CM0382	Knowledge Management	Coursework
One of the difficulties associated with practicing knowledge management in organisations is the lack of shared understanding of what knowledge is among those involved.

Computer Science view:
1. Vance (1997) defines knowledge, as “information is data interpreted into a meaningful framework whereas knowledge is information that has been authenticated and thought to be true.” 
	Summary:
	The question of defining knowledge is addressed by distinguishing knowledge is  as something different than information or data.  The view is taken that knowledge is information that has been confirmed to be the truth and trusted by users.
Consistencies: Separating data, information and knowledge as individual entities is common across all the views of knowledge.  
Differences: That authenticated information is knowledge; the other two views suggest that humans must turn information into knowledge.

Philosophical view:
2. Churchman (1971) states, “to conceive of knowledge as a collection of information seems to rob the concept of all of its life. Knowledge resides in the user and not in the collection. It is how the user reacts to a collection of information that matters.”
Summary:
The question of defining knowledge takes the epistemology approach.  It is concerned with how knowledge is produced, and the importance of humans in the process.  Therefore knowledge is information that has the ability to change an individual, either by providing the potential for a certain type of action or making someone competent of a more effective or different action.  
Consistencies:  WHEREIS THE EXAMPLE
Differences: It takes the view that; information such as trusted information (in the computer science view) is not knowledge.  It takes the sole view that humans must create their own knowledge, through information they receive. 





Organisational view:
3. Davenport and Prusak (1998) define “knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, 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, practises, and norms.”
Summary:

Consistencies: Recognising that humans must do the transformation between information and knowledge.  
Differences:  This view attempts to provide a ‘working definition’ of knowledge.  It does not endeavour to try to redefine knowledge, or try to provide a deep understanding like philosophers do.  The view is based on characteristics that make knowledge valuable, and characteristics that make knowledge difficult to manage. 
This definition provides a number of elements, unlike the other two, which are focused on individual aspects of knowledge.  
Finally this is the only definition to recognise that knowledge is obtained between humans, through organisational routines and media such as books.  




Choice of definition 

I prefer Davenport and Prusak’s organisational view as I think believe  it provides a more balanced option in regards to defining knowledge.  I find the other two views overly focused on one specific aspect of knowledge.  The question of a ‘de facto’ definition of knowledge or a ‘universal truth’ has been subject to many epistemology debates amongst ancient and modern philosophers (Alavi and Leinder 2001 pp7-8), I think it is worthless to attempt to redefine yet another low-level account of knowledge.  Davenport and Prusak provide a pragmatic description assisting people to try to understand knowledge logically.
Although the first sentence may be confusing ‘knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, and expert insight that provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and information’, it clarifies to the reader that knowledge is not simple or straightforward like Churchman and Vance try to establish.  





Changed view of knowledge?

Before doing research for this essay I would have presumed that knowledge was learnt through  acquiring? information through cognitive processes.   I now understand that knowledge is a multi-aspect topic.
I think it has been beneficial in gaining some insight into philosophical views of knowledge.  Inherently I would always choose a scientific view like Vance’s quote.  After reading background research and academic papers of philosophy, in particular epistemology I can understand the dilemma of defining knowledge and it has changed my view towards knowledge.  Some philosophical views can be used in integration with other views to compose a broader and functional definition.  However other philosophical views such as the classic from Plato “knowledge is justified true belief” (Steup 2008) don’t provide any useful or pragmatic help for the modern day understanding of the subject.
After reviewing all three definitions, I think there are merits in all the definitions.  Each provides a different aspect of knowledge.  To bring all these ideas into one definition is difficult.  Knowledge can be defined as a state of fact or knowing, a capability, a process, an object or having access to information (Alavi and Leinder 2001 p.10). 
I think that knowledge should be defined as per required.  If an organisational view of knowledge is required, I would use an organisational view.  Generic statements about knowledge , for example Schubert et al. (1998) suggests that “knowledge is a state of knowing” are fine for everyday purposes but to get a real insight the perceptive of knowledge must be changed to the suitable purpose, for example for professional use.
(IS PERCEPTIVE THE RIGHT WORD?? DO YOU MEAN PERSPECTIVE)
My view of knowledge has definitely changed to accommodate the view that a human process is involved.  I do now believe that the creation of knowledge for an individual is largely a human process, to use information they are presented with wisely to create knowledge or improve knowledge.  In conjunction with this I still have the view that information has different integrity and trustworthiness, as supported by the computer science view, therefore I now think that if someone is presented with reliable trusted information, they have improved chances of creating knowledge.   
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