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Abstract

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) makgrafisant contribution to national economies.
They have distinct characteristics and challengbglwneed to be addressed differently compared to
large organisations. These characteristics may I&MEs to different practices in many areas of
business. Knowledge management (KM) is one of taeses in which SMES’ practices could be
different to large organisations. The aim of thisppr is to present a developed framework which
identifies SMEs’ KM strategic orientations. Based a wide range of literature, four main
dimensions: knowledge source (external, internkipwledge type (codification, personalisation),
knowledge focus (exploration, exploitation) andwklealge breadth (narrow, broad), are identified as
bases on which KM strategic orientation can be #tigated. Three main strategic orientations:
aggressive, conservative and balanced have alsa mhmtified based on these dimensions. These
three orientations have been found related andelihko Miles and Snow's (1978) typology which
classifies organisations into three strategies:gpectors, defenders and analysers.

Keywords KM strategy, KM strategic orientation, business stggteSMESs



1 INTRODUCTION

Worldwide, small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEay a significant role in strengthening
national economies. They contribute enormouslyughooffering new jobs, increasing technological
improvements and competitiveness, and providingemagtions of services and products (SMDC,
2012). SMEs generally have different charactessiic comparison to large organisations in many
dimensions. Blili and Raymond (1993) reported tBtES have specific characteristics towards their
environment, organisational structure, decisioningknd information systems. According to Beaver
and Prince (2004), “the management theories aretmiges research that have been developed and
applied to the corporate sector are difficult tplicate in the small business context” (p.35). et

et al. (2007) stated that the SME sector is diffeend “cannot simply be regarded as a scaled-down
large business” (p.1228). These specific charatiesi of SMEs may lead to different strategic
practices towards organisational knowledge ressumlesearch relating to knowledge management
(KM) strategic practices in SMEs is quite limitddeveloping a theoretical framework may help in
better understanding the motivations and driverkinge SMES’ decisions on KM resources. A
framework helps to study certain phenomena thr@utwering research questions and identifying the
dimensions and the relationships between them,hwgriavide better understanding of the phenomena
(Herek, 2011). However, it is understandable theatetbping a conceptual framework is one of the
biggest challenges that confront the researchdwsteTis, however, a need for more research around
KM strategic practices among SMEs from both theoaétind practical perspectives.

This paper seeks to identify the key KM strategioahsions presented in the KM and KM strategy
literature and to develop a preliminary framewodt Elucidating the relationship between KM
strategy and business strategy.

The research described here is part of largeystugloring KM strategic dimensions and how they
are influenced by business strategy and contefdatirs within SMEs. The literature reported hsre
drawn from both large organisations and SMEs.

2 KM STRATEGY

By reviewing the literature on KM and KM stratedgur dimensions of KM strategy were determined
as the most commonly used. These dimensions afdamdlyledge source (internal and external); 2)
knowledge type (explicit and tacit); 3) knowledgectis (exploitation and exploration); and 4)

knowledge breadth (broad and narrow). Table 1 beppesents our analysis of various studies
regarding KM strategies. The analysis is baseddentifying the underlying dimensions upon which

KM strategy classifications have been based. Famgke, Zack (1999a) differentiated KM strategies
(aggressive vs. conservative strategies) basednowrganisation’s attitudes towards knowledge
sources (internal and external) and knowledge f¢exploration and exploitation); whilst Hansen et
al. (1999) proposed KM strategies (codification gretsonalisation) based on an organisation’s
relative emphasis on knowledge type (explicit aawit}.

The table presents various selected research orstkdiegies and the dimensions that were used by
the researchers. Our analysis is based on the gBoertric approach of literature review as sugegbst
by Webster and Watson (2002). Each of the KM stifatdimensions is defined and discussed below.

KM dimensions

Author KM Strategy Classification K. K. K. K.
Source | Type | Focus| Breadth
March (1991) Exploration, Exploitation v

(Externalization, Internalization,
Combination, Socialization)
Hansen et al.(1999) Codification, Personalisation 4

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) v




KM dimensions
Author KM Strategy Classification K. K. K. K.
Source | Type | Focus| Breadth
Bierly and Chakrabarti (1996) Explorer, Exploiter, Innovator, v v v
Loner
Zack (1999a) Conservative, Aggressive v v
. . v
Swan et al. (2000) Cognitive, Community v
Von Krogh et al. (2001) Leveragllng, Expan@ng, v 4
Appropriating, Probing
Bloodgood and Salisbury (2001) Creation, Trang?eotection v v Y
Schulz and Jobe (2001) Codification, Tacitness v v
Alavi and Leidner (2001) Knowledge creatl(_)n, _retrleval, % %
transfer, and application
Choi and Lee (2002) Human-oriented, System-oriented v v
Scheepers et al. (2004) Codification, Personatinati v
McMahon et al. (2004) Codification, Personalisation v
Mentzas (2004) Product-oriented, Process-oriented v
Keskin (2005) Tacit-oriented, Explicit-oriented v
Merono-Cerdan et al.(2007) Human-oriented, Systemted v
Greiner et al. (2007) Codification, Personalisation v
Bierly and Daly (2007) Exploration, Exploitation v
Choi et al. (2008) Tacit-oriehted, Explicit-orientgd, % %
Internal oriented, External oriente(

Table 1: Various KM Strategies Studies and themé@isions
2.1 Knowledge Sources Dimension

The knowledge source dimension refers to wherenisgdons obtain their knowledge—from internal
or external sources or both (Zack, 1999b). Intekmawledge is knowledge that was initially created
and distributed inside an organisation’s boundariggernal knowledge might include an
organisation’s research and development (Uhlanan ®tel, Meijaard, & Folkeringa, 2007),
knowledge contained in people’s minds, or knowled§@n organisation’s behaviours, procedures,
software or databases (Zack, 1999b). On the othed,hexternal knowledge is knowledge that is
imported from outside sources. This knowledge aamadquired in several ways: through imitation or
acquisition , through hiring new employees or canitig customer surveys (Holsapple & Joshi, 2004),
strategic alliances, and attending presentationseoninars (Beijerse, 2000). External knowledge
might also be obtained from government agencigsetsities, consultants, publications, software and
hardware vendors and other organisations (ZackQl)9®Researchers (Bloodgood & Salisbury, 2001;
Choi et al., 2008; Jordan & Jones, 1997; March 11%&i, 2005; Von Krogh et al., 2001) have used
knowledge sources as a dimension upon which amag#on’s KM strategy can be determined.

According to Menon and Pfeffer (2003), internal @axtdernal knowledge are different in terms of the
difficulty in obtaining access. Internal knowledge accessible, cheap, and can be easily
communicated. Meanwhile, many legal and technollgibarriers hinder obtaining external
knowledge—especially from competitors. Internal Wiexige is unique, fits with an organisation’s
context and is difficult to imitate. However, extal knowledge is often costly, exposed to
competitors and may not suit an organisation’s @dart-but may be necessary for the creation of new
ideas (Zack, 1999b). Internal knowledge is congiderery usable, and its flaws appear more visible
than external knowledge because it can be exandlosely. On the other hand, external knowledge
cannot be deeply examined unless it has been broughd applied (Menon & Pfeffer, 2003).

The source from which an organisation obtains itewkedge could affect its learning speed, i.e.,
learning external knowledge is usually slower thearning internal knowledge. This is because



external knowledge is difficult to interpret quigkbnd appropriately and the “not invented here”
syndrome could occur (Bierly and Chakrabarti, 198@ist learning could extend the gap between an
organisation and its competitors; however, slowneg has many advantages, such as enabling an
organisation to evaluate knowledge in the market taneffectively integrate knowledge within the
organisational context and environment.

2.2 Knowledge Type Dimension

The most widely cited classification for knowledgethe “tacit-explicit” classification (Alavi &
Leidner, 2001; Nonaka, 1994). There are differembvidedge classifications, such as declarative
knowledge (know-about), causal knowledge (know-whgdnditional knowledge (know-when),
procedural knowledge (know-how), and relational Wwiealge (know-with). However, all of these
types of knowledge can be either tacit or explicit.

The tacit-explicit classification is the highestééof knowledge classification and has been diseds
as a KM strategic dimension by Hansen et al. (199%ey proposed two strategies for KM:
codification (people-to-document approach) and quaaksation (people-to-people approach). These
two approaches/strategies have been investigat&hbiyand Lee (2002) under similar terms: system-
oriented strategy and human-oriented strategy. Wistem-oriented strategy (or codification strajegy
the focus is on codifying knowledge through heagg wf IT, and knowledge sharing occurs in a
formal manner. With human-oriented strategy (orspealisation strategy), the focus is on dialogue
through person-to-person contacts and social n&smghere knowledge sharing occurs informally.

These two strategies (codification/personalisateme)related to the knowledge type being used by an
organisation. In other words, different charactessof tacit and explicit knowledge lead to di#fat

KM strategies based on the type of knowledge basegd by an organisation. Explicit knowledge is
characterised by the fact that it is easily captuceeated, stored, transferred and followed. Intrest,
tacit knowledge is embodied in organisational psses or routines, created from experiences and
practices and transferred through a learning-bypglgirocess (Choi & Lee, 2003; Keskin, 2005).
Explicit-oriented organisations rely heavily onlg#o store, share and retrieve knowledge in formal
ways, while tacit-oriented organisations emphasiserpersonal communication and dialogue in a
more informal manner .

Schulz and Jobe (2001) argue that an explicit-tateon or codification strategy is helpful in
facilitating knowledge flow between organisationalits or departments, which facilitates work
coordination and transmits know-how from one uaitihother. On the other hand, a tacit-orientation
or personalisation strategy includes developingtadge that is difficult to imitate, which hinders
the movement of knowledge outside the organisatimhcould lead to a competitive advantage.

2.3 Knowledge Focus Dimension

This dimension is concerned with an organisatienisntation towards exploration of new knowledge
and exploitation of existing organisational knovgedAn exploration strategy is when the focus of an
organisation is on creating new knowledge to eiflald competitive position, while an exploitation

strategy aims at re-using current knowledge ressur order to enhance the organisation’s
competitiveness and efficiency (Zack, 1999b).

Both exploitation and exploration have some adwgegaand disadvantages. Focusing only on
exploration is both costly and risky, while choagionly exploitation could result in organisations
falling behind their competitors (March, 1991). Exation strategies, according to Zack (1999b), are
often implemented by organisations with low levelknowledge compared to their competitors. In
contrast, exploitation strategies are implementedrganisations in which their level of knowledge i
higher than that of their competitors. An explaratstrategy can enhance organisational innovation,
but can also be associated with uncertainty andcbalienge an organisation’s core competency. In
order for companies to operate and compete effdgtithey should be aware of existing knowledge
that can be exploited and the knowledge that shdwéldexplored. An organisation’s ability to



amalgamate existing and new knowledge is a keyessctactor in a competitive, knowledge-based
environment (Valkokari & Helander, 2007).

These two aspects in organisational learning aesemted under radical and incremental learning.
Radical (or explorative) learning refers to proessthat change and question the basic assumptions o
an organisation. Incremental (or exploitive) leagnimeans to gradually expand the current
knowledge . March (1991) states that there is @etidf between radical and incremental learning;
while incremental learning can work effectively amafitably in the short term, radical learning is
necessary for long-term benefits. These two coscat also known as single-loop (incremental) and
double-loop (radical) learning (Argyris, 1977). Sonorganisations may focus on incremental
development while others provide innovative andicadsolutions for problems (Jordan & Jones,
1997).

2.4 Knowledge Breadth Dimension

The knowledge breadth dimension concerns the extentvhich organisational knowledge is
specialised or generalised. Specialised knowledgddclead organisations to develop their core
competencies. Meanwhile, generalised knowledge nhemyg organisations to combine related
knowledge with other organisational resources agthriologies . The organisations with broad
knowledge have team members who are knowledgeablené particular area and have broad
knowledge about all product areas; however, orgdioiss with deep knowledge means that each team
member is very knowledgeable about one specifia b may have limited knowledge in other areas.
According to Turner et al. (2002), in a highly cagtipve environment, the organisations with a broad
knowledge strategy could perform better than ogirons with a specialised knowledge strategy.
Focusing on narrow knowledge could hinder absonptind recognition of new knowledge, and
focusing on broad knowledge could lead organisatiimnbe unable to understand and combine this
knowledge effectively.

3 THE PROPOSED KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT STRATEGIC
ORIENTATIONS

As depicted in Table 1, four dimensions have beseduas a basis to classify KM strategies:
knowledge source orientation, knowledge type oaom, knowledge focus orientation and
knowledge breadth orientation. The orientation tmlsathese (or some of these) dimensions
determines an organisation’s KM strategy.

This research uses Zack’s (1999a) model for KMestjias, one of the leading studies in this fiekl, a

a starting point. Zack's model classifies KM stgis into aggressive and conservative strategies
based on an organisation’s orientation towards kedge sources and knowledge focus. Those
organisations which focus mainly on exploiting thiiternal knowledge are following the most
conservative strategy, while organisations whiclke amaintaining a balanced position between
exploration and exploitation regardless of the kieolge sources are representing the most aggressive
strategy.

It is argued that this classification can be elatem on by considering the following issues: (a)kZa
model considers only two extreme strategies (coasige and aggressive) and overlooks a third
possible strategy, which could be characterizedfdusing mainly on organisations exploring
external knowledge with less emphasis on exploitimgrnal knowledge; and (b) This model does not
include two significant KM strategic dimensions ¢(hscussed above) which are: knowledge type and
knowledge breadth. We believe that incorporatirggéhtwo dimensions into this model creates a more
comprehensive picture and yields a closer and meccarate identification regarding an organisation’s
KM strategic orientation. After incorporating theuf KM strategic dimensions into one model, the
new model renames and classifies the KM stratejites three strategies: conservative strategy,
aggressive strategy and balanced strategy. Thaedketharacteristics of these strategies are pteden
in Figure 1 and Table 2.
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Figure 1: the Proposed KM strategic orientations

KM Strategy Dimension Characteristics Source

» Knowledge is created and distributed inside
an organisation

» Knowledge is in people’s minds, (Bierly & Chakrabarti,
Internal organisational behaviour and procedures, 1996; Uhlaner et al., 2007;
software and databases Zack, 1999b)

 Organisation has well-developed policy and
procedure manuals

* Focus on codifying and storing knowledge

via IT (Hansen et al., 1999; Choi
Codification  « Attempts made to formally share knowledge Lee, 2003; Keskin,
« Development of electronic documents 2005)
systems

 Organisation adapts incremental
improvement to existing product/service
« Organisation learns through trial and error (Zack, 1999b; March,
» Organisation tends to have routines inits  1991; Bierly &
process Chakrabarti; 1996; Jordan
« Organisation concerned with improving its & Jones, 1997)
process through re-engineering and
refinement.

Conservative
Strategy

Exploitation

 Organisation has strong core competency
 Organisational knowledge is very deep and
specialized
Narrow » Encourage specialisation in specific busine%%
areas
« Offer high-value special / brand names
products

ierly & Chakrabarti;
96)




KM Strategy Dimension Characteristics Source
 Organisational knowledge is from

customers, competitors, consultants, (Beijerse, 2000; Bierly &
External alliance, Internet and research institutions Chakrabarti; 1996_;
« Key staff brought from outside the Holsapple & Joshi, 2004;
organisation Zack, 1999b)

» Attend conferences and seminars

 Develop networks to link people together
: 'IE'ralnhpe_opled_thlrought(r)]ne-o2-one_ Teniorm%Hansen etal.. 1999: Choi
mphasise dialogue through social networks | ¢ “»003: Keskin,
and person-to-person contact
2005)
 Attempts made to share knowledge
informally

) * Organisation creates new ideas and leaders
Aggressive in the market
Strategy « Organisation looks for highly innovative

Personalisation

(Zack, 1999b; March,

_ soluth_lﬂS _ o _ . 1991; Bierly &
Exploration  Organisation questions its basic assumpt'ora,snakrabarti' 1996 Jordan
and values ' ,

. o & Jones, 1997)
» Error detection and correction involve

questioning and changing the current
policies strategies, procedures and goals
» Organisation is capable of integrating
external knowledge
» Employees’ knowledge is broad and can be
Broad applied in different contexts (

Bierly & Chakrabarti;

» Encourage acquisition of multiple skills 1996)
« Orientate training towards performing
multiple tasks
Balanced Maintainaamce between these four dimensions

Table 1: KM Strategic Orientation ClassificationirBensions and Characteristics

3.1.1 SMEs and KM Strategic Orientations

Most of the literature on KM is focused on larggamisations; however, some work has been done on
KM in SMEs. For example, Merono-Cerdan et al. (908fate that many SME managers lack
guidelines or ways to manage their knowledge ressjrand this deficit is caused by three issues: 1)
there is more of a focus on the technologies of &\& central factor than on the strategy; 2) thstm
investigated subjects are large companies and @aisiyall percentage of research has been done on
SMEs; and 3) there are a lack of empirical studie&M in SMEs comparing to the theoretical works.

It is recognised that SMEs may have no formal armpli@t KM strategy (Beijerse, 2000), however,
SMEs practise KM but do not recognise it as sudtyri8e, 2002). KM strategic orientation can be
defined and investigated in this study as the dveractised approach and actions taken by SMEs
towards KM strategic orientation dimensions. Thefimtion is consistent with Mintzberg (1987)
definition of strategy as pattern (i.e., strategya pattern in a stream of actions” p. 12).

Wong and Aspinwall (2005) and Wong (2005) have istidhe critical success factors for KM in the
context of how it has been adopted in the UK, #ray found in the investigated SMEs that senior
management support and commitment are among tleekfactors for any KM initiative. Similarly,
Beijerse (2000) investigated the influences of eganisation’s KM strategy, structure and culture on
KM in SMEs. The findings showed that the absencangfexplicit strategy for KM results in a lack of
facilitating structure and motivating culture. Adilgh he argued that SMEs practise KM, intended
strategy, structure and culture are not developethése practices.



The relationships between KM, innovation and pentance in SMEs have also been examined by
Uhlaner et al. (2007). Based on their findings, KkQuisition strategies were the most significant
factors influencing SMEs’ performance and innovatid~urthermore, they found using and
exchanging their knowledge with external entitiessvassociated with higher growth and turnover.
Interestingly, they also found that codification kafiowledge; firm-provided training and quality
certification have no impact on organisation perfance.

In another study by Bozbura (2007), SME managenre vicund to be reluctant to share knowledge.
Bozbura justified this finding by noting the feaf managers about losing control over their
knowledge. According to Uhlaner et al. (2007), jwes research reveals that SMEs usually acquire
knowledge from external sources, such as supplierapetitors, colleagues and customers more than
internal sources, which are used to a limited gxten

SMEs, more than large organisations, have a highed and desire to exploit external knowledge
(Desouza & Awazu, 2006; Robinson, 1982). Desouzh/amazu (2006) investigated the knowledge
creation process among SMEs based on Nonaka aneudfaEls knowledge creation model (i.e.,
socialization, internalization, externalization acmimbination) and found that socialization was the
dominant activity among the studied SMEs. Knowledgeres in both formal and informal ways, but
due to the small size of firms and the closenegsmgiloyees to their colleagues and managers, asing
person-to-person approach is the dominant methddsl been found that employees of SMEs have a
similar, common knowledge about their organisasaituation and objectives. Therefore, knowledge
can be easily distributed. Based on that, a cadio (explicit-oriented) strategy may be less
significant to SMEs compared to a personalizattani(-oriented) strategy (Desouza & Awazu, 2006).

The high focus on day-to-day operations could leadhe dominance of single loop/incremental
learning (Falconer, 2006). This is the case wheayrSMEs focus on improving their activities’
effectiveness and efficiency and on respondindnéir tday-to-day operations (Levy & Powell, 2000).
Decisions about the breadth of an organisation'swkedge are based on the availability of an
organisation’s resources. Organisations with lichitesources should focus on a specific area of
knowledge (usually core competencies) to becomeelsaand compete based on that knowledge .
This could be the case for most SMEs that suffemflimited financial and/or human resources.
Desouza and Awazu (2006) found that SMEs typidadlye deep knowledge, and employees tend to
have a similar common knowledge about their orgdiug’s situations and issues.

It can be concluded from the above review on ttedture on KM in the SME sector that limited
previous research has been done to examine the'$Vietices towards the KM strategic dimensions.
It is rare among SMEs to have explicit KM stratetiyus this framework attempts to capture the
practices of SMEs towards KM strategic dimensianisléntify their strategic orientations.

4 BUSINESS STRATEGIC ORIENTATION

It can be seen from this brief discussion about IKMMES that there are some dominant dimensions,
such as external knowledge, personalisation, egpion and narrow knowledge orientation. There are
other factors that may influence the KM strategiemtation (KMSO) of SMEs. Among these factors,
business strategy is the main driver for most dggdions’ actions and decisions. It is well-recagui

in literature that different business strategiesdld¢o different KM strategies and practices. Zack
(1999a) states “the most important context for mugdKM strategy is the firm’'s strategy” (p125). An
organisation’s strategic context helps to idenKiy initiatives that support its purpose or mission,
strengthen its competitive position and createedi@der value. Furthermore, business strategy dhoul
drive the KM strategy and initiatives in order tohave an organisation’s objectives and enhance
organisational performance (Tiwana, 2002).

There are many business strategy typology (And8®B5; Porter, 1980), however, in SMEs context, it
is argued that Miles and Snow’s (1978) typologylddae the most appropriate typology to investigate
the business strategic orientation (BSO). This ésalnse most SMEs lack formal and explicit



strategies; hence, it is needed to examine theitaesi practices and actions on which their sgiate
orientation can be decided. Moreover, Miles andvBsdypology covers many external and internal
dimensions and factors that may offer a comprekengiew into an organisation. This typology
classifies strategic orientation into the followifmur groups: prospectors, defenders, analysers and
reactors. However, reactors “lacks a consisteatesiy-structure relationship” (Miles and Snow, 1,978
p. 29) and do not follow a certain strategy (Zahral Pearce, 1990). Due to the absence of clear
definition and characteristics and lack of stratqgiofile of reactors (Miles & Snow, 1978; Slater &
Narver, 1993; Zahra & Pearce, 1990) , and followtlmgysame approach of many researchers (Croteau
& Bergeron, 2001; Denford & Chan, 2007; Massa & t&ag2009; Sabherwal & Chan, 2001;
Sabherwal, Hirschheim, & Goles, 2001; Sabherwal adbt&rwal, 2007), reactors will be excluded
from this study. The other three strategies areudsed below.

4.1 Miles and Snow's Typology and KM Strategies

Based on various literature, this section will itiignthe KM strategic orientations of each of Miles
and Snow’s strategy types.

4.1.1 Prospector

Prospector organisations, according to Miles anow®1(1978) typology, have a continuous search
for new ideas, products or markets. Thus, theymadye on external sources of knowledge and less on
internal sources; they focus mainly on tacit knalgie (personalisation) more than explicit knowledge
(codification); they benefit highly from exploringew knowledge and have less focus on exploitation.
Due to their frequent changes, their existing kmmlge may not suit the new contexts or
circumstances and that lead them to explore newlatlye (Sabherwal & Sabherwal, 2007). They
have a strong orientation towards R&D to fulfil tnmeer needs through monitoring market
development and inter-functional collaboration gratticipation in alliances (Langerak, Nijssen,
Frambach, & Gupta, 1999).

Prospectors’ key people (usually executives) comm foutside organisations more than from inside
the organisation. People’s experience and ideas@meidered more than technologies. Moreover,
they are the creators of change and are uncerbtmatavhich of their competitors must respond
(exploration); they monitor a wide range of envirental conditions, trends, factors and events, and
their planning is broad (broad knowledge) (Milesd eénow, 1978). AlIAmmary and Fung (2008)
investigated, empirically, the alignment betweeaspectors and aggressive KM strategy and found
this alignment is positively related to the orgatien’'s performance. However, the profile of
aggressive KM strategy in our research is sligtiifferent from that of (AlAmmary & Fung, 2008).

4.1.2 Defender

In contrast, defender organisations usually intémdnaintain their efficiency, so they prefer to
emphasise knowledge exploitation or applicationartban knowledge creation or exploration (Doty,
Glick, & Huber, 1993). Knowledge exploitation appean routines and often relies on existing
solutions to solve problems rather than discoveriag solutions (Sabherwal & Sabherwal, 2007).
Moreover, defenders use internal sources of knaydetiore than external sources (Zack, 1999a);
they focus mainly on explicit knowledge more thatit knowledge; they benefit highly from
exploitation of current knowledge more than craatiew knowledge (Sabherwal & Sabherwal, 2007).
Defenders have a single core technology, top masagko are highly experienced in their limited
area of operation, intensive planning (narrow kremlgke), and their growth occurs cautiously and
incrementally. AIAmmary and Fung (2008) have praubsheoretically the relationship between
defenders and conservative KM strategy, however,alignment between them has been found to
have no impact on organisation’s performance irbtieking sector.



4.1.3 Analysers

Analysers usually maintain a balanced position betwprospectors and defenders. They rely highly
on internal and external sources of knowledge, fitefiem both exploitation and exploration, and
focus on both tacit and explicit knowledge (Sablar& Sabherwal, 2007). Analysers monitor their
environment closely to discover new ideas andlftiieir customers’ needs (Langerak et al., 1999).
Their planning is both intensive and comprehensarg] their growth is primarily based on new
markets and products, and occurs cautiously angénmentally. Analysers have been adopting both
aggressive and conservative KM strategies to parfuetter as investigated empirically by AIAmmary
and Fung (2008).

To the best of our knowledge, there is no previmsearch that has investigated the relationships
between business strategy and KM strategy in th& 8bhtext. This framework (theoretically based
on literature of both large organisations and SM#iS)s to articulate this relationship as depicted i
Figure 2 below. It shows the relationships betwieesiness strategic orientations of Miles and Snow
(1978) and the proposed KM strategic orientatidimese profiles of business strategic orientatioas a
not mutually exclusive, i.e., prospectors may haernal knowledge, codification, exploitation and
narrow knowledge focus, but with lower levels congghbto their focus on the opposite dimensions as
well as the defenders.

Business Strategies KM Strategies

( N ( N
Prospectors |:| |:| | > Aggressive strategy

(& J \ J

( N ( N
Defenders 1l > Conservative strategy

(& J \ J

g 1 ( )
Analysers il > Balanced strategy

& J (. J

Figure 2: The Relationships between Business $yatad KM Strategy

5 CONCLUSION

This paper proposes a new classification for the $thategy based on four dimensions: knowledge
source, knowledge type, knowledge focus and knayddateadth. It classifies the KM strategies into
aggressive strategy (focus more on external knayeethcit knowledge, exploring new knowledge
and broad knowledge); conservative strategy (fawaee on internal knowledge, explicit knowledge,
exploiting the existing knowledge and narrow knalge) and balanced strategy (maintain a balance
between the KM strategic dimensions). These thigeskategies are proposed to be linked to Miles
and Snow’s business strategic orientations (praspecdefenders and analysers) respectively. This
paper contributes to theory through providing a enoomprehensive view for the KM strategic
orientation and its relationship to business sipat@his model could be useful for practitioners as
well by providing guidelines for developing a KMaegy that better matches their business strategy.

This research forms the basis for further researchhe different dimensions and will involve an
empirical investigation to establish the extenivtich this framework is valid in the context of SBIE
There are many factors other than business stratdgh could influence SMEs’ KM strategic
orientations such as industry sector, organisdatiage and organisations’ size which are worthy of
further investigation. Moreover, the proposed framik could be used in large organisations in order
to discover the differences and similarities betwthee SMEs and large organisations.
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