaviour, and events’ 

(DeSantis & Ugarriza 2000, p.367). 

Many names in the methodology literature are given to represent a theme – theoretical structure, 

issue, concept, pattern etc. (Charmaz 2001; DeSantis & Ugarriza 2000; Weber 1990). 
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Regardless of the label, the central idea is that a theme needs to emerge from the analysis of the 

data rather than being forced onto the data. Based on this understanding, this chapter will 

present the observations that emerged from the data and that could form the basis for discussion 

around how knowledge–action, knowing–doing or knowledge–application gaps arise when 

knowledge is mobilised.  

In this research, the knowledge–action misalignment is believed to emerge as a consequence of 

factors that interfere with the uptake and/or deployment of available knowledge during 

knowledge mobilisation. At the knowledge uptake stage, these factors can lead to incomplete 

knowledge; at the deployment stage, they can result in actions that are not fully aligned with 

the used knowledge. The study findings highlight three key themes that correspond to three 

groupings of factors believed to affect knowledge mobilisation. These are (1) the social 

character of knowledge work, which drives individuals to rely heavily on other peoples’ 

subjective knowledge rather than higher-level codified knowledge; (2) the dual role of aspects 

of the operational environment and the knowledge ecosystem, which can facilitate or hinder 

knowledge mobilisation; and (3) the impact of ontological differences in the nature of the 

different types of codified knowledge that support action in practice.  

These findings indicate that the issues that are reported to influence knowledge mobilisation 

are not directly related to the outcomes of the KM process. That is, the data suggest that the 

knowledge professionals need to perform their work is readily available within their 

environment, so the gap is not in the availability of knowledge. To this end, the promise of KM 

practice and the outcomes of KM processes can be observed to be achieved, and, in that sense, 

the problem of misalignment between knowledge and action is not attributed to KM failing to 

fulfill its promise of making knowledge available to those who need it.   

This point can be further extended to imply that KM practices are not specifically concerned 

with individuals’ access to knowledge as long as it is made available. This is particularly 

notable in most writings about KM processes and the absence of an ‘access’ process. In that 

sense, this can be considered as a short coming in the current way KM is conceptualised and 

could benefit from an extension of the KM processes to include access and use which facilitate 

knowledge mobilisation. This may well be added to the list of barriers to successful KM 

implementation. In addition to revealing this potential shortcoming, the data also indicate that 

there are larger issues that impact the mobilisation of available knowledge. These issues can be 
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partially attributed to the social nature of knowledge mobilisation, the environment and context 

of its use and the attributes of knowledge itself. These themes will be discussed next.  

5.3 The Social Nature of Knowledge Mobilisation  

The data illustrated that professionals engaged in both ‘action-oriented’ and ‘archival-oriented’ 

knowledge-seeking activities, which took place through the three types of interactions 

identified (interactions with other individuals within the team, section or organisation, 

interactions with internal knowledge sources, and interactions with external knowledge 

sources). These interactions emphasise the use of organisational knowledge and the findings 

presented under the two types of knowledge-seeking activities (action and archival) do not 

indicate evidence that points towards an active engagement with theory and academic 

knowledge. However, what has been noted as being common to these three types of interactions 

is the role of the social system. Discussion on aspects of this system will be presented next. 

5.3.1 Reliance on people  

Relying on colleagues, supervisors, mentors, subject matter experts and other personnel in the 

organisation is found to be the ‘go-to’ approach. Within this system, people play key roles in 

directing the individual to the knowledge resource, explaining, and interpreting the knowledge 

content and demonstrating the application of the knowledge. In that sense, socialising with 

others becomes an integral part of the pattern of knowledge-seeking activities and is sufficient 

in providing the information and knowledge needed to carry out a task.  

As discussed earlier, there is evidence to suggest that the nature of these interactions in terms 

of structure, frequency, and breadth is influenced by the level of task importance and 

complexity. The findings indicate that professionals engage in less structured, self-organised 

interactions when seeking knowledge about a routine, non-critical task. However, involvement 

in more critical, cross team tasks such as those related to agency projects required more formal 

and organised knowledge seeking social interactions. 

The regularities in the social nature to knowledge seeking behaviours agrees with the work of 

Lottering and Dick (2012), who looked at knowledge-seeking behaviours in three South 

African organisations. They found that ‘[k]nowledge seekers prefer human-centric contact and 

social interaction because most approached colleagues when trying to solve problems. This 

emphasises the importance of the quality of trust in acquaintances instead of strangers and it 
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shows a preference for personal contact over KM system facilities’ (Lottering & Dick 2012, 

p.7).   

This approach is believed to save time and provide some form of social validation to the 

relevance of the used knowledge. Uncertainty about the relevance of knowledge in such cases 

is reduced when new employees rely on those who have been in the organisation longer. 

However, with such an approach, action becomes grounded on knowledge of ‘how things are 

done’ at the agency/department and on other people’s subjective evaluation of what is a 

reasonable action which can reinforce unofficial, ad hoc and set ways of doing things. Having 

said that, these patterns also point towards the type of knowledge that professionals require in 

practice, which is acquired partly through experience and partly through socialising with others 

– namely, knowledge of practice.  

5.3.2 Enculturation of knowledge mobilisation behaviours  

We continue discussion of the social nature of knowledge mobilisation by referring to the 

concept of ‘enculturation’. Signs of this process are observed in the data and may be introduced 

for to multiple reasons. The phrase ‘enculturation’ has been used by Brown, Collins and Duguid 

(1989, p.33) to describe the process of adopting the belief systems and behaviours of new social 

groups, which is often seen as a necessary part of learning and adopting the practices of the 

organisation.  

The underlying idea behind the process of enculturation is the necessity of some change - 

typically in behaviour and practices – to suit the conditions of the environment. This notion of 

change brought about by enculturation serves as a good reason for adopting this phrase in 

association with knowing–doing gaps. To elaborate, the differences in the nature of knowledge 

in both worlds are further explained as being a by-product of the process of enculturation both 

of the knowledge-seeking behaviours demonstrated by professionals in this research and of the 

knowledge that is being drawn upon.  

The case study of APS graduates highlighted that entry-level professionals begin to adopt the 

knowledge-seeking behaviours of other people in their organisation and adapt to their system. 

Although the participants in this research were required to engage with theory when taking 

actions in their organisation, the data indicate that they only engaged with theory as it was a 

requirement of the ICTGDP and they had to report on their research. In other words, 

engagement with theory was demonstrated when it was tied to an assessment or evaluation for 
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the ICTGDP. However, in their day-to-day actions, the patterns of knowledge-seeking 

behaviours demonstrated that this type of engagement was clearly replaced by seeking the help 

of other colleagues who shared similar mental models and possibly had similar academic 

backgrounds, particularly when the tasks were perceived to be of little significance.  

5.3.3 Theory-in-action and theory-in-use  

While the benefits of this adaptation process have been noted earlier, the discussion here aims 

to reflect on the impact of framing one’s work situations based on other peoples’ knowledge 

and socially accepted practices in the organisation. To begin the discussion, I refer to Argyris 

and Schon’s (1974) classification of the theories that determine peoples’ practice, which 

appears relevant to the knowledge-seeking behaviours that were observed. Argyris and Schon 

(1974) note that people have two types of theories to articulate and explain their actions – 

‘theory-in-action’ and ‘theory-in-use’.  

Theory-in-action refers to the theory people adopt in relation to the actions they are likely to 

take in a specific situation, which determines people’s behaviours and actions in such a way 

that if an outcome it so be achieved in a situation, then these actions are necessary (keeping in 

mind certain assumptions). This set of theories captures the steps or actions that would be 

communicated to others when people are asked how they would go about doing a task in a 

given situation.  

This type of theory influences peoples’ behaviours and is said to be the explicit form of the 

theory about how people carry out practice and take action. When professionals communicate 

their theories-in-action they often communicate their understanding of the collective group of 

related theories-in-action, which determines the likely set of actions that would be taken in a 

situation in order to achieve desirable outcomes. This type of theory was reflected in the 

participants’ portfolio submissions, which were based on an understanding derived from 

academic research of what actions would be suitable in relation to different aspects of their 

practice.  

However, Argyris and Schon (1974) note that in reality the actions people take often deviate 

from their theory-in-action. Instead, action becomes governed by peoples’ theory-in-use, which 

represents the actions that actually occur in relation to the same situation. People formulate 

theories-in-use in response to their practice and ‘under real-time conditions’ (Argyris & Schon 
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1974, p. 157). As such, this internal rationale for action is something that cannot be 

communicated but manifests in regularities that can be observed in people’s behaviours.  

This type of theory reflects the internal knowledge professionals possess about the objects and 

artefacts of their practice and what is acceptable within the organisation and profession. It also 

reflects the assumptions that people make about themselves, others and their environment 

(Argyris & Schon 1974). Yanow (2004, S10) also refers to the idea of theory-in-use, explaining 

that individuals negotiate their situations and solve issues by relying on their ‘intimate 

understanding not only of how the work gets done but of other organisational situations 

constraining how it has to be done’.     

Incompatibility between theories-in-action and theories-in-use are also observed, as peoples’ 

actions differ from their articulated theory or the steps of action they communicate. The 

obligation and expectation to deliver and the impact of aspects of the operating environment 

can get in the way of people behaving in accordance with what they communicate. Such 

incompatibilities are evident in the data. The participants demonstrated understanding of their 

organisation’s standards, processes and procedures in relation to different aspects of their 

practice. Informed by this understanding and the academic knowledge they researched in 

relation to aspects of their profession, they were able to communicate and document what would 

be a reasonable and a professional approach to work problems.  

However, the reality of their actions as demonstrated by the pattern of knowledge-seeking 

behaviours and decisions were observed to deviate from the documented theories-in-action. 

The first sign of this deviation was observed in the reactions of the participants – particularly 

the ICT graduates – to the term ‘theory’. Although the value of theoretical knowledge 

researched in the ICTGDP and the academic knowledge acquired through education is 

recognised, the general attitude towards the use of theory in practice is one of struggle. The 

participants reported difficulty in drawing the connection between the abstract principles of 

theory and the operational reality of practice.   

As professionals rely on their skills, experience and other peoples’ knowledge of practice, they 

deviate further from using and drawing upon an objective knowledge base. The data indicate 

that the collective theories-in-use transferred through socialisation were a major informer of 

action and that other people’s knowledge of practice is far more relevant than the objective 

knowledge base. Pfeffer and Sutton (2000, p. 73) note the concept of a ‘social proof’ whereby 
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people imitate others and what they do as a way of validating their actions. The concept of 

validation can be adopted to explain the pattern of behaviours observed.  

5.3.4 Social validation  

Social proofing manifests in multiple ways. In this research, this was observed in the common 

response of asking others how to go about doing a task and seeking help from others to confirm 

an understanding of a concept or to interpret an artefact and how it translated at the operational 

level. Reliance on the social circle of peers, experts, mentors and others demonstrates that 

professionals deviate towards using a knowledge base that provides them with some form of 

social validation for their actions, particularly in the case of the ICT graduate participants, who 

are entry-level professionals.  

This knowledge base is informed by what has proven to work in the past, accepted ways of 

doing things and what make sense among the professionals in their domain of practice. The 

significance of this knowledge base is not limited to social validation but also includes the 

diffusion of knowledge amongst professionals that captures the variety of knowledge needed 

for the nature of their work. These observed patterns reflect not only a desire but also pressures 

for ‘social conformity’ through imitation of others in order to appear in conformity with the 

norms (Ansari et al. 2010).   

Drawing upon this understanding, I bring into the discussion the argument that the reported 

pattern of knowledge-seeking behaviours, being largely social in nature, indicate that practice 

is also largely informed by other peoples’ theories-in-use where action becomes informed by 

other peoples’ understanding and knowledge of what a suitable action is. This observation 

aligns with the discussion of knowledge mobilisation in communities of practice presented by 

Hasan and Crawford (2007). They note that, through interactions, members of a community of 

practice collectively create shared understanding of the issues they encounter and think of 

appropriate responses that reflect the members’ understanding of what is appropriate – in other 

words, their implicit knowledge. 

In similar sense, peoples’ theories-in-use reflect an understanding of the contextual factors 

when action is taken and what would be a sensible action in response to the dynamics of a 

situation. This is similar to the judgment exercised by knowledgeable individuals:  

Knowledgeable individuals exercise judgment within their domain of action because (and to the 

extent that) they have successfully completed a period of socialization (sociocultural, 
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professional, organisational, and usually a combination of all these) that has enabled them to 

appreciate and take account of subtle aspects of context when making distinctions. (Greenhalgh 

2010, p. 496)  

As such, it is not unexpected that professionals prefer to socialise and draw upon other peoples’ 

knowledge, which is relevant and readily accessed. Socialisation, grounded on trust, is 

necessary for the development of the tacit element of practical knowledge, which can only be 

acquired and developed through shared experiences. These findings also agree with the research 

conducted by Lottering and Dick (2012), who found that there is a high preference among 

employees in a number of South African companies for consulting with colleagues. Colleagues 

are seen as the ‘greatest source of knowledge’ and often ‘successfully supply the answers 

employees need to solve problems in the workplace’ (Lottering & Dick 2012, p. 4).  

However, from a knowledge development point of view, being limited to these knowledge 

bases without connecting practice back to the larger body of knowledge can lead to work 

practices that reflect a dependent thinking approach to addressing a situation, rather than a 

critical approach. Knowledge acquired through socialisation can be ad hoc and unofficial, and 

often represents set or traditional ways of doing things. It often reflects the organisation’s 

thinking, which may not be the most effective approach to action. For professionals, sticking 

only to one’s own theories and adopting organisational practices without questioning and 

reflecting on their effectiveness can lead to actions that, over time, become too narrow to 

accommodate other possibilities, especially in similar future situations where modification of 

action is required.  

5.4 The Dual Role of Elements of the Operational Environment   

The current literature recognises that the application of knowledge is a function of the attributes 

of the individual (knowledge user), the knowledge content and the context of its application 

(setting or operational environment). It was also noted in the literature review that KM 

implementation is driven by four key elements: people, processes, technology and content (AS-

5037 2005; Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995; Kakabadse et al. 2003; McNabb 2006). These, along 

with the enablers and drivers operating within a given context, culture and strategy, have been 

depicted as a ‘Knowledge Ecosystem’ (AS-5037 2005).  

A number of these factors are also captured in the Conceptual Framework of KM and 

Contextual Dimensions of organisations devised by Jafari et al. (2008). This framework 
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illustrates context as comprising five components: size, technology, culture, environment 

(outside the organisation), and goals and strategy.  

There is evidence in the data that points towards the salient effects of these factors in knowledge 

mobilisation instances and the outcomes resulting from the interplay between these elements. 

While there is indication that ‘individual’ factors such as ‘recognition’ (an understanding of the 

knowledge and a recognition of its utility for a task), motivation, learning and working styles, 

experience and others played a role in how individuals engaged with knowledge, there is also 

evidence to suggest the prominence of ‘organisational’ factors over the individual. These 

findings agree with Levin’s statement (2011, p. 21):       

Focus more on organisational processes, structures and contexts rather than individual attitudes 

or actions, since it appears that the former are more powerful shapers of KM than the latter. Of 

course individuals matter, but their actions are shaped in important ways by their organisational 

contexts.  

Explanations for what people did and why they chose not to do things they knew were important 

to the outcomes of their tasks lead to evidence suggesting the presence of these organisational 

elements in knowledge mobilisation instances. While pointing to these aspects, the data also 

revealed ‘how’ these aspects influenced individuals’ knowledge uptake and deployment efforts.  

The emerging elements of the operating environment agree with the factors captured by the 

‘Knowledge Ecosystem’ model presented in the literature review. This observation also agrees 

with the work of Holsapple and Joshi (2004), who devised a taxonomy of organisational 

knowledge resources including schematic (culture, strategy, infrastructure) and content 

knowledge (people’s knowledge and knowledge in artefacts). Their observation was that ‘use 

of content resources in the conduct of KM is both enabled and constrained by the schematic 

knowledge resources’ (Holsapple & Joshi 2004a, p. 95). The observations of the factors 

influencing the mobilisation of knowledge further validate this statement.  

However, what is not illustrated in the literature or in the ‘Knowledge Ecosystem’ 

conceptualisation is how these elements interact to drive or constrain a KM effort. Knowledge 

mobilisation cannot be understood in isolation from an understanding of the interactions 

between these elements, situated in the context and practices of a given organisation.  

When knowledge is mobilised and applied by individuals, the process and outcomes become 

subject to the influence of the elements of that culture, which are interdependent and 
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collectively enable and constrain this process. While the data agree with the influence of the 

‘Knowledge Ecosystem’ elements, the evidence allows us to further unpack the non-visible 

interactions and sheds light on how they influence knowledge mobilisation instances.  

As for the aspects of the operational environment, the data agree with the knowledge 

management literature and it is no surprise that the elements of technology, organisational 

processes and procedures, knowledge content in artefacts (and emerging issues of knowledge 

relevance, abstraction, currency, complexity, ownership, visibility, etc.), events, project 

management practices and management styles, culture, accountability and aspects of the ICT 

industry were among the aspects that emerged from the analysis as having an influence on the 

behaviours and outcomes of a knowledge mobilisation instance.  

By its nature, ‘a simple system remains the same or changes very little over time. Simple 

systems have few states, are typically non-organic and exhibit predictable behavior’ (Bennet & 

Bennet 2014). Thus, it is no surprise that the same elements presented earlier in the ‘Knowledge 

Ecosystem’ model (AS-5037 2005) resurfaced. However, while these findings agree with the 

elements of the ‘Knowledge Ecosystem’ elements, the data provides further insight and 

demonstrate how at times these elements can support knowledge being mobilised and at other 

times hinder the process, as explained by the examples in this chapter.  

5.5 The Ontological Differences in Attributes of Different Knowledge Types  

The observed patterns of knowledge-seeking, and knowledge application behaviours points 

towards the ‘messy’ and ‘unpredictable’ nature of real-life practice. These conditions invite 

some distancing of the world where action takes place from the abstract knowledge domain, 

particularly theoretical knowledge (Hasan & Crawford 2007). These same conditions also 

mandate the knowledge types that fit with this complexity and that practitioners need and find 

relevant to cope with the messy nature of their practice. This conclusion is further reinforced 

by the way in which the knowledge ecosystem mechanisms behave to develop, support and 

reinforce the mobilisation of a practical rather than theoretical knowledge base. Exploring the 

suitability of different types of knowledge will be explored next. 
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5.5.1 Knowledge ‘content’ differences  

One of the key points that emerged from the analysis is the significant role ‘practical 

knowledge’ plays in informing and driving the actions of professionals. Related to the idea of 

practice, practical knowledge is a combination of ‘procedural knowledge’, or knowledge of 

how things are done, and ‘practice’ (Guzman 2009). This type of knowledge has not received 

explicit attention in the KM debate, which focuses mainly on explicit and tacit knowledge types 

in a broad sense. The data show that in their practice individuals draw upon the knowledge base 

of their profession and their knowledge of the practice built through engagement in situations, 

but also derived from formal training, experience and socially accepted and shared 

understandings of how things are done within their organisation.  

Practical knowledge, skills, competence and experience are evidently used to frame experiences 

in real work situations and to drive action. This is primarily because the nature of the situations 

faced in practice are ‘context-sensitive and situation-dependent’, which requires not only 

knowledge of the theory and other principles relating to the situation but also some ‘internally-

stored information patterns related to aspects of the situation at hand’ (Bennet & Bennet 2014, 

p. 18).  

While skills and experience play a role in facilitating actions, what is of interest here is the 

knowledge and types of knowledge upon which practitioners and professionals draw. From a 

knowledge base point of view and looking at the revised conceptualisation of a knowledge 

mobilisation instance, it became evident that professionals rely predominantly on practical 

knowledge, which has been demonstrated to be of more relevance to practice than other types 

of documented knowledge. The participants demonstrated more connection to this knowledge 

base, which is formulated and derived from an understanding of procedures, strategies, and 

techniques for how things are done and practical opportunities to test this understanding and 

put it into action. This type of knowledge base has a high degree of ‘tacitness’ – a term used by 

McIver et al. (2019) – and due to its unobservable and context-embedded nature, it is more 

open to individual interpretation in its application.   

This dependence on practical knowledge can be attributed to the nature of practice, where 

having knowledge of how things work and operate in the context of the individual’s 

environment is more relevant than knowledge of how a task should be approached in theory. 

Even when references were made to the use of theory, participants often explained that the 
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theory they used had to be adapted to align with what was happening. This was felt to be 

necessary in order to cope with dynamics of the situation/task, such as the nature and size of 

activity, its scope, number of people involved, task priority, and whether a routine ad hoc 

approach could be used. Without such modifications, an overhead of work that uses up time 

and resources is often created and is perceived as having little relevance or benefit. 

This observation resonates with the idea of adaptation as a response to a lack of fit, as discussed 

by Ansari et al. (2010). While their discussion focuses more on the adaptation of diffusing 

practices, the same logic applies in this context. Based on the idea of adaptation being a 

response to a lack of fit, adaptation is seen as a necessary process when the characteristics of 

the practice do not fit well with the characteristics of the adopting organisation (Ansari et al. 

(2010). Evidence of theory and other forms of higher-level knowledge adaptation reflects that 

due to the nature of the knowledge in these domains this is a necessary process in order to 

achieve a good fit between the knowledge needs of tasks and the knowledge content.  

Workers find ways to deal with their working operations without ‘necessarily leaping out of 

their work into a detached theoretical attitude’ (Hummel 1995, p. 2). Even if this does happen, 

practitioners then need to make a knowledgeable judgment about the appropriateness of a 

‘theory-based move’ to a problem and ask the question ‘Will this help me move on?’. This need 

for that piece of knowledge or framework to fit the problem and the context of the organisation 

can impact significantly on any interactions with a theoretical knowledge base. 

There was a sense of a struggle by the practitioners to draw the links between theoretical and 

higher-level knowledge documented in their organisation and the lower-level specific processes 

they needed to perform. Not being able to see the value of the knowledge impacted on their 

motivation to research and experiment with objective knowledge, and they instead resorted to 

their knowledge of the practice.  

Practitioners are believed to base their actions more on their knowledge of what works than on 

theory, which does not play a decisive role in their actions. This reliance on a knowledge base 

that is ‘localised, embedded and invested in practice’ (Makin 2021, n.p.) reflects an 

understanding of the ‘philosophy of work’, which testifies to the knowledge that is necessary 

for fundamental judgments made at work (Hummel 1995). Theory here can provide a guiding 

lens of what could possibly work, but ‘[t]his type of judgment is made from a sense for potential 

answers already contained in the formulation of the specific situation at hand, and, while 
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assisted by theory and method, cannot ultimately be answered from ever so strict adherence to 

these’ (Hummel 1995, p. 1).  

This observation leads into the work of Makin (2021), who looked at knowledge boundaries. It 

is believed that a ‘pragmatic’ knowledge boundary exists between research-produced 

knowledge and the knowledge needed in practice. The idea of a knowledge boundary was also 

noted by Carlile (2004), who from an innovation point of view studied the management of 

knowledge as it moves across different settings. Makin, whose work builds on the notion of a 

knowledge boundary, argues that as knowledge crosses the research domain and into the 

practice domain, the practitioner’s ability to evaluate and utilise this knowledge is hindered. 

This results in ‘in counterintuitive and contradictory assessments that discourage its 

application’ (Makin 2021, n.p).  

5.5.2 Knowledge ‘attributes’ differences 

This leads into a second group of concepts around the nature of different knowledge types 

within the knowledge domain that can influence their uptake in knowledge mobilisation. These 

differences are believed to have a strong influence on the willingness and inclination of 

professionals to draw upon that knowledge and can bring about knowing-doing gaps.  

The underpinning assumption is that a gap or misalignment is reflective of an attitude of 

detachment. In this case, this detachment is observed between what the theoretical knowledge 

and other high-level codified knowledge says and what is applied in practice. The research 

findings point towards the theoretical knowledge (theory) and practice as being two separate 

discourses in the ICT practice.  

ICT is a heavily practice-based discipline and the attributes of the knowledge required in 

practice, as observed through the case study, diverge from the theoretical principles 

underpinning it. This indicates that, by itself, theoretical knowledge is insufficient in addressing 

and responding to the complexity of practice. Other forms of knowledge, skills and expertise 

are also at play. The aim here is not to dichotomise knowledge types but to bring into the 

discussion all types of knowledge that are necessary in practice to collectively inform action.   

The earlier discussion of knowledge and the different types of knowledge summarised in Table 

1 revealed that knowledge can have different attributes. For this discussion, these attributes can 

be recalled. Closely examining the terms used to generally describe the concept of knowledge 

without being specific about where it resides, it has become clear which attributes characterise 
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theoretical knowledge and which apply to practical knowledge (including codified 

organisational knowledge of best practices). The grouping of these attributes further 

demonstrates that theoretical knowledge and practical knowledge have complementary roles 

within the knowledge domain rather than being viewed as either/or knowledge sources.  

Founded on an understanding of the role of theory, theoretical knowledge aligns with a 

knowledge type that is declarative and reflects knowledge about the states of affairs in the world 

and about facts without being tied to a specific context. This knowledge base is generic and 

captures high-level principles that guide instances of that knowledge when it is applied in 

practice.  

However, as observed in instances relating to the use of theoretical knowledge, in order for this 

knowledge to be usable in practice it needs to undergo a process of transformation whereby it 

transforms from being documented as an ‘object’ to being a ‘state’ or condition of 

understanding how to use that knowledge for the specific situation, considering the contextual 

factors surrounding its use. This capability has the potential to not only drive decisions and 

action in current situations, but also future actions in similar situations. This view of knowledge 

– as being an object at sometimes and a state at others – is not new and has been noted by Alavi 

and Leidner (2001). However, these established views of knowledge are being used here to 

explain the sources of differences in the nature of knowledge in both domains.  

Another set of attributes that differentiates practical knowledge from theoretical knowledge is 

captured in Davenport and Prusak’s definition of knowledge. To recap, Davenport and Prusak 

(1998, p.5) define knowledge as ‘a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual 

information, expert insight and grounded intuition that provides an environment of and 

framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and information’. Evident in this 

definition is the group of attributes that clearly characterise practical knowledge or knowledge 

that has been derived from experience. Central to this knowledge base is the condition of an 

understanding of the context and environmental factors where knowledge is applied, which 

impacts how knowledge is applied. This further agrees with the view of knowledge becoming 

a state of knowing in practice. In other words, practical knowledge reflects the state of ‘know-

how’ constantly mentioned in the KM literature.   

Furthermore, among the other terms that emerged from the literature review and are commonly 

used to describe knowledge – and which reflect the state view of practical knowledge – is the 

‘know-why’. This state reflects the causal and rational understanding for action whereby 
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professionals can explain their action based on an understanding of the context in which action 

is taken. Practical knowledge also captures an understanding of knowing when to act and with 

whom to act. In other words, practical knowledge has conditional and relational attributes that 

reflect a state of ‘knowing when’ and ‘knowing with’.  

While these terms help shape an understanding of the attributes of this knowledge base, and 

therefore its nature, they also highlight why this knowledge base is more relevant to practice 

than other knowledge types and why professionals shy away from knowledge that does not 

facilitate these states. While it is acknowledged that theory is part of the knowledge acquired 

through education, and therefore is present in that regard, an intended and deliberate researching 

or reversion to it was not reported in the study.  

What is notable about these attributes is that they assert the contextual nature of practical 

knowledge. This has been discussed by Guzman (2009), who identified practical knowledge as 

being situated. Knowledge acquired through practice captures the ‘philosophy’ behind 

knowledge-use, which indicates that action not only requires having knowledge about things, 

but also an understanding, grounded in experience, of why some actions are more suitable than 

others. Argyris and Schon (1974, p. 183) use the term ‘theory of practice’ for this notion of 

understanding developed through engagement in real situations. Having familiarity with 

situations, events, people, timing, organisations’ routine work and culture is critical and has a 

key role in shaping the knowledge that is required in practice.  

5.5.3 The need for knowledge adaptation    

Emerging from this discussion is a meta-theme that relates to the need for a process of 

knowledge adaptation. In the earlier discussion around the definition of theory and its benefits, 

it was established that theory, as a logical system of ideas and concepts, allows us to describe, 

predict, control and cope with aspects of an experience and provides signposts of things to look 

for. These valuable attributes are most appreciated around times of change and uncertainty and 

when no prior experience with the situation exists. However, due to the nature of its role – and 

for theory or theoretical knowledge to facilitate these roles – this knowledge base needs to be 

characterised by the abstraction and decontextualisation of its concepts from the situations in 

which it is learnt and applied.  

For theoretical and other high-level documented knowledge to be relevant and usable in 

everyday practice, there is a need for this knowledge base to undergo a process of adaptation in 
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order to be useful and relevant to practice. In other words, the use or application of theory can 

be observed to be determined by the context of the work situation or what is happening in 

practice, such that theory needs to be adjusted and interpreted through the context of the practice 

in which it is applied. Hummel (1995, p. 6) gives a good example to illustrate this concept: 

‘Even when engineering theory for a nuclear reactor dictates a certain repair, the questions 

remain: Can the repair be accomplished, what are the conditions for accomplishing it’. This is 

indicative of the point that theory may need to be modified or interpreted in light of the context 

of the practice or the task at hand.  

This observation was reflected in the data, both in relation to academic and domain-specific 

knowledge with respect to knowledge documented in artefacts that have a similar guiding and 

controlling role. To elaborate, the findings indicate that for knowledge to be relevant to practice, 

its content needs to progress from being abstract and decontextualised to being operational and 

meaningful. Without such adaptation, the link between theory and the task it relates to becomes 

difficult to establish. There is no shortage of evidence in the data pointing to the necessity of 

this process, not only in relation to academic knowledge but also in relation to other pragmatic, 

high-level knowledge captured in organisational artefacts.  

For example, when a given theory such as theory pertaining to a project management 

methodology such as ‘Agile’ or ‘PRINCE’ is adopted across APS organisations, the way in 

which the principles are applied was reported to vary. These variations were introduced by 

multiple means. The data indicated that the application of a single theory varied between people 

within the same team, between teams within the same unit, and between units of the same 

organisation. Such variations, which reflect different degrees of deviation from the principles 

of the theory, were deemed necessary for coping with the knowledge requirement of the task.  

This observation points towards the fact that, as it stands, theory cannot be a one-size-fits-all 

tool, and that some degrees of deviation not only expected but required when it is applied to 

drive action. Professionals often find themselves having to respond to the dynamics of their 

situation and acknowledge the nature and size of the task, its scope, number of people involved, 

task priority, task requirements and whether it is safe to address the task using routine ways of 

doing things derived from knowledge of practice.  

Taking these considerations into account has been reported to impact the level of knowledge 

that professionals are willing to engage with, how strictly that knowledge is adhered to and how 

much of it is jettisoned. This also impacted the types of knowledge-seeking behaviours, which 
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ranged from talking to the next person to going outside the boundaries of the organisation to 

seek the knowledge of others. Participants demonstrated that the modification of knowledge 

with a guiding role is necessary in order to avoid an overhead of work that wastes time and 

resources and has little immediate relevance to the situation or the action required to get the 

work done.   

One of the reported forms in which theory adaptation takes place is through the combination of 

the principles of two or more theories, which results in a third hybrid theory that is more fit to 

the situation than the original theories. For example, this is demonstrated when participants 

combine the principles of two project management methodologies to produce an approach 

suited to the size and significance of their project. As a result, the actions informed by the hybrid 

theory will vary from the intended actions invited by a project management methodology 

straight out of a book or organisational document. This adaptation was observed as being 

necessary to cope with situations where people in the team lacked the extensive knowledge and 

experience needed in the situation and where there were high expectations for delivery.  

When these hybrid theories succeed, practice then becomes grounded on these new forms. This 

approach can facilitate action but can also introduce complexity and loss of objective ways to 

measure and control outcomes, particularly when it has not been clearly defined what the new 

hybrid looks like, where and how it will be used, and what the expectations of this hybrid 

approach are. If not addressed and objectively justified, these complexities can lead to 

confusion, with people deviating from their course of action and resorting to more ad hoc 

approaches that may be practically sound but are not theoretically grounded. Participants also 

felt that this form of theory adaptation can bring about a sense of loss of structure that results 

in an overhaul of work in an attempt to justify the logic behind the action.  

Adaptation has been reported as a way of coping with the struggle to connect with theoretical 

and other higher-level documented knowledge and to see its immediate relevance to a situation 

in practice. The abstract and decontextualised nature of the theoretical knowledge base makes 

it challenging for professionals to connect with its principles, which struggle not only to reflect 

the complexity of their practice but also to accommodate the impact of the social and 

environmental dynamics surrounding its use.  

The adaptation and modification of abstract concepts is reported to be a necessary 

transformation both for knowledge to become usable in practice and to establish shared 

practical knowledge suitable to the context of the organisation. When knowledge is adapted 
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and modified, it captures the individual and group attempts to cope with the complexity of 

practice, but also reflects the organisation’s routine application of a knowledge domain. Such 

accepted ways of doing things become embedded in the knowledge and skills of its people, and 

knowledge captured in artefacts.  

Over time, it is adherence to the adopted forms of knowledge that supports the continuity of 

operations and shapes the organisation’s identity and culture. These findings agree with the 

discussion presented by Brown, Collins and Duguid (1989, p. 33), who note that conceptual 

knowledge can only be understood through use, and that part of knowledge use requires one to 

adopt ‘the belief system of the culture’ where knowledge is used. In other words, accepted 

practices and knowledge of organisational contextual factors become incorporated into the 

adapted version of the applied knowledge and, therefore, adapted versions of knowledge 

become the new guide for accepted practices, which further widens the gap between the logic 

of the theory and how it is practised. 

Knowledge adaptation has also been observed in relation to knowledge content captured in 

organisational artefacts. What is interesting is the observation that when the knowledge 

captured in artefacts possessed similar attributes to theoretical knowledge in terms of 

abstractness and decontextualisation, similar attitudes and pattern of deviation away from these 

resources were observed.  

This understanding of the different attributes has implications for current thinking. First, it 

challenges the conceputalisation of practice as ‘putting theory into action’. Second, it 

challenges the notion that knowledge in theory and in practice belong to the same knowledge 

base. And, finally, it creates awareness that discrepancies should not be considered as ‘failure’ 

to mobilise knowledge but as an outcome of knowledge attributes unique to each domain.  

5.6 Findings in a Wider Context – Extending the Knowledge Mobilisation 

Framework  

The previous discussion highlighted the existence of some disconnect between knowledge in 

the theoretical world and the knowledge that informs practice. This disconnect was reflected in 

the absence of interactions between the two worlds, manifesting in professionals relying 

primarily on their practical knowledge and the knowledge of others to inform their decisions 

and actions. This disconnect was explained as emerging from differences in the nature of 

knowledge in both worlds, which impacts its use and relevance, as well as from the 
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modifications made to knowledge as it is applied and encultured in an organisational context 

over time.  

Framing this disconnect as a problem is not the aim of this final discussion. Rather, the final 

chapter aims to build on the discussion that touched upon the disconnect between theory and 

practice from a knowledge point of view. Therefore, the aim of this chapter is to bring together 

all these knowledge sources when modelling a knowledge mobilisation instance, including 

those derived from the literature, those that were observed in the data, and those that are absent. 

This is an attempt to achieve the so-called ‘balance’ between having an awareness and 

understanding of the relationship between the actions taken and the ‘higher-order patterns’ and 

the need to exercise some freedom in practice in order to respond to the immediate situation in 

a way that is relevant and that will work (Bennet & Bennet 2014).  

In doing so, this section will utilise the concept of praxis to re-establish the connection between 

the two worlds and bring all these knowledge bases together. And while in reality these 

knowledge bases are unlikely to all be utilised in a single instance, this holistic 

conceptualisation serves as one of many empirical efforts to explain gaps between theory and 

practice. Additionally, by incorporating the underlying principles of the notion of praxis, this 

concluding conceptualisation sets a model for practice that is more critical and reflective and 

better connected to the body of knowledge to which it belongs.  

The section will begin by exploring some of the foundational concepts behind the notion of 

praxis and integrate this understanding into the revised conceptual framework to arrive at an 

empirically derived view of a knowledge mobilisation instance that utilises the value of the 

knowledge in both worlds.  

5.6.1 Praxis explained    

The idea of reflective practice was discussed in the previous chapter as a feature characterising 

what it means to act professionally. Underlying the promotion of concepts such as ‘reflective 

practice’ and the requirement to ‘act professionally’ is a call to bring together what has 

traditionally been treated as two divided worlds and to re-establish connections between theory 

and practice. This coming together of the knowledge bases from the two worlds is referred to 

as ‘praxis’, a Greek word meaning ‘to do’ (Dictionary.com-praxis 2019). 

As a concept, praxis is used to refer to the ‘fusion of theory and practice’ (Thompson & 

Thompson 2008, p. 22), whereby theory and practice are recognised as two sides of the same 
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coin and as being ‘mutually dependent on each other’ (Carr & Kemmis 1986, p. 113). These 

two aspects need to be better integrated. This fusion is realised when professionals attribute 

meaning to their experiences based on a theoretical knowledge base, facilitated by processes of 

critical thinking and after-action reflection, in relation not only to theoretical knowledge but 

also to thinking about knowledge embedded in the organisational processes, procedures and 

other artefacts that inform and shape actions.  

In addition to the absent role of theory, one of the observations highlighted by the revised 

conceptual framework is absence of any evidence pointing to engagement in the process of 

formal reflection that connects practice back to a larger body of knowledge. While this does 

not necessarily mean that there is no solid theoretical base on which operations are built, it does 

indicate that professionals in the explored organisations are not thinking about the theoretical 

frameworks underpinning their work but, instead, are focused on acquiring the skills and 

practical knowledge of their profession and immersed in their practices without much pause for 

reflection.  

A general feeling was echoed in the data in relation to the idea of reflection, namely that 

reflective practices are not practical, due largely to operational pressures and, in the case of this 

research, the entry-level status of the participants, which put them in a position where they were 

not comfortable questioning organisational practices. Coupled with the lack of time and 

resources to investigate interventions and alternative ways informed by research and academic 

knowledge, there is a general attitude that such reflection is time consuming. These findings 

align with the discussion by Thompson and Thompson (2008). who note that the exercise of 

reflection is often understood to require professionals to pause in their work in order to reflect, 

learn and improve practice. However, this perception is something of a myth and the process is 

in fact less disruptive than commonly believed.  

With this common attitude towards formal reflective practices, the process of reflection, – 

particularly formal reflection as conceputalised in praxis – becomes a neglected practice. Even 

in instances where there is some evidence of reflection it is carried out in an informal manner 

(e.g. lessons learnt meetings). Following a superficial approach to learning about what went 

well and what can be improved without connecting the situation back to an objective body of 

knowledge represents a lost opportunity to subjectively draw the links between the objective 

knowledge base and practice and to further develop these skills.  
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Thompson and Thompson (2008) touch upon this general attitude towards the activity of 

reflection. They note that reflective practice is regarded as ‘a luxury’ that cannot be afforded. 

Over time, people begin to show less commitment to adopting a reflective approach to practice 

and resort to following a ‘blanket approach’ to their practice, without considering alternatives 

(Thompson & Thompson 2008, p. 157). One of the outcomes of not engaging in this process is 

that organisations get stuck in old ways of doing things as action becomes informed by 

precedents and organisational memory rather than by understanding and thinking before doing 

(Pfeffer & Sutton 2000).  

5.6.2 Incorporating praxis into the conceptualisation of knowledge mobilisation 

Stepping out of this discussion into the bigger picture, this raises the point that there is whole 

body of literature that deals with manipulating knowledge through KM activities. There is also 

another body of literature concerned with putting knowledge into use through practising. 

However, the two dialogues remain detached; this research argues that these two domains are 

relevant to the same phenomenon but remain disconnected, at least within the current KM 

literature. which is not attentive to the concepts of practice, professionalism, practical 

knowledge, reflection and other ideas associated with putting knowledge to use post availability 

in an attempt to assign explicit knowledge and theory some ‘meaningful context in everyday 

life’ (Hummel 1995, p. 2).   

According to Heisig (2009), knowledge is understood to be a resource that is used and applied 

but is also a by-product of the business process or task in which it is used, which could be 

reused in similar or other future situations inside or outside the organisation. Therefore, this 

research argues for the process of reflection as one way to evaluate knowledge utility for future 

re-use. Rubenstein-Montano et al. (2001) emphasise the importance of the currency and 

relevance of knowledge for achieving strong KM practices and outcomes, and it is through a 

process of feedback and reflection that such outcomes can be achieved.     

Therefore, in an attempt to conceptually draw these links, the revised framework will be utilised 

as the foundation upon which these linkages can be demonstrated, as illustrated below (Figure 

25).  
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Figure 25: Desired approach to knowledge mobilisation through ‘praxis’ 
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By incorporating the process of ‘formal reflection’ (red line), this model proposes a way to 

bridge theory–practice gaps in order to evaluate whether the knowledge is being used and if its 

intended purpose has been utilised, and, in broader sense, whether the investment in the 

activities was worthwhile. Not only does formal reflection allow for evaluation of the utility 

and impact of the knowledge in achieving desired outcomes, but it also promotes the 

recognition of the role theory plays in informing practice and advocates an approach to practice 

that is critical and reflective. The role of theory needs to be acknowledged; it should not be 

treated as a separate body of knowledge from which practice is completely dissociated, as ‘our 

apprehension and comprehension’ of situations comes initially from the frameworks relating to 

these situations, as informed by theory and propositions, and then from the ‘context of its use’ 

in practice (Hummel 1995, p. 3).  

In comparison to the black line that captures informal reflection exercises carried out by teams 

in the organisation (such as lessons learnt, end of project celebrations and other informal 

activities), the red line indicates a higher-level exercise that serves as the first step towards 

achieving these links. This feedback mechanism can also be extended to inform similar future 

situations. The utility of these processes may become essential when things are not working as 

we want them to, which could potentially be a fault in the locked ways of doing things.  

When professionals begin to engage in activities of critical thinking and using their analytical 

skills to evaluate the relevance of their practices, how effective they are, and how they can be 

improved, it enables them to ‘challenge different aspects’ of their work situations, question 

their relevance, appropriateness, strengths and weaknesses, and consider ‘other possibilities and 

ways for further improvements and refinements’ (Kumar 2014, p. 2). The ability to undertake 

these reflections and to make these judgments depends largely on having some knowledge of 

what is already known about the situation and drawing upon that knowledge to examine these 

aspects of practice. This is a skill that needs to be developed and incorporated into the set of 

skills required from ICT professionals.  

On the other hand, the benefits of this approach can also give way to a ‘a mutually enhancing 

model in which theory is derived from practice, and in turn influences future practice’ (Rolfe 

1993, p. 173). This would allow us to challenge the current model of practice being informed 

and controlled by theory in favour of a model in which theory is generated and refined based 

on new insights and knowledge acquired through the reality of the practice – in turn enabling 

us to measure and evaluate the effectiveness of the knowledge that is in the background of 
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practice. This aligns with the position of Hummel (1995), who notes that practitioners who are 

involved in practice show better judgment of the utility of theory and its fit to the problem and 

context in which the action is taken in practice, given that they know whether the solutions and 

procedures offered or guided by theory fit the problem and the context of their organisation.  

While it is difficult to affirm with certainty that the theory–practice gap is due to differences 

between what theory says should happen and ‘what is actually happening’ or ‘what actually 

works’, there is reason to believe that it is the latter. This is because the socialisation patterns 

demonstrated by the participants are indicative of attempts to capture knowledge that is 

accepted and has proven to work in the past. Moreover, the findings relating to the participants’ 

responsiveness to the pressures of the operating environment and the shortcuts they take to 

perform their tasks are also indicative of their approach and, perhaps, their need to ‘go with 

what works’ in order to deliver and to be able to answer for oneself if held accountable.  

The implication of this observation is that the theory–practice gap can be addressed through 

praxis, whereby the knowledge flows from practice and into theory, allowing the reality of what 

works to be incorporated back into theory so that it better represents the reality of the ICT 

profession (and other domains of practice). This can be achieved by creating working 

environments that incorporate and support engagement in formal reflection and going outside 

the boundaries of the organisation in search of other possibilities that challenge the current and 

set ways of doing things. Certainly, adopting the formal process of praxis requires commitment 

and investments from organisations in terms of time and resources. With operational pressures 

and lack of time to engage in reflection and research, this practice is perceived to be an 

impractical one that causes disruption.  

Therefore, investment in this process is needed so that organisations are not stuck in old ways 

of doing things and there is room to bring in enhanced practices that are informed by critical 

thinking and reflection.  It is notable that knowledge, in and of itself, is neither true or false 

outside of its context and its value can only be determined or measured in relation to the 

outcomes of the actions taken on the basis of that knowledge (Bennet & Bennet 2014). 

Therefore, some form of reflection is necessary to keep theory in line with its key role – to 

provide knowledge that is accurate for a context.   

This resonates with the work of Asoh et al. (2002), who speak of the limitations of the concept 

of best practice and other accepted practices within the organisation. The authors note that while 

best practice captures the knowledge of experts and what has been trialled, sticking with such 



 

183 

 

practices can result in ‘locked-in behavior patterns resulting in an organisational “death spiral” 

such that yesterday’s core capabilities embedded in today’s best practices could become 

tomorrow’s core rigidities’ (Asoh et al. 2002, p.8). They call for ongoing assessment of best 

practice. Arguably, one approach to achieve this re-assessment could be achieved through 

praxis which incorporates the principles of reflective practices.     

The proposed model is consistent in its elements with the framework of Graham et al. (2006) 

presented earlier which models knowledge-to-action as a two-part process consisting of 

knowledge creation and action cycles. However, the proposed model helps to further unpack 

the mostly macro (organisational) level factors as well as some of the micro (individual) level 

factors that impact knowledge being mobilised.  

5.7 Concluding Remarks  

From a knowledge point of view, one of the key observations made visible through the revised 

conceptualisation of a knowledge mobilisation instance is the absence of a theoretical 

knowledge base as an informer of practice. Rather, the data indicate that professionals and 

practitioners draw upon a knowledge base that is informed by the collective theories-in-use of 

the people in the organisation, which is acquired through socialisation and the organisation’s 

accepted ways of doing things. Organisations can see the value of this knowledge base and 

most events and initiatives that can be categorised as KM activities essentially aim to foster and 

advance practical knowledge (e.g. communities of practice, training events and workshops etc).  

It was also discussed that the absence of theory, as reflected in the pattern of knowledge-seeking 

behaviours, points to the reality of a disconnect between the worlds of theory and practice. This 

disconnect or gap was explained as a result of differences in the nature of the knowledge 

informing both worlds, the process of knowledge enculturation, and the need for knowledge 

adaptation in order for theoretical knowledge and higher-level knowledge in artefacts to be 

usable.  

There is no doubt that the uptake of theoretical knowledge through education plays a seminal 

role in ‘training scholars and practitioners to see and value the complexity and dynamics of the 

sociometrical world’ (Feldman & Orlikowski 2011, p. 1250). The value of practical knowledge 

is not being underestimated here by any means. However, the argument is for the development 

of the skill that entails what part of being a ‘professional’, as discussed in this chapter, is about. 

It calls for an awareness whereby one assigns meaning to a situation by linking situations back 
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to an objective knowledge base, evaluating the effectiveness of actions, and looking into other 

possibilities. Only through the establishment of these links can the role of theory be re-

established. The utility of theory is partly realised through the integration of its principles into 

action, but also when it is referenced to give meaning to situations in practice.  

The implication here is not to advocate the abandonment of accepted practices and undermine 

knowledge of practice. Rather, the suggestion is to take a step towards bridging these 

knowledge gaps or towards better integrating the guiding principles of theory into practice. 

Engaging in reflection and thinking about different ways of achieving better outcomes is a 

necessary activity. It allows professionals and organisations to become more aware of other 

possibilities, contemplate better actions, and achieve better outcomes without compromising on 

quality and timely delivery or taking actions that conflict with accepted organisational practices.  

Through these activities, professionals will have the opportunity to challenge and modify their 

individual theories-in-action and the theories-in-use of the social group so that they may act 

professionally. Further to this, such processes of reflection and critical thinking can bring about 

‘transformation’. This transformation come about when knowledge is mobilised and can create 

notable changes in behaviour, character and culture (Bennet et al. 2007).    

Whether it is an individual or an organisational effort, these mechanisms are necessary for the 

development of the knowledge of a profession, where academic knowledge becomes integrated 

into practice and where practice tests and informs the refinement and development of the 

domain knowledge so that it is relevant and applicable. Such an approach challenges theory and 

gives practice a unified body of knowledge so that knowing–doing gaps can be bridged. Such 

approach to reconcile the misalignment between theory and workplace practices requires a 

working environment that supports for the development of this capability. This may be in the 

form of facilitating time and resources needed to engage in the refinement of the knowledge in 

theory and in practice.    

While some professionals may have opportunities to engage in reflection and modification of 

theories-in-action – as was the case with the professionals in the ICTGDP – organisations tend 

to shy away from this research-based approach to refining practice, and this was observable in 

the data. Linking situations in practice back to their body of knowledge should be regarded as 

a necessary KM activity and an extension of the conventional KM activities reported in the 

literature rather than as a separate activity that takes place in the ‘practice’ space.  
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CHAPTER (6): CONCLUSION 

 

6.1 Introduction 

This research was undertaken to explore an area of the knowledge management domain that is 

concerned with what happens after knowledge availability is facilitated by knowledge 

management processes. The purpose of this research was to answer the question, ‘What 

conditions influence knowledge mobilisation by individuals and account for inconsistencies 

between knowledge and action when knowledge is mobilised?’.  

This chapter aims to bring the thesis to a conclusion by providing a summary of the 

development of this study, key findings in relation to the research objectives, the proposed 

conceptualisation of a knowledge mobilisation instance and key themes emerging from the 

study. The chapter will also present the implications and contributions of these findings both to 

theory and research and to practice. Finally, the chapter will conclude by presenting some of 

the limitations of the study and offering recommendations for possible future work to build on 

the proposed conceptualisation of a knowledge mobilisation instance.  

At the beginning of the study, the research was interested in the how professionals use explicit 

knowledge made available to them through KM-related activities and where the knowledge 

needed to inform their practice is believed to be captured in various representations and 

artefacts. As such, the initial literature review focused on providing an understanding of the 

concepts of knowledge and knowledge management.  

Although the study was initially focused on looking at explicit knowledge use captured in the 

organisation, the prospect of looking at the use of another type of explicit knowledge, 

theoretical knowledge, also presented itself. This was brought about by the opportunity to study 

the knowledge-seeking patterns of entry-level professionals who were part of a GDP conducted 

by public service agencies in Australia. The inclusion of theoretical knowledge as another type 

of explicit knowledge has added much more interest to the research and has motivated not only 

the conceptualisation of knowledge mobilisation in this study but also the establishment of an 

artificial boundary between the spaces where knowledge resides and where knowledge is 

applied.  
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While caution was taken not to classify all knowledge sources as being theoretical in nature or 

residing in a theoretical world, this illustration has been used to conceptually separate these two 

spaces while recognising the unique attributes of these explicit knowledge sources in both 

domains and the basis of its creation (research-produced knowledge vs codified organisational 

knowledge of best practice). The expansion of the research scope to include a study of 

theoretical knowledge use in addition to other explicit knowledge sources further led to the 

need to incorporate background literature about ‘practice’, which takes up a section of the 

literature review.  

The review of the literature informed some key points that served as the springboard for 

pursuing this study. This included a focus on knowledge sharing, a focus on technology and 

technological tools that facilitate KM implementation, the assumption that knowledge 

availability results in knowledgeable actions and the greater attention given in KM studies to 

the organisational level rather than the individual level coupled with the lack of frameworks 

and models capturing a knowledge-related phenomenon analysed at the individual level. 

6.2 Achieving the Research Objectives  

Moving beyond these issues and gaps, the main question that emerged to guide this study was 

‘What conditions influence knowledge mobilisation by individuals and account for 

inconsistencies between knowledge and action when knowledge is mobilised?’. To answer this 

question, two objectives were devised. These are summarised below together with an account 

of how the study findings helped achieve these objectives.  

Objective 1: To identify any patterns in relation to how individuals engage in knowledge uptake 

and deployment activities to address a knowledge need. 

To achieve this objective, an operational conceptual framework was devised to guide the data 

collection. The framework was adopted from Holsapple and Joshi’s (2004) knowledge 

management episode model, which looks at the configuration of knowledge activities that take 

place between the time a knowledge need or opportunity arises and the time that it is satisfied 

or abandoned. The model also captures the ideas of knowledge activities as well as resources 

being used, culminating in learning and projection to future situations. To achieve the first 

objective, the data collection stage focused on identifying any patterns in relation to what 

professionals do from a knowledge point of view when they need to find out about something 

or accomplish a task. The data set consisted of 16 interview transcripts, five observation notes 
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and 42 documents that were analysed for knowledge-seeking patterns. The findings were then 

categorised into physical and cognitive actions. The physical actions were demonstrated 

through patterns of knowledge-seeking activities that included interactions with other 

individuals within the team, section and organisation, interactions with internal knowledge 

sources and some interactions with external knowledge sources. The findings also accounted 

for the cognitive and non-observable activities that take place, such as interpretation, sense-

making, decision-making and exercise of judgment. To that end, the first objective was 

achieved.  

Objective 2: To identify the organisational factors that influence the uptake and deployment of 

knowledge in action. 

Using the same data set, the content was analysed for any aspects of the knowledge ecosystem 

captured in the knowledge ecosystem model that made themselves visible and appeared to have 

impact on how an instance of knowledge mobilisation materialises. The findings from this 

analysis resulted in the identification of technology, organisational processes and procedures, 

knowledge artefacts and their attributes, organisational events, management practice, 

organisational climate, nature of the ICT profession and aspects unique to the design of the 

ICTGDP. To that end, the second objective was achieved. 

In light of the findings from objectives 1 and 2, the findings present a new understanding of a 

knowledge mobilisation instance and capture all the dynamics that play out when individuals 

interact with a knowledge source during a work situation in order to take action. This revised 

conceptual framework became the basis for the theoretical contribution of this study, keeping 

in mind the unique context and circumstances in which this model was derived. While not all 

of the dynamics captured play out in each instance, the model provides an account that 

recognises their influence, which can at sometimes enhance the outcomes of the mobilisation 

effort and at other times hinder such outcomes.  

Among the highlights of the derived knowledge mobilisation model is that it makes apparent 

that explicit knowledge representing best practice and documentation of practice-based 

knowledge is the most used knowledge type in practice. This observation is emphasised not 

only by the different elements of the model that confirm the use of this knowledge base but also 

by the absence of theoretical and academic knowledge as a knowledge source that is referenced 

or used in practice, at least by the entry-level professionals participating in this study. To that 

end, the third objective was achieved.  
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Following the presentation of these findings, the discussion considered how we can account for 

these observations with interpretations primarily informed by the knowledge presented in the 

literature review and findings from other related studies. Three key themes emerged as a result 

of this analysis and were used to answer the research question. These themes will be presented 

next.  

(1) The social character of knowledge work drives individuals to heavily rely on other peoples’ 

subjective knowledge rather than higher-level codified knowledge forms.  

The first theme highlights the role of the social system and the preference demonstrated by the 

professionals towards consulting colleagues and drawing upon their knowledge and 

understanding of suitable actions. This has been demonstrated as an integral part of knowledge 

seeking behaviour patterns and speaks for the nature of knowledge that professionals require in 

their practice. While it is recognized that this approach saves time and provides social validation 

to action based on what has proven to work in the past, it can also present a number of issues 

from a knowledge and action point of view. Some of these issues revolve around emergence of 

work practices that are inefficient and are not accommodating of other possibilities for best 

practice.  

(2) The dual role of aspects of the operational environment and knowledge ecosystem, which 

can facilitate or hinder knowledge mobilisation.  

The second theme demonstrates that contextual factors – in this case, the aspects of the 

operating environment – can support knowledge being mobilised at times and not at others. It 

was illustrated how concepts of technology, organisational processes and procedures, 

knowledge artefacts and their attributes, organisational events, accountability, pressure for 

delivery, culture and other aspects either help or hinder the process due to the interventions they 

introduce.  

(3) The impact of ontological differences in the nature of the different types of codified 

knowledge that support action in practice. 

The knowledge–action misalignment is not necessarily caused by the failure of professionals 

to mobilise knowledge (as per the conventional conceptualisation of putting theory into 

practice). Rather, it could be the case that we are talking about two bodies of knowledge with 

varying characteristics suitable for their purposes. The effect of these differences can be 

observed in this research. The observed patterns suggest that, in practice, professionals feel a 
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sense of disconnect from theory and other codified knowledge that is written at a high level of 

abstraction. The level of abstraction or generalisation characterising this knowledge base invites 

deviation from this domain. This is paralleled by an inclination towards reliance on knowledge 

of practice, on skills, education and experience, and on the knowledge of others to attribute 

meaning to work situations in practice. These themes agree with current research, which 

recognises that knowledge application is a ‘function of the characteristics of the individual, the 

knowledge content, the purpose of the reuse for the particular task at hand, and the 

organisational context or culture’ (Dalkir 2005, p. 308).  

6.3 Implications of Study Findings   

This work contributes to the many efforts made by researchers to understand KM and a KM 

related phenomenon and contributes towards an understanding of how knowledge is used in 

organisations and the aspects that impact its use. It is commonly reported that people’s actions 

in organisations do not always align with the knowledge available to them. This issue is 

confirmed in this study with the findings illustrating that the actions of professionals do not 

always reflect the principles of the explicit knowledge in both codified organisational 

knowledge as well as the academic/theoretical knowledge they acquire through education. 

Professionals operating in the ICT domain who are involved with knowledge work frequently 

face various tasks and problems and in a fast-paced and evolving environment. Thus, they find 

themselves having to promptly respond with solutions that draw upon adopted ways of doing 

things (reusing existing knowledge of organisational practices) and demonstrate reliance on 

their own tacit knowledge and that of their colleagues.  

These findings have implications for organisations who are keen about utilising their 

knowledge resources. Organisations need to recognise that engagement in KM activities is a 

must in today’s knowledge-based economy. In addition to the traditional knowledge 

management processes, this entails also having awareness of the knowledge that practitioners 

need to be able to perform their roles and investing in efforts and to make this knowledge 

available but also visible.  

One issue that emerged from the findings is that the key issue is not with knowledge availability 

but with its visibility and access. The study findings indicate that professionals generally have 

the knowledge resources needed to perform their work within the boundary of their 

organisation. However, a closer examination of the knowledge-action gap reveals that the 
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application of knowledge is impacted by its access and relevance which is believed to impact 

its use.  

The success of KM can be argued to depend on understanding whether available knowledge is 

accessed and used, how is it used and what factors impact its access and use by individuals. 

Therefore, there is certainly value in extending our expectation of the KM practice to one where 

investigating and managing the process of knowledge ‘access’ is considered. 

Building on this previous point and as a recommendation to the broader KM research 

community, there is reason to call for some consideration on the expected outcomes of KM to 

also accommodate the process of knowledge ‘access’. This process can logically be 

incorporated prior to the ‘application’ or ‘use’ process so that it is recognised as part of the 

established suite of KM processes.  

And to a broader level, there are implications for organisations who design and implement 

educational programs that are theory-driven. Critical reflection on the relevance of the theory 

to the needs of the professionals and how it can be linked to the actions they take in practice is 

needed. Establishing this linkage between theory and its relevance to practice and 

demonstrating how the principles of the theory (and high-level explicit knowledge) can be 

operationalised, is essential to motivating professionals to engage with theory, appreciate its 

value and plan for better mobilisation outcomes.  

Organisations can begin to draw the connection between these two related bodies of knowledge 

through the process of reflection and reflective practice, which is currently missing. At the 

organisational level, these principles need to be incorporated into the broader practices of the 

organisation and the organisational culture rather than being an individual initiative. At the 

individual level, this approach calls for professionals to reflect on their work and make sense 

of their situations by linking their experiences to some knowledge base (including personal 

knowledge), and to understand the philosophy behind action. Establishing this bi-directional 

relationship between theoretical and practical knowledge may be the way forward, so that we 

can draw upon knowledge of practice to further inform theory and explicit knowledge, and 

challenge and refine it to make it more relatable and relevant to situations in practice.  

By critically examining whether the knowledge being invested in through KM processes 

(including theory and practical knowledge), and that is which is captured in processes and 

routines, is in fact relevant, accessible, visible, usable, valuable, contextualised and up-to date, 
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organisations can make a start on bridging the theory–practice gap. Educational programs that 

are based on Work Integrated Learning (WIL) principles can be refined to incorporate this 

feedback loop formally, with the knowledge derived from the professionals’ daily practices 

reflected upon to re-inform the theory domain so that is it more relevant to the reality of practice 

and more representative of professionals’ knowledge needs. 

The identification of the organisational factors that affect the knowledge mobilisation process 

also has implications for organisations keen to ensure that knowledge use is facilitated and 

supported. By becoming conscious of the dual role played by the elements of the knowledge 

ecosystem that were identified, organisations can pay closer attention to the circumstances that 

shape how knowledge ecosystem elements can influence the knowledge mobilisation process. 

Organisations can then foster the conditions that support knowledge being mobilised and 

address the conditions that hinder knowledge being mobilised.  

Among the lessons learnt in this study is the absence of a formal reflection activity in the studied 

organisations, which was the motivation for incorporating the concept of praxis into the final 

model of knowledge mobilisation. This was done as a recommendation for moving forward. 

Organisations could benefit from changing their performance evaluation systems to encourage 

the development of reflective skills and to provide opportunities for professionals to apply these 

skills and question organisational practices. This could involve the use of academic knowledge 

as well as reference to best practice in the industry. Such a strategy could benefit public service 

agencies interested in being connected to a larger body of knowledge and keeping up to date 

with research findings.  

Furthermore, there is benefit in thinking about the idea of knowledge mobilisation as a skill 

that needs to be developed and applied in order to facilitate the application of the right 

knowledge to the right problem/situation. Knowledge mobilisation can be thought of as a 

capability involving the ability to locate knowledge, evaluate the usefulness of its content and 

assess its relevance to the immediate situation, and apply the knowledge in its intended form so 

that relevant knowledge can be mobilised inside the organisation. This skill could also 

encompass reflective thinking skills, with professionals thinking critically about their actions 

and able to justify them from a knowledge point of view.  

To that end, professionals can expand on their skillset and deploy those skills to assist their 

organisations in achieving positive knowledge management outcomes. One way to develop this 

skill would be through ‘time-outs’, with employees given time during some situations to plan 
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what they will do next and apply available knowledge outside their role so that time is not an 

obstacle (Davenport & Prusak 1998; Ftahi et al. 2020; Wihlman et al. 2014) to practising their 

knowledge and thinking in new ways (Rubalcaba et al. 2012).  

Managers and supervisors should support and encourage employees to engage in knowledge-

seeking behaviours that extend beyond asking colleagues and looking up the organisation’s 

intranet or doing a quick Google search. One scenario in which such approach could be applied 

is when professionals become involved in formal projects with fixed project management or 

procurement processes. In such circumstances, management and business units should 

incorporate into the initial stages some engagement with academic knowledge about project 

management or procurement management and look at methods and variations on these 

approaches.   

Building on the previous point, knowledge mobilisation should be acknowledged as a capability 

that needs to be developed. This can be supported and formalised if knowledge mobilisation is 

incorporated into the standards and frameworks against which ICT professionals are assessed 

and evaluated, such as SFIA. This could include being able to identify the information and 

knowledge needs suitable to the problem at hand, being able to locate and interpret the 

knowledge content, being able to know who to ask and for what, being able to engage in sense-

making and decision-making, and, finally, being able to engage in reflective practices.  

In dealing with the issues of access and relevance, organisations should pay attention to how 

easy is it for the targeted users of knowledge resources to locate this knowledge, noting that 

availability does not necessarily mean it can be readily located. They also need to pay attention 

to the knowledge content captured in these representations and how easy is it for targeted users 

to understand that content, operationalise the principles, see the relevance of this knowledge to 

their immediate work and be able to apply the knowledge in the context of their environment. 

These are all serious considerations if organisations are serious about knowledge being used. 

Therefore, efforts should be made to help professionals locate knowledge in their organisation 

and to develop the skills to interpret and connect that knowledge to their practice.  

One way to achieve this is through the development of ‘knowledge maps’. As a guiding tool, 

knowledge maps provide direction to both people and knowledge representations so that 

individuals, teams and units in organisations are better able to locate knowledge assets. The 

significance of these maps is in the variety of knowledge types they encompass such as ‘know-

what’ in the form of links to documents and databases, ‘know-how’ in the form of links to other 
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people and experts, and ‘know-why’ in the form of links to lessons learnt and project 

documentation that provide insights into actions (Eppler 2001).  

Knowledge maps can be classified as part of the organisational ‘content knowledge’ base 

modelled in the revised conceptual framework of a knowledge mobilisation instance. Amongst 

other benefits, these are believed to play a vital role in terms of facilitating ‘access’ to 

knowledge so that knowledge-action gaps are not fuelled by the lack of visibility on where 

knowledge resides.  

There are also implications for researchers and knowledge-producing institutes that are linked 

through collaborations to public service organisations. In their efforts to develop the theoretical 

knowledge of a domain, input and engagement with practitioners should be part of theory 

generation. This is so that theory and academic knowledge emerges from a closer understanding 

of what knowledge is most relevant to practice and practitioners in various domains such as 

ICT. Such efforts can bring us a step closer to having theoretical knowledge (which is a form 

of codified knowledge) that is more closely connected to the reality of practice and is thus more 

motivating to engage with.   

As a final note, the research reveals the necessity of acknowledging practical knowledge as a 

knowledge type within the KM literature. The current theoretical landscape of KM has drawn 

upon concepts from multiple disciplines in an attempt to establish a theoretical foundation for 

managing all types of knowledge and the organisational processes that facilitate knowledge 

availability. These efforts can be extended to explicitly recognise practical knowledge as well. 

To the best of my knowledge, this knowledge base does not appear explicitly in the prominent 

KM models and frameworks.  

While we see knowledge classifications that share the characteristics of practical knowledge – 

such as procedural knowledge, contextual knowledge, causal knowledge and others – these 

concepts are discussed in isolation and are not unified under the banner of practical knowledge 

in the KM discussion. Explicit recognition and inclusion is necessary in order to arrive at a 

more holistic view of all knowledge types possibly drawn upon in practice and to better account 

for knowing–doing gaps.  
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6.4 Study Limitations 

Like all empirical research, this study has limitations that need to be acknowledged. To begin 

with, one of the first issues encountered as one engages in the KM literature is the absence of a 

central KM theory, mostly due to the interdisciplinary/multidisciplinary and practical nature of 

KM. The implementation of KM is highly context-specific and should be carried out with 

consideration to a number of contextual factors, such as the type of knowledge that needs to be 

managed, the nature of the industry (public or private), the culture of the organisation, the 

maturity of knowledge practices and so forth. To compensate for this complexity, frameworks 

and models, rather than grand theories, were used as the theoretical lens to carry out the enquiry 

and interpret the findings.  

Another limitation is that the primary participants in Group (1) demonstrated the phenomenon 

of knowledge mobilisation and engagement with theoretical knowledge largely because of their 

involvement in the ICTGDP. One of the key requirements of this initiative is engagement with 

theory in the form of academic knowledge. This engagement includes drawing upon academic 

knowledge in specific areas of knowledge, identifying instances of that knowledge playing out 

and reflecting on how (or if) these principles are materialised. Beyond the requirements of this 

initiative – that is, in normal day-to-day practice – the role of theoretical knowledge as part of 

the knowledge base practitioners use may not be as relevant or as explicitly recognised.  

The minimal attention given to cognitive actions could also be considered as a study limitation. 

This study did not focus on the cognitive actions of sense-making, judgment, decision-making 

or other processes that are difficult to observe. This unpacking would have been necessary had 

the study explored the concept of adult learning. However, even though the influence of these 

factors has not been elaborated upon, they are nonetheless acknowledged as having an effect 

within the proposed knowledge mobilisation model. On a similar note, external environmental 

factors were not addressed in this study even though they are part of the makeup of the 

operational environment. However, they were outside the scope of this research as their impact 

on the individual is less substantial than aspects of the internal organisational environment. 

A final set of limitations relates to the research design and methodology. One of the first 

limitations presented by the design choices related to the paradigm choice. Due to the 

interpretive approach adopted in this research – which implies that multiple accounts of the 

same phenomenon can exist – it is recognised that there is no single correct conceptualisation 
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of knowledge mobilisation, and there may be other equally valid accounts. The second 

limitation relates to the study population in terms of the number of participants and participants’ 

profile. The small number of participants could have an impact on the number of constructs and 

level of detail captured in the proposed knowledge mobilisation model. It could also influence 

the degree to which the modelled patterns are representative of knowledge mobilisation 

conceptualisation in other domains of practice. 

In terms of the participant profile, the fact that the collected data and proposed model are based 

on patterns demonstrated by graduates who are considered to be entry-level professionals could 

limit the applicability of the model to participants at other levels. These dynamics may vary in 

a study of more experienced professionals, subject matter experts, or professionals who have 

been in their role for longer periods of time. As a final note, it is worth re-instating that these 

limitations acknowledge the uniqueness of the study settings, time and place. In other words, 

the context of this research and the nature of participants involvement in the ICTGDP largely 

impacts the study findings which may not be transferable to other contexts. 

6.5 Recommendations for Future Work and Final Thoughts 

Building on the key theoretical contribution of this study – the proposed conceptualisation of a 

knowledge mobilisation instance – and addressing some of the noted limitations, a number of 

possible future directions for research can be identified. As described in chapter (2), this study 

makes both theoretical as well as practical contributions. From a theoretical stance, the study 

contributes with a conceptualisation of a knowledge mobilisation instances within the context 

of ICT professionals operating in APS organisations. This conceptualisation provides an 

understanding of the patterns of knowledge use demonstrated by professionals and the 

influencing factors that impact these patterns, therefore, contributing to our understanding of 

how knowledge-action inconsistencies come to exist.  

Furthermore, the findings present an opportunity to recommend an approach to practice that is 

critical and reflective of the knowledge base informing the actions of professionals. This is 

achieved through the recommendation for adopting ‘praxis’ mechanism as a way to address 

knowledge-action inconsistencies from a KM point of view. From a practical stance, the study 

contributes to the involved APS organisation. An account of their professionals’ patterns of 

knowledge use and influencing factors can inform strategies to better utilise available 

knowledge. This is so that actions are better aligned with available knowledge or so that 
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available knowledge can be further refined to suit the professionals’ needs. The findings also 

provide a recommendation for the development of praxis mechanisms as a capability which 

involves active and formal reflection. This recommendation can be taken to not only develop 

the skill set and capabilities of ICT professionals, but also to acknowledge the diversity of 

knowledge types needed by professionals and enhance the relevance of this knowledge base to 

the immediate practice in a profession. 

With these findings made available, there is certainly much room for other aspects related to 

knowledge mobilisation that can be researched. First, future research could begin with studies 

to test and validate the proposed framework at various professional levels. This includes testing 

the model not only with entry-level graduates but also with more experienced professionals and 

subject matter experts who are non-novices and who are not operating within the constraints of 

knowledge-related initiatives like the GDP. Such an approach to future studies could not only 

validate the model but also highlight similarities and differences in knowledge mobilisation 

patterns between novices and experienced professionals or subject matter experts.  

The model reflects an honest representation of the messy reality of how knowledge is used and 

how practitioners take actions in practice. In that sense, it can be used as a way forward to other 

studies positioned in the knowledge utilisation domain of KM. Specifically, it can be used in 

studies of the knowledge-seeking behaviours of individuals and in addressing the organisational 

factors that impact knowledge being used. Therefore, the model is not only open to testing and 

validation but also to further development and refinement.  

Further exploration of the model can take the form of attempting to empirically establish the 

level of correlation between some of the identified elements and observed knowledge 

mobilisation behaviours. Examples of such directions can include investigating the establishing 

degree or correlation between task complexity and knowledge mobilisation behaviours, or prior 

experience and knowledge mobilisation behaviours, or level of autonomy and authority and 

knowledge mobilisation behaviours or any other factor. There is sufficient evidence to suggest 

the existence of a correlation, however, the extent of this correlation relating to any of the noted 

factors can be further explored.   

A second approach could adopt a longitudinal study approach towards the same participants. 

This would involve establishing multiple contacts with the ICT graduates as they exit the 

ICTGDP and continue their employment in their placement organisations over a number of 

years. This approach could help in exploring whether the patterns of knowledge-seeking 
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behaviours change as they acquire more practical knowledge of their domain, or whether they 

continue to display similar approaches. This has implications for the robustness of the model 

and whether it is in fact representative of professionals across different levels.  

A third direction for research could focus on exploring the phenomenon of knowledge 

mobilisation in other domains of practice that have different operational dynamics. Although 

the study was not based on a single organisation but included ten different agencies, each 

concerned with the delivery of different services, the core cohort consisted of professionals 

operating within the ICT industry. Recognising that the conceptualisation of knowledge 

mobilisation should not be separated from the context in which it is explored, a similar study 

could be carried out to explore whether knowledge mobilisation and the factors that influence 

it re similar or different in other domains of practice such as health, education, law enforcement 

etc. 

A final research direction is one that adopts a different methodological approach. This could be 

achieved in the form of a mixed method approach that incorporates quantitative measurement. 

This could be applied to either measure the impact of the identified factors numerically or derive 

a numerical evaluation tool that reflects the effectiveness of a knowledge mobilisation and its 

consequences. Recognising that this is not a straightforward evaluation due to the intangible 

nature of the phenomenon, future research could adopt recognised metrics that are reflective of 

the success of a knowledge mobilisation effort. Pawlowski and Bick (2012) mention some 

possible metrics relating to knowledge artefacts, including number (quantity), usefulness or 

complexity, measurement of knowledge utilisation through usage of knowledge elements, 

number of users per element, perceived usefulness etc., in addition to other performance 

metrics.  

A study in which the outcomes of a knowledge mobilisation can be measured could adopt a 

positivist approach, evaluating the extent or magnitude of the effectiveness of or a phenomenon. 

Another possibility within a mixed methods approach incorporating a quantitative element 

would be to use quantitative measures to highlight the prominence of some findings over others. 

For example, this could be done by incorporating a quantitative component to measure what 

percentage of participants relied on colleagues, how many used organisational artefacts, the 

frequency of interactions with external knowledge sources etc.   
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These recommendations are just a few of many possibilities for future research building on this 

work. With the new understanding on knowledge mobilisation brought about by this study, KM 

research and practice can be further extended to managing the conditions that influence the 

ways in which knowledge is used by practitioners and professionals. And to that end, it is 

believed that the true benefits of the KM practice can be achieved. 
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3. Programme Overview 

Introduction 

The ICTGP is a reflective learning programme based on adult learning principles which 

motivate people to learn best when they are:  

• self-directed; 

• have immediate professional situations in which to exercise their knowledge; 

• provided with knowledge resources specific to their situation; 

• provided with regular feedback and encouragement; 

• engaged with others in their learning; and 

• encouraged to explore, create, and to take risks. 

 

The Programme uses two powerful learning contexts: 

Work-Integrated learning - where a graduate’s experience in their immediate workplace is 

analysed and critiqued in terms of principles and best practice, and where ideas from theory 

can be mobilised and applied in the workplace. 

Project-based learning - in which the development, management and delivery of a project 

incorporating the majority of technical and organisational elements provides an ongoing 

platform for teamwork and seeing how and why projects behave as they do in the APS. Where 

elements do not fit within the allocated project’s scope, workshops will be delivered to cover 

the gap and, where possible, reinforced within the project. The major project will challenge 

ICTGP participants in a safe and supportive environment. It will be completed in project 

learning groups providing ICTGP participants with first hand exposure to Commonwealth 

government and agency issues/priorities. 

The combination and interaction of these two approaches delivers a comprehensive graduate 

experience. 

The Programme is a structured year-long development programme that formally commences 

with an induction session on 12-13 February 2015, and concludes early December 2015with a 

graduation ceremony. Graduates will commence work with their agency in late January or early 

February 2015, depending on their agreed start date with the agency. Agencies participating in 

the 2015 Programme include: 

Australian Transaction Reports and Analysis Centre  (AUSTRAC)                    

Bureau of Meteorology      (BoM)                 

CrimTrac       

Department of Defence     (Defence) 

Department of Finance      (Finance) 

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade   (DFAT)    

Department of Health      (Health) 

Department of Parliamentary Services    (DPS) 

Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet   (PM&C)         

Department of Social Services    (DSS) 

Department of Veterans’ Affairs    (DVA) 

Geoscience Australia      (GA) 

IP Australia       (IPAust) 
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3.1 Qualification 

Graduates who successfully complete the Programme will receive a Graduate Certificate in 

Advanced Business Informatics. 

3.2 ICTGP Content 

The ICT Graduate Programme comprises four kinds of experience: 

• a programme of whole-of-government graduate events; 

• a set of modules examining topics in APS and ICT professionalism; 

• practice-based learning where graduates examine the theory and practice as they 

experience it in their work placements; and 

• a major ICT project to exercise and contextualise their professional ICT skills within 

the APS environment. 

 

Detailed information about the ICTGP is available in Attachment C, D and E. 

ILS Capabilities 

The APS Integrated Leadership System (ILS) has been developed to provide a common 

language for leadership development in the APS. The ILS provides capability development 

guidance for individuals and agencies in the form of descriptions and behaviours for all levels 

in the APS. It contains practical tools for individuals and agencies to chart leadership 

development. This Graduate Certificate is based on the five core capability clusters of the ILS 

and are integral to this Programme. These are: 

• Displays personal drive and integrity 

• Supports productive working relationships 

• Achieves results 

• Supports strategic direction 

• Communicates with influence 

 

Further information on the ILS can be obtained from:  APSC Integrated Leadership System 

(http://www.apsc.gov.au). 

Educational Topic and Modules 

The following table shows the expected topics to be covered. New topics will be introduced 

when a need is detected during the programme. Some topics are presented face-to-face at UC, 

others are online. 

 

 Topic 

Context topics APS values and behaviours 

Policy development (introduction)  

Administrative law and legislation 

New Policy Proposals 

Workplace health and safety 

http://www.apsc.gov.au/publications-and-media/current-publications/integrated-leadership-system
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Project related topics Project management 

Change management 

Risk Management 

Financial management 

Stakeholder management 

Personal Skills Collaboration 

Career planning 

Negotiation skills 

Strategic thinking 

Teams and relationships 

Presentation skills 

Job applications and interview skills 

ICT Skills ICT in New Policy Proposals 

Alignment of IT with agency business objectives 

FOI & Privacy in Systems 

Business intelligence and analytics 

Big data and cloud 

IT Security 

Service management (ITIL) 

Emerging technologies 

 

Practice-Based Learning 

Practice-Based learning where a graduate’s experience in their immediate workplace is 

analysed and critiqued in terms of principles and best practice. Ideas from theory are mobilised, 

applied and criticised in the workplace. 

Learning Management System (Moodle):     

Moodle, an acronym for Modular Object-Oriented Dynamic Learning Environment, is UC’s 

primary Learning Management System. Moodle is a SCORM 1.2 compliant, open source 

Virtual Learning Environment (VLE) with over 80,000 registered sites with over 70 million 

users in 7.5 million courses. 

Moodle is a repository or knowledgebase of documents, videos, templates, etc and a platform 

for interaction through forums, wikis, assignment submission, feedback and so on. In the 

ICTGP, Moodle is the site which governs the program - it is the gateway. 

e-Portfolio (Mahara):   

Mahara ePortfolio is a system that provides the tools to create custom web pages, and control 

how you share those pages with friends, tutors, potential employers or other members of the 

public. 

Mahara ePortfolio be used for documenting your work both in progress and finished, as well 

as collaborate with others on pages using groups, and allows for submission of pages as 

assessment items to Moodle. 

 

http://learnonline.canberra.edu.au/portfolio
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ICT Major Project 

Project-based learning allows graduates to exercise and develop their skills in team-based ICT 

project development work and see how and why projects behave as they do in the APS. These 

projects are a chance to engage graduates in the work of the APS and get thinking about current 

Government policy and how they contribute to a successful public service. 

Most projects aim to develop a system for use in your agency, although projects such as ICT 

evaluations are also possible. The system will be worth doing, that is have definable beneficial 

outcomes to the agency, but not critical to it. It will be challenging, either technically or 

organisationally, but ‘do-able’, that is possible to complete at the required quality level, in the 

timeframe, using the resources available. The time needed to master the specific technological 

environment will be considered. 

In late February, your agency will be allocating project topics. Early in the ICTGP, graduates 

will undertake a project management refresher which will assist you in successfully 

undertaking the project.  

The Conduct of the Project 

Teams: Graduates will be divided into project teams of about three (3) members, some teams 

will be inter-agency. Graduates will have undertaken courses in project management as part of 

their degrees and a refresher module will be conducted when the projects are initiated. Projects 

will be conducted using your agencies’ project management processes. 

Process: Teams will be responsible for managing and executing the project, the agency role is 

at the governance and support levels. Projects will start with the team’s production of project 

proposal and plan including: 

• an analysis of project scope, stakeholders, environment and objectives; 

• plans for management of risk, communication, etc; and 

• specification of approach (agile, incremental) and milestones. 

 

Timeline: The project will start in early March and finish early November (9 elapsed months) 

Resources: The time budget is approximately 40 days per graduate (1 day per week). The teams 

will be supported by a University of Canberra mentor who will visit the agency at key points 

in the project. 

Deliverables and Evaluation 

Project deliverables will depend very much on the nature of the project itself. The team will 

specify these and their quality attributes as part of their project. 

The conduct of the project, including stakeholder engagement, progress reporting, 

documentation, handling of contingencies and so will be assessed using the UC project 

assessment methods.  

There will be a final report and presentation signed off by the Project Sponsor and Advisor. 

Graduates may also be asked to present their project findings at the graduation ceremony in 

December.  
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Project Sponsor and Advisor  

A Project Sponsor at the SES level and a Project Advisor at the Executive Level are invited to 

provide information around the project, to share their experience and provide guidance in 

relation to the project topic to their group of graduates. Generally, the Project Sponsor will 

provide high level support and guidance and the Project Advisor will provide more hands on 

support. When selecting Project Sponsors, please ensure they have the knowledge and capacity 

to assist the graduates and are willing to actively support the project.  

We seek a commitment of approximately six hours by the SES Project Sponsor and a 

commitment of approximately 20 hours by the EL Project Advisor over the nine month period. 

It is essential that the Project Sponsor and Advisor provide adequate support to the graduates 

and request regular updates on the progress of the project.  

A briefing will be conducted with each of the Project Sponsors and Advisors to ensure they are 

aware of their responsibilities in relation to the major project. 

Awards and recognition 

There will be a number of major project prizes that will be awarded for: 

• Best managed Project; 

• Most valued Project; and 

• Most valued contribution to the cohort.  

• Australian Computer Society (ACS) Membership 

 

Graduates will receive a year’s membership with the ACS and attend Masterclass seminars and 

networking events including the 2015 ACS YITCON Conference.  

Networking Events 

Graduates will benefit from structured networking opportunities that are organised by 

Finance’s ICT Skills team and the Australian Public Service Commission (APSC).  

Graduates will be invited to attend two networking events delivered by Finance for the 

Australian Government ICT Entry Level Programmes. These events will provide you with the 

opportunity to liaise with other participants in the Australian Government ICT Entry Level 

Programmes – Apprentices, Cadets and Graduates and to build your professional network. 

In addition, graduates will be invited to attend the four whole-of-government Graduate events 

that are organised by the APSC. The APSC graduate event series is an excellent avenue for 

APS graduates to build their knowledge of current APS issues and establish strong networks 

amongst their graduate colleagues from other departments and agencies. They also provide a 

valuable insight into the APS and its senior managers in an interactive and entertaining manner. 

The four events include: 

• A Taste of Government; 

• The Great APS Graduate Debate; 

• The APS Panel Discussion; and 

• Candid reflections from inspiring APS leaders.  

• Social Network of Graduates (SNoG)Membership 
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The Social Network of Graduates (SNoG) was established 10 years ago by new Graduates 

living in Canberra. It is a non-for-profit organisation aimed at connecting Graduates across 

Canberra with one another through social activities and events. Graduates will receive a year’s 

membership with SNoG. For details about SNoG and their upcoming events please visit: 

http://snogcanberra.net. 

Attendance at Events 

Graduates are expected to attend all aspects of the Programme including the formal UC 

training, APS Graduate Event Series, ACS Masterclasses and networking, ACS annual 

conference and the ICT Entry Level Programmes Networking Events (see Appendix E). These 

all offer Graduates valuable opportunities to develop professional and social networks and to 

maximise your learning and development through the Programme. 

If graduates are unable to attend a scheduled event they are required to inform their current 

supervisor and the Agency Graduate Coordinator outlining the reasons they are unable to 

attend. The graduate must also contact Finance’s Graduate Programme Manager or your 

allocated CDSO prior to the date of the event. Where possible, an alternative arrangement may 

be possible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://snogcanberra.net/
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Appendix (2): Group (1) Project Information Sheet 

 

Project Title 

Exploring the Interactions between Theory and Practice: Knowledge Mobilisation and the Case 

of the Australian Public Service 

Some Definitions  

Knowledge: A ‘fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, expert insight 

and grounded intuition that provides an environment of and framework for evaluating and 

incorporating new experiences and information. It originates and is applied in the minds of 

knowers’ (Davenport & Prusak 1998, p.5).  

Knowledge Management: A ‘multi-disciplined approach to achieving organisational objectives 

by making best use of knowledge. It involves the design, review and implementation of both 

social and technological processes to improve the creation and application of knowledge, in the 

collective interest of stakeholders’ (Standards Australia HP-189 2004, p.15). 

Knowledge Mobilisation: The movement of knowledge from its explicit/represented from to 

where it is applied in practice.  

Research Aim & Objectives   

The study will explore the interactions that take place when professionals in the workplace 

draw upon explicit academic knowledge in the form of theory as well as other sources of 

represented knowledge inherent in their environment and test or apply this knowledge in 

practice. The study tentatively models these interactions as happening between two worlds: A 

‘theoretical world’ where knowledge resources are represented, and a ‘practical world’, where 

knowledge resources are used and tested. When these interactions take place, their effect is 

viewed to produces knowledge mobilisation. What influences the outcomes of knowledge 

mobilisation efforts by the individual and how knowledge plays out in practice remains largely 

unexplored.  

Research Aim 

This research aims to extend our current conceputalisation of knowledge reuse following 

availability and representation and explore what constitutes the phenomenon of knowledge 

mobilisation and facilitates knowledge to be mobilised from its explicit form to its application 

in practice.  

Research Objectives  

In line with the above aim, the research objectives are to: 

1. Identify any patterns in relation to how individuals interact with explicit knowledge;  

2. Identify any factors and relationships that influence this interaction and resulting outcomes; 
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3. Account for why any differences between explicit knowledge and actual practice (knowing-

doing gaps) exist.  

Research Questions  

The following research questions will guide the enquiry:  

1. How are individuals engaging with explicit and represented knowledge resources? 

2. What other entities can be identified to be present? 

3. What actions are being invited by these entities? 

4. What outcomes are being observed?  

Participant Involvement  

Interviews 

If you agree to participate in this case study, you will be invited to participate in one semi-

structured interview that will take no more than an hour in duration. The interview will be held 

at your agency/department or place of your choice and at a mutually agreed upon time.  

With your consent, the interview will be audio-recorded. At the interview, you will be invited 

to respond to a number of questions regarding your experience from instances in your agency 

where you engaged with knowledge in the form of theory and other explicit sources to address 

a work situation. A tentative set of questions has been included for your reference.  

Post Interview 

If you wish to contribute with further insights as a continuing dialogue, please feel free to 

contact me at Zeena.Alsamarrai@canberra.edu.au at any point.  

Potential Benefits of the Study  

It is expected that the findings of this research will make a theoretical contribution towards our 

understanding of what influences knowledge mobilisation in general, and within APS agencies 

and departments in specific. It is also expected that the study will shed light on some of the 

reasons why potential differences between knowledge in theory and in practice may exist so 

that we can achieve better outcomes from knowledge mobilisation efforts. Finally, the 

anticipated outcomes can also inform our understanding of the nature of knowledge in APS 

organisations and if it needs to be refined so that it is more appropriate to the real practices of 

APS agencies/departments.  

Data Storage 

Data collected from the interviews will be transcribed and stored securely on the researcher’s 

password protected computer within the premises of the University of Canberra. Transcribed 

interview notes will also be uploaded (with participant name and any identifier removed) into 

a software called NVivo for data analysis. This data will be stored by the University of Canberra 

for five years following the data collection phase and will be destroyed according to the 

University’s protocols. During the life of this research, only anonymized data will be used for 

mailto:Zeena.Alsamarrai@canberra.edu.au
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the purposes of the research and no external linkage between the data and the participant’s 

name, or organisation will be made.  

Privacy & Confidentiality 

Data from this study will not be shared with anyone associated with your course or agency 

placement without your consent. Great care will be taken to ensure that any reports of the data 

do not identify any individual or their agency explicitly or implicitly. Pseudonyms (invented 

names) rather than real names will be assigned to participants and only the researcher will have 

access to the original participant names concealed by the pseudonyms.  

Privacy and confidentiality will be assured not only at the data collection stage, but at any time 

where reference to the data is made. This includes any reports on the case study outcomes that 

may be presented in a conference, published in a journal, or in the researcher’s final thesis.  

If you withdraw from the case study at any point in time, your information/data will also be 

withdrawn from the project, unless you (1) consent to the researcher to retain your 

information/data or (2) your data cannot be withdrawn because, for example, it cannot be 

identified or extracted from the wider body of research data/information that has been collected. 

Ethics Committee Clearance 

The proposed research has been approved by The Human Research Ethics Committee at the 

University of Canberra (Project 16-129). This research will also comply with the ‘National 

Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research’ mandated by the National Health and 

Medical Research Council (NHMRC).  

Enquiries & Concerns  

If you have any further enquiries or concerns regarding the research or your participation, 

kindly contact me or any member of my supervisory panel as follow: 

Researcher 

Zeena Alsamarra’i 

PhD Candidate  

Faculty of Business, Government & Law 

University of Canberra 

Bruce 2601, ACT   

Zeena.Alsamarra’i@Canberra.edu.au  

 

Research Supervisors  

Professor Craig McDonald, Craig.McDonald@Canberra.edu.au 

Dr Dale MacKrell, Dale.Mackrell@Canberra.edu.au  

Dr Sally Burford, Sally.Burford@Canberra.edu.au  

 

mailto:Zeena.Alsamarra'i@Canberra.edu.au
mailto:Craig.McDonald@Canberra.edu.au
file:///C:/Users/S430667/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/U7HIK0W2/Dale.Mackrell@Canberra.edu.au
file:///C:/Users/S430667/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/U7HIK0W2/Sally.Burford@Canberra.edu.au
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You can also contact the University of Canberra’s Research Ethics & Integrity Unit by 

contacting either Mr Hendryk Flaegel on (02) 6201 5220 or Mrs Maryanne Simpson on (02) 

6206 3916 or via email to humanethicscommittee@canberra.edu.au. 

 

If you would like some guidance on the questions you could ask as a participant, please refer 

to the Participants’ Guide available at:    

http://www.canberra.edu.au/research/ucresearch/attachments/pdf/a-m/Agreeing-to-

participate-in-research.pdf.   

 

Thank you.  

 

mailto:humanethicscommittee@canberra.edu.au
http://www.canberra.edu.au/research/ucresearch/attachments/pdf/a-m/Agreeing-to-participate-in-research.pdf
http://www.canberra.edu.au/research/ucresearch/attachments/pdf/a-m/Agreeing-to-participate-in-research.pdf
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Appendix (3): Group (1) Participant Consent Form  

 

Consent Statement 

I have read and understood the ‘Participant Information Sheet’ relating to the research project 

‘Exploring the Interactions between Theory and Practice: Knowledge Mobilisation and the 

Case of the Australian Public Service’.  

I understand what I will be required to do and my rights in relation to my participation.  

I hereby agree to (please indicate which parts you agree to by ticking the relevant box):  

 

 Participate in an interview with the investigator  

 The audio recording of my interview with the investigator (anonymity preserved)  

 The investigator accessing my e-portfolio at UC prior to the interview 

I have had the opportunity to ask questions about my participation in the research.  

 

Name: .............................................................................................................................. 

Signature: ........................................................................................................................ 

Date: ................................................................................................................................ 

 

A summary of the case study report can be forwarded to you when published. If you would like 

to receive a copy of the report, please include your mailing or email address below:  

 

Mail or Email Address: ............................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................... 
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Appendix (4): Group (2) Project Information Sheet  

 

Project Title 

Exploring the Interactions between Theory and Practice: Knowledge Mobilisation and the Case 

of the Australian Public Service 

Some Definitions  

Knowledge: A ‘fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, expert insight 

and grounded intuition that provides an environment of and framework for evaluating and 

incorporating new experiences and information. It originates and is applied in the minds of 

knowers’ (Davenport & Prusak 1998, p.5).  

Knowledge Management: A ‘multi-disciplined approach to achieving organisational objectives 

by making best use of knowledge. It involves the design, review and implementation of both 

social and technological processes to improve the creation and application of knowledge, in the 

collective interest of stakeholders’ (Standards Australia HP-189 2004, p.15). 

Knowledge Mobilisation: The movement of knowledge from its explicit/represented from to 

where it is applied in practice.  

Research Aim & Objectives   

The study will explore the interactions that take place when professionals in the workplace 

draw upon explicit academic knowledge in the form of theory as well as other resources of 

represented knowledge inherent in their environment and test or apply this knowledge in 

practice. The study tentatively models these interactions as happening between two worlds: A 

‘theoretical world’ where knowledge resources are represented, and a ‘practical world’, where 

knowledge resources are used and tested. When these interactions take place, their effect is 

viewed to produces knowledge mobilisation. What influences the outcomes of knowledge 

mobilisation and how knowledge plays out in practice remains largely unexplored.  

Research Aim 

This research aims to extend our current conceputalisation of knowledge reuse following 

availability and representation and explore what constitutes the phenomenon of knowledge 

mobilisation and facilitates knowledge to be mobilised from its explicit form to its application 

in practice.  

Research Objectives  

In line with the above aim, the research objectives are to: 

1. Identify any patterns in relation to how individuals interact with explicit knowledge;  

2. Identify any factors and relationships that are influencing this interaction and resulting 

outcomes; 
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3. Account for why any differences between explicit knowledge and actual practice (knowing-

doing gaps) exist.  

Research Questions  

The following research questions will guide the enquiry:  

1. How are individuals engaging with explicit and represented knowledge resources? 

2. What other entities can be identified to be present? 

3. What actions are being invited by these entities? 

4. What outcomes are being observed?  

Participant Involvement  

Interviews 

If you agree to participate in this case study, you will be invited to participate in one semi-

structured interview that will take no more than an hour in duration. The interview will be held 

at your agency/department or place of your choice and at a mutually agreed upon time.  

With your consent, the interview will be audio-recorded. At the interview, you will be invited 

to respond to several questions in relation to the ‘knowledge’ aspects of your recent experience 

with the graduates and your own role in the program. A tentative set of questions has been 

included for your reference.  

Post Interview 

If you wish to contribute with further insights as a continuing dialogue, please feel free to 

contact me at Zeena.Alsamarrai@canberra.edu.au at any point.  

Potential Benefits of the Study  

It is expected that the findings of this research will make a theoretical contribution towards our 

understanding of what influences knowledge mobilisation in general, and within APS agencies 

and departments in specific. It is also expected that the study will shed light on some of the 

reasons why potential differences between knowledge in theory and in practice may exist so 

that we can achieve better outcomes from knowledge mobilisation efforts. Finally, the 

anticipated outcomes can also inform our understanding of the nature of knowledge in APS 

organisations and if it needs to be refined so that it is more appropriate to the real practices of 

APS agencies/departments.  

Data Storage 

Data collected from the interviews will be transcribed and stored securely on the researcher’s 

password protected computer within the premises of the University of Canberra. Transcribed 

interview notes will also be uploaded (with participant name and any identifier removed) into 

a software called NVivo for data analysis. This data will be stored by the University of Canberra 

for five years following the data collection phase and will be destroyed according to the 

University’s protocols. During the life of this research, only anonymized data will be used for 

mailto:Zeena.Alsamarrai@canberra.edu.au
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the purposes of the research and no external linkage between the participant and their name and 

the data will be made.  

Privacy & Confidentiality 

Data from this study will not be shared with anyone associated with your course or agency 

placement without your consent. Great care will be taken to ensure that any reports of the data 

do not identify any individual or their agency explicitly or implicitly. Pseudonyms (invented 

names) rather than real names will be assigned to participants and only the researcher will have 

access to the original participant names concealed by the pseudonyms.  

Privacy and confidentiality will be assured not only at the data collection stage, but at any time 

where reference to the data is made. This includes any reports on the case study outcomes that 

may be presented in a conference, published in a journal, or in the researcher’s final thesis.  

If you withdraw from the case study at any point in time, your information/data will also be 

withdrawn from the project, unless you (1) consent to the researcher to retain your 

information/data or (2) your data cannot be withdrawn because, for example, it cannot be 

identified or extracted from the wider body of research data/information that has been collected. 

Ethics Committee Clearance 

The proposed research has been approved by The Human Research Ethics Committee at the 

University of Canberra (Project 16-129). This research will also comply with the ‘National 

Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research’ mandated by the National Health and 

Medical Research Council (NHMRC).  

Enquiries & Concerns  

If you have any further enquiries or concerns regarding the research or your participation, 

kindly contact me or any member of my supervisory panel as follow: 

Researcher 

Zeena Alsamarra’i 

PhD Candidate  

Faculty of Business, Government & Law 

University of Canberra 

Bruce 2601, ACT   

Zeena.Alsamarra’i@Canberra.edu.au  

 

Research Supervisors  

Professor Craig McDonald, Craig.McDonald@Canberra.edu.au 

Dr Dale MacKrell, Dale.Mackrell@Canberra.edu.au  

Dr Sally Burford, Sally.Burford@Canberra.edu.au  

 

mailto:Zeena.Alsamarra'i@Canberra.edu.au
mailto:Craig.McDonald@Canberra.edu.au
file:///C:/Users/S430667/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/U7HIK0W2/Dale.Mackrell@Canberra.edu.au
file:///C:/Users/S430667/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/U7HIK0W2/Sally.Burford@Canberra.edu.au
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You can also contact the University of Canberra’s Research Ethics & Integrity Unit by 

contacting either Mr Hendryk Flaegel on (02) 6201 5220 or Mrs Maryanne Simpson on (02) 

6206 3916 or via email to humanethicscommittee@canberra.edu.au. 

If you would like some guidance on the questions you could ask as a participant, please refer 

to the Participants’ Guide available at:    

http://www.canberra.edu.au/research/ucresearch/attachments/pdf/a-m/Agreeing-to-

participate-in-research.pdf.   

 

Thank you.  

 

mailto:humanethicscommittee@canberra.edu.au
http://www.canberra.edu.au/research/ucresearch/attachments/pdf/a-m/Agreeing-to-participate-in-research.pdf
http://www.canberra.edu.au/research/ucresearch/attachments/pdf/a-m/Agreeing-to-participate-in-research.pdf
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Appendix (5): Group (2) Participant Consent Form  

 

Consent Statement 

I have read and understood the ‘Project Information Sheet’ relating to the research project 

‘Exploring the Interactions between Theory and Practice: Knowledge Mobilisation and the 

Case of the Australian Public Service’.  

I understand what I will be required to do and my rights in relation to my participation.  

I hereby agree to (please indicate which parts you agree to by ticking the relevant box):  

 

 Participate in an interview with the investigator  

 The audio recording of my interview with the investigator  

I have had the opportunity to ask questions about my participation in the research.  

 

Name: .............................................................................................................................. 

Signature: ........................................................................................................................ 

Date: ................................................................................................................................ 

 

A summary of the case study report can be forwarded to you when published. If you would like 

to receive a copy of the report, please include your mailing or email address below:  

 

Mail or Email Address: ............................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................... 
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Appendix (6): Group (1) Interview Questions 

 

1. Describe a work situation (task) that required some engagement with explicit/represented 

knowledge (theory, policies, frameworks, procedures, manuals, etc.).  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

2. What did you do to address the knowledge needs to deal with your immediate situation or to 

complete the task at hand?  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

3. What knowledge resources did you draw upon (this may include people) and how available 

or easy to access were these resources?  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

4. Were the knowledge resources in your immediate environment sufficient for you to perform 

the task?  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

5. What were the actions taken to address the task?  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

6. Do you feel other aspects of your immediate environment have influenced your actions or 

ability to perform the task? How so?  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

7. From your experience to-date to what extent does theory (as a form of explicit knowledge) 

play out when tested in the workplace? Do you find that there is often a match or mismatch 

between knowledge in theory and in practice? How so?  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

8. In relation to the training, you had on the job versus the training you had at the university of 

Canberra, was there a difference in focus between the two, were they aligned? Was one focused 

more on soft skills and one on hard skill? How are they similar and different?  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Appendix (7): Group (2) Interview Questions 

 

1. We will start the conversation around the University’s efforts to have the graduates research 

theory, investigate their organisational practices, analyse, critique, and take actions while also 

drawing upon knowledge resources available to them. What aspects of the environment do you 

think have influenced how well the graduates did this? (Rotations, supervision, training, etc). 

 

2. The graduates’ status as ‘entry-level’ professionals and structure of the program meant that, to 

some degree, they were directed by supervisors and mentors on how to go about doing things 

as opposed to gaining knowledge from research and self-discovery. From your experience, how 

did this influence the graduates’ work practices and approach to engaging with knowledge 

resources?  

 

3. I imagine the graduates had to look for documented policies, processes and procedures as a 

start and, while doing so, learned a lot about their department/agency. Can you tell me about 

your thoughts on these knowledge resources? Are they available/accessible? are they 

important/relevant? do other staff use them?  

 

4. Most graduates seem to talk with others rather than look for documented knowledge resources 

in their organisation (such as procedures & processes, etc.). Can you tell me about your 

thoughts on this? Which groups of people did they rely on mostly (other graduates, previous 

graduates, subject matter experts, supervisors, mentors, CDSOs, etc.)?  

 

5. I would like to discuss the role of social networks. Have you noticed a difference in the 

performance and progression of graduates who used social networks to get help and those who 

didn’t?  

 

6. How does the reliance on other people as a knowledge source influence the quality of their 

practice?  

 

7. In terms of providing support to the graduates for career development, is there more emphasis 

on skill development and gaining knowledge of practice or on knowledge acquisition through 

formal education and engagement with theoretical knowledge?  

 

8. In relation to your role as a (role title), can you tell me about the knowledge aspects of the role. 

Do you think there are helpful knowledge resources available to you in your organisation or 

would you have liked to have some other resources available?  

 

9. Finally, what were some of the issues that affected the graduate’s progression in the program 

in general that we did not discuss?  
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Appendix (8): List of Initial Codes Generated with NVivo 

 

 

  

Name Number Of Coding References Number Of Sources Coded 

Accountabilit y 4 3 

ACS CODE OF CONDUCT 5 5 

ACS Code of Ethics 4 3 

Acts & Standards 9 6 

Adaptation 2 2 

Adapt ing to the situation 1 1 

Alignment 1 1 

APS Code of Conduct 6 6 

APS Values 2 2 

Artefacts 48 22 

Art ificial Intell igence 1 1 

Australian Freedom of lnformaiton Act 1 1 

Australian Law 1 1 

Best practicw 1 1 

Big data 1 1 

Communication 2 2 

Communication 8 6 

Complexity of reality 8 5 

Cost 2 2 

Culture 7 6 

Custodianship 1 1 
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Customising 8 5 

Cyber Security 1 1 

Data Management 7 6 

Dedicated team 8 5 

Dedicated unit s and teams 13 8 

Defintion of accountabi lity 2 1 

Dependencies 1 1 

Enterpr ise Architecture 5 5 

Evaluation-Assessment 1 1 

Reports\\Nodes List (3 Nov 20171 Page 1 of 4 

23/ 02/2021 7:52 PM 

Name Number Of Coding References Number Of Sources Coded 

Events 1 1 

Examples 2 1 

Examples 2 2 

Examples of account ability in ICT 1 1 

Examples of cod breach 8 4 

Experience 7 4 

External 3 3 
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Formal educat ion 2 1 

Good Quotes 3 3 

In t he future 10 5 

Informat ion Management 4 4 

Interpretation 1 1 

IT 3 3 

IT Security 3 3 

KM oB Instances 23 15 

Knowledge Hoarding 1 1 

Knowledge Management 1 1 

Lack of preparation 1 1 

Language & Jargon 2 2 

Learning styles 2 2 

Limitat ions 2 2 

M anagement Style 1 1 

M apping examples 11 8 

M eetings 6 2 

M entors 1 1 

M erger 15 2 

M istakes 3 1 

M ot ivation 7 3 
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Nature of business of t11e agency 

Nature of the Program 15 13 

opportunity to practice 11 7 

Reports\\Nodes l ist (3 Nov 20 17) Page 2 of 4 

23/ 02/ 2021 7:52 PM 

Name Number Of Coding References Number Of Sources Coded 

Organizational Factors 48 28 

Other factors 18 10 

Other people 2 

Outcome 1 

Ownership 3 

Participant observations 2 

People 14 7 

Personal Judgment 3 2 

Po licies 4 4 

Preferences 3 3 

Preparation (Lack of preparation) 3 

Pressure to deliver 4 

Prior know ledge 4 
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Process 3 3 

Project issues 12 7 

Project Management 9 8 

Quotes 1 1 

Quotes 2 1 

Quotes 2 2 

Reality & Reflections 63 24 

Reports 1 1 

Resilance to change 1 1 

Rigid 4 3 

Rigid - positive 1 1 

Role limitat ions 3 3 

Role requirements 5 2 

Roles 10 7 

SAFIA 17 8 

Silos and 'Silo-ed' behavior 6 4 

Size 4 3 

Sources 7 6 
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Name Number Of Coding References Number Of Sources Coded 

STAKEHOLDER MANAGEM ENT 1 1 

Standards 1 1 

STRATEGY AND ALIGNMENT 3 3 

Structure 4 1 

Successful & Reasons 0 0 

System Development Life Cycle 1 1 

Tasks 1 1 

Team dynamics 14 s 

Technology 1 1 

Technology (2) 18 10 

Tension 1 1 

The Employment Principles 1 1 

Theo ry 4 2 

Theo ry is r igid s s 

Theo ry vs reality 8 7 

Three worlds 1 1 

Time 1 1 

Too many gates s 2 

Training 14 12 

Training as communication 1 1 

Trust 1 1 

UC requests 2 2 

Uncertainty 1 1 

Unsuccessful & reasons 0 0 

visual comm unication 1 1 

What are they doing 27 9 
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Appendix (9): Glossary of Terms  

 

Term Definition Reference to sections 

where term is discussed 

Knowledge  A ‘flux mix of framed experiences, values, contextual 

information and expert insight that provides a 

framework for evaluating and incorporating new 

experiences and information. It originates and is 

applied in the minds of knowers. In organisations, it 

often becomes embedded not only in documents or 

repositories but also in organisational routines, 

processes, practices, and norms’ (Tsoukas & 

Vladimiros 2001, p. 974).  

 

2.2 

Knowledge 

Domain 

The domain where knowledge conceptually resides. 

This includes ‘theoretical’ knowledge and 

‘organisational’ knowledge.  

 

1.2 

Knowledge 

Management  

A ‘multi-disciplined approach to achieving 

organisational objectives by making best use of 

knowledge. It involves the design, review and 

implementation of both social and technological 

processes to improve the creation and application of 

knowledge, in the collective interest of stakeholders’ 

(Standards Australia HP 189 2004, p.15). 

 

2.4  

Model A visual representation of a theory or conceptual 

framework that displays its constructs and how they 

relate to each other in order to better understand it. In 

other words, a model is developed to illustrate a theory.  

 

Throughout the thesis 

Organisational 

Knowledge  

Knowledge that is embedded in an organisation’s 

processes, procedures, information systems, 

repositories, policies, standards, frameworks, 

practices, norms and culture.  

 

1.2 

Practice A ‘set of actions (human behaviour) undertaken by one 

or more persons in order to achieve an outcome’ and 

includes ‘planned or unplanned actions that can be 

common, habitual and frequent, or emergent, casual 

and unexpected’ (Guzman 2009, p. 87). 

 

2.3 

Practice 

Domain  

The domain where knowledge is applied in 

professional practice.   

 

1.2 

Praxis  The ‘fusion of theory and practice’ (Thompson & 

Thompson 2008, p. 22). 

 

5.1 
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Reflective 

Practice  

An approach to practising that is informed by an 

objective body of knowledge, one that can be examined 

and challenged (Schon 1983; Thompson & Thompson 

2008). 

 

2.3, 5.6  

Theory  A logical system of concepts, relationships, 

frameworks, and higher-level patterns that provide an 

understanding of an observations (Beder 2000; Grix 

2004). Theory allows us to ‘identify, describe, explain, 

predict, control, and cope’ with aspects of the practical 

experience (Argyris & Schon 1974; Beder 2000, p. 41). 

 

2.2  

Theoretical 

Knowledge 

The stock of scientific and scholarly knowledge that 

professionals acquire through education in order to 

guide their practice.  

 

2.2, 5.5 

Practical 

Knowledge  

A combination of procedural knowledge and practice 

and encompasses knowledge of how things are done in 

a given context (Guzman 2009). 

 

2.3, 5.5 
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Appendix (10): List of Acronyms  

 

APS  Australian Public Service  

GDP Graduate Development Program  

ICT Information and Communication Technology 

ICTGDP Information and Communication Technology Graduate Development Program 

KM Knowledge Management  

PM Project Management  

TKB The Knowledge Base  

WIL Work Integrated Learning  

 

 

 

************ 


