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ABSTRACT

The aim of this chapter is to deepen the concept of ‘Communities of Practice’ (CoPs) from the under-
standing of a reference framework for knowledge governance, stressing the grey area which distinguishes 
such governance from the traditional term ‘Knowledge Management,’ since knowledge governance 
means not just the management of such assets but also their creation and development, which generates 
a richer and more appropriate meaning or sense. Without entering into exhaustive referential analyses, 
we attempt to offer the reader a practical approach which allows structuring an action plan that, in this 
case, will be explicated for the field of CoPs. Identification and measurement of assets based on informa-
tion and knowledge and the processes carried out towards its improvement create the convergence of 
the dynamic of intellectual capital and the afore-mentioned knowledge governance as complementary 
subjects for an appropriate exploitation and monitoring of the impact which the organizational fostering 
of this strategic-reality has on business.
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VALUATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL 
INTANGIBLE ASSETS

The strategic approach of businesses in the cur-
rent economy has an important part related with 
certain support processes linked to analysis tasks 
corresponding to dynamic processes of decision 
making, as an attempt to diminish the risks inher-
ent to such processes. In this sense, such argument 
on intelligent or learning-capable organizations 
(Senge, 1990) gains a high value for the extraction 
of information and the creation of both appropri-
ate internal and external knowledge.

This approach insists on the importance of 
basic resources for strategic management focused 
on the couple information-knowledge (Itami, 
1987; Vassiliadis et al., 2000) and on derived 
individual and organizational learning. In this 
case, corporative philosophy should create the 
necessary atmosphere to recognize the value of 
intangible assets, very close to the understanding 
of the theory of resources and abilities, which 
does not only take into account those resources 
related with the tangible field but also those 
linked to non-physical elements located in the 
organizational ‘roots’ (1).

Obviously, it arises a requirement around 
a model or scheme of analysis; firstly, for the 
identification and measurement of such typol-
ogy of assets, and also to facilitate a structured 
framework of reflection and analysis, an area 
covered by the intellectual-capital approach (Itami 
& Roehl, 1991; Grant, 1991; Bontis, 1999; Bueno 
& Salmador, 2000; Ordoñez, 2000).

This thematic area of intangible assets —which 
we could qualify as emerging if study cases are 
observed, although it is has been historically 
tackled in organizational literature within the 
field of the theory of resources and abilities (Wer-
nerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991; Grant, 1991; Peteraf, 
1993)— had already collected, in different ways, 
contributions which helped to the valuation of 
non-tangible assets.

The basic models of intellectual capital (2) are 
generally structured by three basic components 
(IADE-CIC, 2003). Firstly, human capital —where 
attitudes, competency and abilities are analysed 
developing a profile to identify and measure 
knowledge from an individual viewpoint. On 
the other hand, structural capital (3) —respon-
sible for knowledge diagnosis of organizational 
nature (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Brown & 
Duguid, 1991 and 1998; Teece, 1998 and 2000; 
Nonaka et al., 2000; Tsoukas & Vladimirou, 
2001) — considers aspects such as organizational 
design, reported culture and processes, and also 
a technology reality related with efforts in I+D 
such as tools and results which facilitate and make 
knowledge tangible (Brooking, 1996).

Finally, relational capital —which is explained 
by knowledge and information flows derived from 
the framework of alliances directly related with 
business processes (customers, suppliers, etc.) or 
involved with the social environment (4) (Nahapiet 
& Ghosal, 1996).

However, measurement only lacks of sense 
without a sustainable exertion allowing the analy-
sis of different initiatives developed to improve 
the stock of intellectual capital. Such initiatives 
are processes related with the idea of ‘knowledge 
in action’ (Davenport & Prusak, 1998), creating 
a requirement of a holistic model integrating dif-
ferent alternatives and options, and also avoiding 
the common error linked to the consideration 
of strategic plans for knowledge governance or 
management just as a mere accumulations of 
initiatives. This accumulative approach creates 
difficulty and complexity in understanding certain 
dimensions and interactions among assets, gen-
erates chaos and includes contradictions among 
different programmes.

The result of such intellectual capital is centred 
on a ‘photograph’ (Bontis, 1999) as a traditional 
balance showing the status of the basic intangible 
assets identified by the organization; however, this 
approach may present a double objective —that 
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is, the improvement of internal management and 
external communication through the information 
for stakeholders about a more complete organi-
zational reality (5).

The general argument of ‘knowledge in action’ 
is traditionally linked to ‘knowledge governance 
or management’, processes which develop intellec-
tual capital looking for improving the results of the 
initial measurement scheme. In this sense, there 
is a basic difference between intellectual capital 
and knowledge governance, bearing in mind a 
static or dynamic perspective, respectively.

However, the need for a complete exercise of 
management beyond the traditional financial-ac-
countant approach creates an emerging line for 
the development of new areas within the structure 
of organizational responsibilities with a specific 
demand of abilities.

COLLABORATION APPROACH 
WITHIN KNOWLEDGE 
GOVERNANCE

Organizations consider in their strategies those 
factors to which they recognize significant value 

contributions (Barney, 1991; Grant, 1991; Peteraf, 
1993), certainly measurable or at least as presump-
tions. This initial argument means the possibility 
of different strategic approaches according to 
business orientation or awareness showed by the 
organization towards the relevance of the different 
types of assets it owns.

In Figure 1 it is observed a distinct evolu-
tion and evidence towards the consideration of 
knowledge as a key asset (6), as an organizational 
value —that is, as a resource to which a significant 
contribution is recognized openly.

Without deepening into the theoretical frame-
work associated to the concept of knowledge, 
this resource owns a characteristic linked to its 
intangibility which is that of enriching through 
the exchange among the large agents owning it 
(Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Grant, 
1996; Kogut & Zander, 1992 and 1996; Spender, 
1996; Tsoukas, 1996), which implies the con-
sideration of certain transference and exchange 
schemes as means supporting its advance and 
development.

Individual knowledge is transformed and is 
the base of the collective since it is transmitted 
through oral, written, encoded, sign, etc. language. 

Figure 1. Evolution of the economic paradigms (Source: Gorey & Dobat (1996) and Bueno & Salvador 
(2000))
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For Spender (1996), Von Krogh & Ross (1995) 
and Cook & Brown (1999), among others, social 
knowledge is not merely the sum of individual 
knowledge, but something else, different from 
that, which is especially important for organization 
survival and development in the long run.

This transference pattern means that individual 
knowledge is enriched in the process of exchange 
and transmission adding a contextual dimension 
to it, which gives it organizational value. In this 
sense, individual knowledge is idiosyncratic by 
nature and owns strong links to the organizational 
context in which it is developed. Knowledge 
transference, from this perspective, is necessar-
ily social and conclusively outdistances from the 
schemes of electronic transference of data and 
information.

Social knowledge is built up from networks 
of agents creating a system of relations which 
facilitates, fosters and allows that individual 
knowledge is transferred and, at the same time, 
enriched, giving rise to social or organizational 
knowledge. It is precisely in this point where we 
can identify the difference between Knowledge 
Management and governance. In the first, man-
agement occurs around an explicit and encoded 
object or entity which we call, usually in a wrong 
manner, knowledge, when in fact it is data or 
information. In the latter, we rather talk about a 
system of relations among agents governed by a 
series of guidelines, norms and rules regulating, 
leading and guiding knowledge flows or processes. 
In this system, the centre of attention is the subject 
of knowledge, which involves a more organic 
viewpoint of the concept —contemplating in a 
clear manner its different dimensions: explicit 
and tacit— and its relation with the context in 
which it is created and developed.

From a viewpoint of governance, thinking of 
guiding knowledge processes transcends the very 
meaning of the expression. Many authors insist 
that knowledge, in an abstract sense, cannot be 

managed (Drucker, 2001). Knowledge, as we have 
already mentioned, lies in people and responds to 
mental models of behaviour intrinsic to the very 
nature of individuals. At most, we can induce 
certain behaviours in subjects. It is possible to 
give them tools and competences to exercise 
and develop their mental and cognitive abilities 
with the aim of increasing their knowledge stock 
and use. From this viewpoint, and in the field of 
cognitive processes, each individual will build 
patterns of social behaviour linked to processes 
of understanding, assimilation, learning and ap-
plication of new knowledge (Bueno, 2005).

In the sense of the contributions by Foss (2006), 
this knowledge governance is close to a double 
level —micro (individual) and macro (collective), 
where it is important to consider not just tools, but 
also those attitudes and motivations which come 
into play in this reality of behaviours.

These processes are endogenous by nature 
and, therefore, they do not admit norms, rules 
and external intervention. A pedagogical method 
for learning, for instance, is nothing more than an 
instrument or tool to facilitate learning. However, 
its effectiveness will depend, deep down, on the 
individual’s ability, interest and motivation for 
learning. We can induce or favour behaviours 
and stimulate processes; however, the governance 
of what-is-known is a subject concerning the 
individual him/herself and depends on his/her 
context (Cook & Brown, 1999).

Organizations are increasingly giving more 
importance to the administration of their intan-
gible assets and to the forms in which such assets 
contribute to generate business value (Bueno, 
2003). In this sense, the processes of professional 
learning and development are oriented at the 
improvement of competences for innovation, al-
lowing their articulation in organizational models 
and systems which in turn become differentiat-
ing elements to achieve competitive positioning 
in markets. This knowledge approach adopts an 
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open and systemic viewpoint of the organizational 
processes —in which interactions, relations and 
collaboration processes act as channels for new-
knowledge transmission and assimilation (Plaz 
& Gonzalez, 2005).

From this viewpoint, an ontological approach 
of knowledge centred on the governance of pro-
cesses of social relations emerges. It is in this 
context that the transference of knowledge flows 
takes place, causing expressions of knowledge 
organization, codification and specification in 
the form of organizational records. It is this way 
how relations and relational capital, for instance, 
constitute key sources of organization enrichment 
and a means to keep the dynamic of knowledge 
renovation (Bueno, 2005).

This approach has recently distinguished 
between individual knowledge and the creation 
(development), management or governance of 
organizational knowledge (Nonaka, 1994 and 
1995; Bueno & Plaz, 2005). Such distinction 
is important since it focuses the discussion on 
Knowledge Management at the level of organi-
zational system and its management.

Knowledge management or administration 
places the debate in the field of governance of 
the exchange flows and key organizational pro-
cesses which increase the value of intangible 
assets. In this sense, talking about organization 
implies referring to the system of relations and 
connexions allowing the interaction of agents 
and individuals, and that knowledge flows —as a 
part of such process— are produced in the same 
directions of such interaction. It is important to 
stand out that Knowledge Management —con-
sidered from this viewpoint and with a sense of 
governance— means the definition of policies, 
guidelines, channels, proceedings and resources 
to create optimum conditions for fostering, chan-
nelling, catalysing and promoting such flows of 
organizational knowledge.

PROPOSAL OF FRAMEWORK 
MODEL FOR KNOWLEDGE 
GOVERNANCE

Talking about organizational-knowledge gover-
nance and development therefore means creating 
support structures for the processes of interaction 
individual-individual, individual-organizational 
system, and organizational system-organizational 
system. These structures facilitate knowledge 
flows and allow at the same time leaving a trace 
or record. This record is the result of specifying 
tacit knowledge to convert it into explicit codes 
leading to the definition of routines of organiza-
tional behaviour and progressively acquiring an 
own identity.

Organizational culture is nothing but the his-
toric trace of individual behaviours grounded on 
a collective expression. Stating that an organiza-
tion owns a determined working culture makes 
us date back to and look for —in its founders and 
previous leaders— those behaviours which have 
been progressively modelled and have become in 
reference and standard.

These processes are initiated through rela-
tions and interactions among knowledge agents 
or subjects from a determined viewpoint or 
strategic thought, given a context of reference 
which incardinates the process of knowledge. 
Information technologies are only the catalyser 
to facilitate collaboration among subjects and 
propose knowledge exchange as a common re-
source, which —once it is developed by action of 
practice— will be transformed from explicit into 
tacit, and from individual into social.

Without this conviction, at least in its top-
down version (7), it is very complex to face 
—moving away from the approach of simple 
fashion— a scheme aimed at a more appropriate 
way to tackle knowledge, or more precisely, the 
so-called knowledge governance (Plaz & Gonza-
lez, 2005), than just management, given that this 
term should gather those tasks related to creation 
and development.
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Going back to the argument on knowledge gov-
ernance, such governance is obviously configured 
from a structure of processes acting as drivers of 
the business in question, assuring the exploita-
tion of all organizational knowledge —an aspect 
which doubtlessly should be imbricated with a 
system of organizational intelligence (8) acting as 
a supplier of informative inputs for the recycling 
and updating of the organization’s knowledge 
base (Vassiliadis et al., 2000; Merino, 2004). The 
dynamics of creation of value occur around the 
tasks of internal transference of tacit and explicit 
knowledge, as well as around those tasks of in-
corporation of external knowledge or that created 
by other agents, generating learning cycles which 
build up the new knowledge within a process of 
transformation of essential competences which 
generate intangible or intellectual-capital assets 
(see Figure 2), as Bueno (2002) proposes in the 
new conception of the company as an economic 
system based on knowledge.

Accompanying this overall framework and 
prior to tackling the projection of the model of 
knowledge governance on the role of transference 
and collaborative approaches, it should be stood 
out the need to aligning such structure with a 
series of business objectives which allow clarify-

ing, visualizing and understanding the returns 
or impacts involved in knowledge valuation and 
acting in consequence. Those returns, beyond a 
short-term period, will adjust to the context of 
the organization, looking for action lines adapted 
to its level of organizational and technological 
maturity, considering a set of possible key factors 
for success (Plaz & Gonzalez, 2005).

At the same time, the achievement of results 
will require an appropriate scheme of measures 
which allow an appropriate evaluation not just 
of those variables of a finalist nature for busi-
ness, but also of the statistics associated with the 
afore-mentioned chain of knowledge creation, 
development and management.

For both analysis and fixation of objectives and 
the reality of these processes linked to knowledge 
governance, we may use the dynamic of a bal-
anced scorecard (Kaplan & Norton, 1992) and 
even for more specific themes, like the support 
for the control panel, several instruments such 
as the model of the European Foundation for 
Quality Management (EFQM) or the models of 
intellectual capital (10) can be used.

Undoubtedly, the action on knowledge gov-
ernance should pursue the improvement of the 
organization’s intellectual capital as a way to 

Figure 2. Company as a system based on knowledge (Source: Bueno, 2002)
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get to know the suitability of the actions aimed 
at putting into practice a strategy in the line of 
knowledge valuation (see Figure 3).

The approach of processes which shapes the 
model of knowledge governance makes clear an 
action loop (Bueno & Plaz, 2005; Nonaka, 1991 
and 1994; Kogut & Zander, 1992; Blumentritt 
& Johnston, 1999; Shin et al., 2001; Alavi & 
Leidner, 2001; Staples et al., 2001; Zahra & 
George, 2002; Argote et al., 2003; Zack, 2003) 
around the dynamics of understanding, register, 
storage (Walsh & Ungson, 1991; Davenport & 
Prusak, 1998; Teece, 2000; Staples et al., 2001; 
McGrath & Argote, 2002), diffusion (Davenport & 
Prusak, 1998; Szulanski, 2000), use and improve-
ment of information and knowledge, where the 
organization should consider the way of putting 
it into practice or value, already counting on a 
traditional approach based on certain support 
departments —namely, documentation centres, 
system departments, training units, quality areas, 
etc.— whose mission is clearly positioned in rela-
tion to the afore-mentioned loop.

In any case, it would be convenient to inte-
grate the set of dynamics specified in a modelled 
framework which allows visualizing, in a complete 
manner, the reach of knowledge governance in 
order to be able to face its display properly. In 
this case, literature revision (Gupta & Govinda-
rajan, 2000; Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Shin et al., 
2001; Staples et al., 2001; Zack, 2003; Argote et 
al., 2003; among others) describes a wide range 
of references which partially raise the different 

viewpoints of the afore-mentioned knowledge 
governance, losing a reference of holistic sense. 
The configuration of this model joins the dynamic 
of the afore-mentioned loop and the stages which 
achieve its alignment with the key strategy and 
factors of the business, apart from the correspond-
ing evaluation of impacts (see Figure 4).

All this is included within a scheme char-
acterized by complexity, given that the ‘act or 
fact of knowing’ is complex in itself, as well as 
the different knowledge processes (flows), given 
their diversity and functionality, which justify 
understanding governance as an action aimed at 
guiding such complexity.

This decrease in the terms alluding knowledge 
government allows translating its conceptual 
framework into a series of action lines recognized 
by all organizations and that, therefore, own a 
history, a record, programmes and tools which 
in many cases merely lack of integration; that is, 
a model for knowledge governance is not about 
accumulating programmes. These action lines are 
centred on the afore-mentioned organizational 
intelligence, expert management, communication, 
quality, learning-training, I+D and documental 
management, and on the strategies/mechanisms 
briefly described next:

• Organizational intelligence is an action 
line which pursues the configuration of an 
alert system for the organization (Escorsa 
& Maspons, 2001; Kurtyka, 2003; Almeida 
et al., 2003). The activities linked to techno-

Figure 3. Improvement of intellectual capital (Source: Personal compilation)
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logical vigilance, competitive intelligence, 
benchmarking, etc., are practices recognized 
within this kind of action.

• Expert management is a mechanism mainly 
based on collaborative approaches, net-
works, communities of practice, etc., where 
knowledge exchange, especially that of tacit 
knowledge, becomes a key objective.

• Communication, strategy based on the in-
formation about the organization’s abilities, 
resources, results, etc., where communica-
tion models, existing channels, etc., play 
essential roles (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; 
Szulanski, 2000).

• Content management is centred on the 
systems allowing appropriate tackling and 
accessibility to documents through data 
bases.

• Individual learning —bearing in mind the 
dynamics of training, offer and demand, at-
tendance and on-line, which generate cycles 
(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) of knowledge 
recycling where performance of the learnt 
concepts is an important objective.

• Organizational learning is an action line 
based on the development of exchange and 
collaboration areas where the concept of 
communities in practice may favour knowl-
edge register in organizational memory and 
the improvement of its degree of advance 
when shaping thematic groups of interest 
(Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2003), and

• Innovation and improvement is centred on 
the organization’s efforts on I+D and the 
obtained results (Zack, 1999). Thus, those 
dynamics favouring creativity, incentives 
and recognition are an important part of 
this strategy.

Once the breadth of knowledge governance 
is observed, we can clearly state that the central 
positioning of collaboration dynamics in this mat-
ter goes further than the documental approaches 
which have characterized the first stages of the 
strategies of those companies concerned with 
Knowledge Management, in which great efforts 
for digitalization have also been raised. As a result, 

Figure 4. Knowledge-governance model (Source: Bueno & Plaz (2005) and personal compilation)
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we have come to the subsequent replacement of 
knowledge stock by knowledge flow.

Once we have reached this point, and from 
the double dimension (see Figure 5) which inter-
sects between the loop and the action lines, it is 
important to emphasize the enriching effect on 
coordination and individual and organizational 
learning derived from a collaborative working 
approach.

Therefore, transference and exchange dynam-
ics appear as recipes of high strategic interest 
from the couple collaboration-communication, 
where we can reflect, design and explore areas, 
channels and subject matters.

From the field of collaboration, the main axes of 
action are centred, on one hand, on the creation of 
appropriate areas —attendance or virtual— which 
facilitate sharing ideas and documents, and, on 
the other hand, on establishing a culture prone 
to share, in which leadership, awareness and 
recognition exertion become key elements for 
its operation.

Therefore, the phenomenon of transference as 
a communication process influenced by a set of 
causal contingencies or variables of contextual 
nature —so that we have to take into account 
the attitudes, competency and abilities of the 
emitter and receiver agents, and the existence, on 
one hand, of a wide range of messages (informa-
tion and knowledge) with a comprehensive and 
available approach of added value and, on the 
other hand, of the appropriate channels for their 
transmission according to the nature of such 
messages with the aim of eliminating or avoid-
ing, as much as possible, mechanic, semantic and 
contextual noises and interferences. Regarding 
the latter, message is linked to the information 
and the knowledge we attempt to transfer, both 
if it is of documental or tacit nature, all set in a 
specific cultural context.

Thus, from the beginning, in spite of count-
ing on a significant value offer, it may occur that 
the set of resources and abilities of the emitter 
or receiver may benefit or limit the process. This 

Figure 5. Field of action for knowledge governance (Source: personal compilation)
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way, it should be emphasized that it would be more 
interesting to count on a motivated and capable 
emitter with a first-level offer, since —to a large 
extent— a relevant number of requirements are 
not found in the vanguard of knowledge.

To sum up, we attempt to reach understand-
ing between both extremes of the transference 
process, for which the channel or means should 
be adjusted to the nature of knowledge —whether 
it is explicit or tacit, intellectual or collective, 
since each of them will raise specific and differ-
ent requirements.

Active and passive communication may also 
be taken into account, bearing in mind those 
mechanisms which allow the message to reach 
its addressee (systems of selective information 
diffusion) or, on the contrary, others needing will-
ingness from the addressee in order to achieve the 
objective of communication (e.g., notice-boards), 
according to the dimensions characterizing knowl-
edge (epistemological, ontological, systemic and 
strategic), which leads to the design of different 
operative programmes of management of knowl-
edge processes, according to the LICI index (Level 
of Information, Complexity and Imagination) of 
the transferred knowledge (Bueno, 2002).

Among all options occurring nowadays on 
the subject of collaboration, it is to stand out 
communities of practice as a concept of high 
strategic interest, given its linkage to an area of 
specific knowledge and interest for organization 
which includes collaboration within a process 
from which a result is expected.

THE CONCEPT OF COMMUNITIES 
OF PRACTICE (COP)

The purpose of existence of the communities of 
practice (Wenger, 2001; Wenger & Sneyder, 2000) 
is oriented towards the creation of a common area 
for individual meeting in order to interact in ben-
efit of the generation, exchange and assimilation 

of experiences around specific application areas 
with clearly defined objectives.

This common area should use, on one hand, 
the cycle of knowledge reception, diffusion, as-
similation and renovation in the organizational 
data base, structuring the experiences and facili-
tating its members’ searches and contributions. 
This way, we can apply to CoP, as an agent, the 
whole model of knowledge governance from the 
viewpoint of both the loop and the seven defined 
strategies (see Figure 6).

On the other hand, it should also facilitate the 
relation among community members beyond mere 
information exchange, which is the only way to 
make non-specified knowledge appear in reports 
of formal nature. This exchange dynamic is only 
possible if mission and objective internalization 
occurs within the context of the community, since 
that internalization would facilitate the flow of 
the interaction cycle which will favour cohesion 
among its members.

A consolidated community of practice repre-
sents the natural place we turn to when we need 
to seek for advice or raise requests linked to its 
field. The development of practice and attention 
to requests raised to the community facilitates the 
replication of experiences in order to dynamize 
and accelerate the velocity of the organizational 
learning cycle. Community of Practice is grounded 
on three basic pillars which provide it with a 
management framework and the necessary sup-
port tools for its operation:

• Technology provides with the necessary 
tools and means to create effective collabora-
tion areas from an operational viewpoint.

• The organizational environment and the 
necessary culture to meet the objectives 
and necessities of the community, the or-
ganization and its individuals, in order to 
achieve an identity and generate policies and 
appropriate management plans grounded 
on a solid base of training, awareness (com-
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munication) and motivation (incentives and 
recognitions), and

• The management model through which 
the rules of the game are established, the 
definition of flows and work processes, 
identification of actors (roles), knowledge 
types and their associated taxonomy.

In this sense, Figure 7 shows the relations of 
these three components with the community, as 
well as its linkage with the expected impact at the 
level of individuals, organization, business and the 
community itself, fields which lead to visualize 
the different returns which may be derived of an 
approach of CoPs.

Therefore, monitoring of practice in the com-
munity is carried out through indicators linked to 
four dimensions —namely, people, group, orga-
nization and business— which allow measuring 
the impact of the results, the generated and seized 
know-how and, through that, establishing strate-
gies of impulse/monitoring which contribute to 
the creation of improvements and the alignment 
of objectives and actions.

THE PROCESS OF CREATION AND 
DEVELOPMENT OF A COP

The creation of a CoP may be mainly linked to 
two approaches:

1. A push one, declared by the organization, 
in which practices structuring the commu-
nity are decided and chosen by headship, 
involving a previous exercise of strategic 
reflection, and

2. A pull one, whose approach is based on 
providing resources and support to those 
groups developing a certain successful col-
laboration labour within the organization.

Obviously, success expectancy of both options 
may turn out to be very unequal, especially if 
we bear in mind the predisposition to collabora-
tion showed by both alternatives. In any case, 
the process goes through a series of stages (see 
Figure 8):

• Stage 1—Identification: It is linked to the 
strategic priorities of the organization, which 
may be originated from the previously-men-
tioned push and pull viewpoints.

Figure 6. Knowledge processes (Source: Personal compilation)
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• Stage 2—Design: The generation of a model 
which adjusts to collaboration necessities; 
that is, identifying the processes developed 
in its area and their fundamental require-
ments.

• Stage 3—Construction: Articulation of 
the preliminary organizational structure of 
the community, with its defined and neces-
sary objectives, roles, responsibilities, and 
resources. In this case, the institutionaliza-
tion of the CoP may be achieved through 
the formal recognition of its existence and 
certain responsibilities within the practice 
in question.

• Stage 4—Implementation: Turning on of a 
functional model through the generation of 

an area or platform supporting collaboration, 
an aspect in which non-area criteria prevail 
nowadays.

• Stage 5—Growth: Development of an 
extensive approach of the communities 
involving a higher number of people and, 
therefore, exceeding the idea of the orga-
nization’s preliminary structure. In this 
sense, preliminary stages can entitle the 
role of ‘observer’ as an agent which shows 
interest in becoming a part of the CoP in the 
future. This expansion clearly impacts in 
the ambiguity of the organizations’ limits, 
and

• Stage 6—Improvements: Establishment 
of a self-diagnosis policy, consolidating the 

Figure 7. Overall approach of CoP (Source: Personal compilation)
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benefits which it contributes to the com-
munity, especially through the generation 
of an organized set of indicators.

FINAL REFLECTION

Through the approach of Communities of Practice 
we make clear important benefits which enable 
the identification of opportunities for growth 
and development of an organizational culture 
centred on the seizing of talent and continuous 
improvement. Among the most obvious general 
benefits of this approach we can emphasize the 
following:

1. Boast a structured and common data base 
containing relevant information for the dif-
ferent projects and activities carried out in the 
organization in the context of the influence 
areas of the CoPs.

2. Count on technological resources which 
allow creating new virtual areas of collab-
orative work for the generation and construc-
tion of documents in an asynchronic and 
ubiquitous manner, facilitating the exchange 
of documents and opinions among group 
members without depending on attendance 
meetings.

3. This interaction will work to generate 
—in real time— a record of all documents 
generated by the group, which may be con-
sulted.

4. Facilitate and accelerate the processes of 
generation of records and work around the 
conclusions and commitments established 
in a meeting, and

5. Boast instruments and platforms which 
facilitate assessment processes of suppliers 
and the creation of a common data base on 
suppliers, an interface which optimize the 
actions of diffusion and access to informa-

Figure 8. Process of creation of a CoP (Source: Personal compilation)

Community
+

Bussines

Community

+

Organization

Organization Technology

People
+

Organization.

Knowledge
Management

• Technology
•Methodolgy
•learning

• Mission
•Vision
•Objectives

• KM Model

Knowledge
management

needs

Identification

Implementation

• Replication policies

• management
• extensión

• Metrics
• Follow up



102 

Model on Knowledge-Governance

tion on suppliers, and registers (records) of 
the result of relevant indicators for CoPs in 
order to facilitate the activities related to 
benchmarking.

Therefore, given the concept of CoP, the pil-
lars on which its turning-on is grounded, and the 
general process which may act as a roadmap, we 
have come to meet a specific reality as a tool which 
—from a collaborative viewpoint— insists on the 
approach of the knowledge-governance model, 
making a proper use of transference and exchange 
dynamics, which is the aim of this chapter.
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ENDNOTES

1 It is important to consider not just the aspect 
of resource and ability property but also 
their availability —that is, the existence of 
an external offer of added value, frequently 
within the area or environment in which the 
organization is located.

2 In the line of the model EFQM, intellec-
tual-capital models propose a set of factors 
for reflection on organizational intangible 
assets.

3 Due to management criteria, structural 
capital is composed by organizational 
capital and technological capital, where 
the first establishes a set of structural and 
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non-technological factors and the second 
establishes all those elements linked to the 
use of technology and the results of innova-
tion (intellectual and industrial property).

4 In the case of public organizations, social 
capital is related with the task of public 
service. This consideration may transfer 
social capital to structural capital, since it 
is shaped as a nucleus which legitimizes the 
organization’s labour.

5 In this case, the interest towards intellectual 
capital is oriented at better information for 
investors and other stakeholders who may 
be found within certain levels of technical or 
economic relations with the organization.

6 Knowledge should be emphasized as a stra-
tegic key of the current economy, embodied 
in a person, transferred to the organization 

or social group according to real or moral 
contracts, and valued as a productive re-
source and dynamic competence.

7 Where it is necessary to raise an appropriate 
management style articulated on the base of 
a leadership, awareness, etc. exercise which 
permeates the organization’s culture.

8 Systems turning around the concept of 
corporate radar, as an antenna which feeds 
the organization on information and basic 
knowledge.

9 Instrument which favours organizational 
diagnosis according to a series of key criteria 
looking for certain fields of improvement 
and strengthens, and

10 Tool for reflection and report on the orga-
nization’s intangible assets, in its side of 
identification and measurement.


