Takum 00pa3oMm, COBMECTHBIE YCWIHS TOCYIapcTBa M JEIOBOTO COOOMIECTBA MO CO3TAHHUIO
ONarompHATHBIX YCIOBUH ISl Pa3BUTHS MaJlorO M CpEeIHETro OW3Heca NPHUBEAYT K CTUMYIHPOBAHUIO
MPEeNNPUHUMATEIbCKON aKTHUBHOCTH, JdajbHEHIIEMYy TOJBbEMY OTCUECTBEHHOW 3KOHOMHKH H POCTY
6marococtosiHuA rpaxaaH KazaxcraHa.

I'maBHOE ycClIOBHME HAIIErO YCTOMYMBOIO JABMKEHUSA BIEPEN — 3TO CIUIOYEHHOCTh HAIIEro
o01ecTBa B JOCTH)KEHHM IOCTaBJIECHHBIX LieJIeH, KOHCOJIMJIAIMS BCEX CIOEB U IPYIII HACETIEHUS BOKPYT
CTpaTeruy, HalpaBJIeHHON Ha pelleHre OOLMX 3ajad. JTO CTaHET peajbHbIM, €CIM B HeW Mbl Oynem
CIOCOOHBI TPAaBUJIBHO YYUTHIBaTh MOTPEOHOCTH OOIIECTBA M PA3IMUYHBIX TPYNI HACENEHUs, BEPHO
OIpENeNATh MPUOPUTETHI M OOecneumBaTh WX peaju3aluilo. JTO Hajlo JelaTh B COTPYAHHUYECTBE
rocyapcTBa ¢ OTAEIbHBIMH IPyIIIaMU HACEIEHHUs U YaCTHBIM CEKTOPOM.

[TonnepxaHue BBICOKMX TEMIIOB ASKOHOMHUYECKOIO POCTa, IUBEpCU(PHKALNS HKOHOMMKH U
IpeoiojieHHe OeHOCTH SIBJIAIOTCS TTIaBHBIMM 3a/1a4aMu, CTOSIIIMMH HE TOJIBKO IIepesl rocylapCTBOM, HO
U mepea npeanpuHuMarenscTBoM. I1o atomy noBoay B mocnanuu [Ipesunenta Hapoay Kazaxcrana Oblio
cKkazaHo 4To, kK 2050 roxy Manblif u cpeaanii OnzHec OyneT mponu3BoaANTH He MeHee 50 TpoLIeHTOB 00bhEMa
BBII Kazaxcrana, BMecto HbiHEmHUX 20 nporieHToB. [Ipon3BOANTENEHOCTS TPYy/Aa HAJO YBEITUYHTH B 5
pa3 — ¢ HeiHemHUX 24,5 ThIcsuu 10 126 ThICSY q0mIapoB./S/

Oto Oynmer rapaHTHed CTaOWIBHOCTH SKOHOMHUKH, €€ NUBEPCH(UKAIMH, OTXO/JA OT CHIPhEBOU
HaIpaBICHHOCTH /6/.

Ho wm cyObexTsl Manmoro u cpeaHero OW3Heca HE B CWI€ B OJMHOYKY CHpPAaBUTHCS C
MOCTaBJICHHBIMU 33J]a4aMH, B OTOM CIlydal XOpOIIEH IOMOIIbIO MPEeINPUHIMATEIBECTBY Oyaer
KomureTr monaepku manoro u cpenHero npennpunuMarenscrsa npu MOPT PK.
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KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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Abstract. The Case Study utilizes Stankosky’s Knowledge Management (KM) pillars to enterprise
learning — leadership, organization, technology and learning - as a lens to investigate and understand
Knowledge Management practices and perceptions within Higher Education Institutions, looking at
challenges of implementation within this sector. Higher Education Institutions within the Kazakhstan are
very complex institutions, with diverse backgrounds, history, culture, resources and missions. The
University presents itself in today’s knowledge economy with a dichotomy of priorities, one which aims
to provide quality teaching and research activity, and the other, to ensure effective and efficient
management and administration within an increasingly competitive market. Being a service, non-profit
organization ensures that the values of scholarship remain a very important aspect of its mission; yet, the
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external environment within which HEIs conduct their business today is rapidly changing, forcing HEIs to
reflect on how they do ‘business’ given the external pressures they face.
Keywords: knowledge management, grounded theory, higher education

Nowadays it is affirmed that knowledge lies at the heart of the modern economy, where
knowledge assets are the principal factors of production and where nations and organizations have to
organize their knowledge assets to their best advantage. Ideas of knowledge management (KM) began to
emerge in business in the 1990s, and were heavily influenced by the massive expansion of access to
information and analytical power created by new computing methods, increasing expectations regarding
quality and quality assurance, and new emerging ideas about human factors and human capital. There is
no clear, accepted definition of KM, but Andrea M. Serban (2002, 6) offers two ideas that help in
understanding the concept:

1. Knowledge management is about connecting people to people and people to information to
create competitive advantage.

2. Knowledge management is the systematic process of identifying, capturing and transferring
information and knowledge people can use to create, compete and improve.

Michael Stankowsky’s (2005) four pillars of knowledge management: leadership, organization,
technology and learning.

The creation and transmission of knowledge is central to the raison d’étre of higher education
institutions. Using knowledge management techniques and technologies in higher education is as vital as
it is in the corporate sector. If done effectively, it can lead to better decision-making capabilities, reduced
“product” development cycle time (for example, curriculum development and research), improved
academic and administrative services, and reduced costs.

Higher education is moving from the old culture that considers ‘what’s in it for me’ to a new
culture that says ‘what’s in it for the customer?’ And it is developing a culture that is ready to embrace
knowledge management. In order to explore the application of KM, findings may be divided into the
following eight categories and summarized as follows:

Definitions.Despite higher education institutions being in the business of creating, developing and
transferring knowledge through teaching and research, it was evident that there was no clear, widely
accepted definition of knowledge. This undermined attempts to use information more effectively. It was
revealed some uncertainty about the benefits of KM, even among those leaders and managers charged
with implementation. This was often crucial in shaping the relative success or failure of the project.

Institutional Context. It is important to explain fully the potential benefits of KM. Some
universities had undergone major changes in recent years due to references made to “change fatigue”. The
decision to implement a KM strategy was made internally, motivated by a desire to enhance operational
efficiency by the more effective use of knowledge. Universities that wanted change reflected their
ambitions and priorities (i.e., a positive view of change).

Working Environment. There is need for leadership to create an environment within which staff
had a positive attitude towards the institution as a whole. This does not always come easily. Most
academic staff first identify with their disciplines and departments or with their research area rather than
with their institutions (Becher and Trowler 2001). Senior managers believed that such attitudes could have
a negative effect on implementation of institution-wide KM initiatives.

Leadership. The importance of strong, visionary central leadership is emphasized. Cultural change
is required in order to support the implementation of KM. It was recognized that KM “would not just
happen” unless leadership was committed to ensuring the necessary working environment and resources.
In some universities leadership was seen as the single most important factor influencing the success or
failure of KM. It was suggested that leaders have very different backgrounds, experiences and skills they
bring to their institutions, which set the tone in creating a collaborative working environment and in
promoting open communications.

Strategy. Senior managers in university were concerned that KM needs to be recognized within the
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overall institutional strategy in that “there cannot be any conflict in this respect.” It was also suggested
that a distinct operational KM plan was needed in order to clarify understandings of the terminology and
ensure that the KM process was fully coordinated.

Resources. It was clear from the case studies that in the past universities were not known to
prioritize and invest huge sums of money on administrative systems. However, leaders and managers now
believe that they must tackle questions of student experience; new ways of working are necessary to
streamline processes and increase efficiency. KM might improve the quality of services and, potentially,
could lead to long-term improvements in efficiency and to savings, but, in the short term, such initiatives
could cost money. A KM agenda requires the investment of money, but also requires the investment of
time. Given the increasing pressure on university staff to do more with less and to incorporate market-like
behaviors into their work, a KM project might be seen as an un- welcome distraction. However, for a KM
project to succeed, such challenges would need to be faced.

Staff Development. An important issue highlighted by universities was the need to support a KM
project with an effective staff development program. This helped to secure understanding of the benefits
of KM and acceptance of change, as well as widening the appropriate skill base in the institution.

Organizational Structure. Universities implemented highly devolved structures, but these were not
necessarily seen as helpful for the implementation of KM. Structures were seen to have a direct effect on
KM, especially as KM assumed a high level of sharing.

Conclusion: This research is fascinating in the area of KM is increasing in popularity and
institutions offer it as an academic program or course, yet few, have embarked on research of the
application or implementation of KM within conclusion, this research has enabled some rich themes and
findings to emerge with regards to the this context. Further research is required to provide an evidence
base of the benefits of KM as a management tool to enhance the competitive advantage of universities
within the KZ; however, this case study research has shown that, as Ponzi (2002) postulates, KM is in the
process of establishing itself as a new aspect of management and slowly but surely it is capturing the
attention of the HEIs.

References

1. Becher, A. (2001) Academic Tribes and Territories, Open University Press: Buckingham.
Birgeneau, R. (2005) The Role of the University and Basic Research in the New Economy, in
Jones, G., Mccarney, P.

2. Systems: Clarification for Better KMS Development, in Coakes E (Ed.) Knowledge Management:
Current Issues and Challenges. United Kingdom, IRM Press.[1Cole, G. (2004) Management
Theory and Practice, Thomson Learning.[1Cranfield, D. and Taylor, J. (2007) "Knowledge
Management Practices within Higher Education Institutions in the UK".

3. KMPro, Vol.4, No.2, pp.6-15.00Crotty, M. (1998) The Foundations of Social Research: Meaning
and Perspectives in the Research Process, Allen and

4. Unwin. Davenport, T. and Prusak, L. (2000) The Pragmatics of Knowledge Management. Working
Knowledge : HowOrganisations Manage What They Know., Harvard Business School Press.
Eisenhardt, K. (1989) "Building Theories from Case Study Research". The Academy of
Management Review, Vol. 14,

5. http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/2006/06 13/. Levy, D. (2003) "Qualitative Methodology and
Grounded Theory in Property Research.". "Qualitative Research in Information Systems". MIS
Quarterly, 21, 2.National Committee of Inquiry (1997) Report of the National Committee of
Inquiry; The Dearing Report. Available at

6. http://www.leeds.ac.uk/educol/ncihe/.Ponzi, L. and Koenig, M. (2002) "Knowledge Management:
Another Management Fad?". Information Research., 8, 1. Rowley, J. (2000) "Is Higher Education
Ready for Knowledge Management?". The International Journal of EducationalManagement, 14,
7, 325-333.Shattock, M. (2003) Managing Successful Universities, Society for Research into
Higher Education & Open University Press.Stankosky, M. (2005) Advances in Knowledge
Management: University Research Toward an Academic discipline, in

65


http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/2006/06_13/

	Литература


