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and is dependent on the type of knowledge that he applies to guide the employee. The 

organisation personifies the originating ba and through pastoral power is the employee 

able to gain new knowledge. This synergy of organisational control (pastoral power) and 

acquiring of tacit knowledge forms the TT Process. 

 

In further examining individual knowledge creation with pastoral power as an 

organisational control mechanism, employees were asked: 

  

How did you get the know how to do your current activities? 

Respondent 2: “When I started I worked with a senior person who would meet with me on 

a Monday and discuss what I must do” 

“Respondent 4: A senior person took me through the company culture, what we do here 

and what we don’t do.” 

Respondent 7: “They were teaching me step by step. My superiors trained me. It took me 

three days to complete a proposal.” 

  

 

In analysing the above-mentioned responses, the employees stated that someone in a 

more senior position was showing and instructing them in how to complete certain tasks, 

“My superiors trained me in writing proposals”. In addition, from the data collected, “They 

were teaching me step by step”, the employee was constantly receiving new knowledge. 

Respondent 2 stated, “When I started I worked with a senior person who would meet with 

me on a Monday”. In this instance, the employee met with a senior staff member in 

acquiring new knowledge in completing a certain task as stated, “discuss what I must do”. 

Looking at the above excerpts, the employees, in order to gain knowledge had to subject 

themselves to some form of organisational control. The control mechanism display 

pastoral power as the employees acknowledges that they were acquiring knowledge from 

a senior/my superior. In closely examining the last response, the Monday mornings and 

the meeting place enacts the originating ba The senior’s ability to teach the employee 

based on his/her current tacit knowledge forms part of the experiential knowledge assets. 

The employee’s submission to the manager (pastoral power) to acquire new tacit 

knowledge causes the TT Process to occur. 

 

In addition, when the employees acknowledged someone more senior to them, this 

somehow demonstrates that a hierarchical system exists, as power can only be effective 

when someone gives power to someone else. In the organisation, the junior employees 
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will follow the instructions given to them from their supervisors. Hierarchical systems 

usually applied some degree of organisational control practices (Huhtala, 2014). 

 

However, the TT Process in relation to the socialisation process is not restrictive to 

pastoral power but also included all other types of control. There are various methods to 

acquire tacit and explicit knowledge and one of those methods is through the disciplinary 

and pastoral aspects of organisational culture (Hislop, 2005). 

 

An organisation comprises of a socially structured group of people in order to achieve 

collective goals. This group of people are required to adhere to the authority of 

management that aims to control relationships between different employees through 

authoritarian positions and responsibilities and tasks are assigned to fulfil various activities 

(Montana & Charnov, 1993). Disciplinary power plays this role. The organisational culture, 

as a form of disciplinary power, consist of the manner in which the activities are executed 

in order to achieve the goals of the organisation as well as shared belief, customs and how 

power and knowledge flow through its hierarchy (Martins & Terblanche, 2003). 

 

New employees can and do obtain tacit knowledge through learning from other staff 

members in understanding the organisation’s culture. The organisation’s culture serves as 

a disciplinary tool, usually initiated by a senior person, in directing employees to imbibe the 

organisation’s culture. 

 

To illustrate disciplinary power techniques in action, through the adoption of the 

organisation’s culture in the organisation, the CEO’s personal assistant instructs new 

employees of what is required from them. This includes professional dress code, 

maintaining a tidy office environment, filing documents accordingly and many other similar 

requirements. When employees adhere to the request of the personal assistance on the 

instructions of the CEO, they forego the privilege of acting on their own desires or culture 

by consenting to adopt some or all of the organisation’s culture. In doing so, they have 

submitted themselves to some form of organisational control - disciplinary power. The 

organisational control relates to employees submitting themselves to the demands of the 

CEO as the personal assistance acted on the CEO’s behalf. Respondent 1 commented 

that, “when we leave the office do go home, we have to close our office door and when we 

come to work in the morning, we leave the office door open until we leave to go home”. 

This is an example of how the CEO has instilled a surveillance culture in the organisation. 

Surveillance is also a form of disciplinary control (Seeck & Kantola, 2009). New employees 

 

 

 

 



81 
 

that fail to comply with the rules of the organisation will result in a disciplinary action as 

stated by the personal assistance. This organisational control technique is a disciplinary 

power technique. Employees are therefore compelled to adhere to the rules to avoid 

disciplinary measures. These rules are embedded in the organisation’s culture. The 

originating ba enacts the organisation and its culture as a shared place. Routine 

knowledge asset is the rules of the organisation that the personal assistance possesses 

and shares with new employees. Routine knowledge assets is when tacit knowledge 

embedded in the organisation’s culture is shared (Nonaka, et al., 2000a). Through sharing 

her tacit knowledge relating to the rules of the organisation, the new employee have 

obtained new tacit knowledge resulting in the socialisation process occurring. In order for 

the new employee to acquire the newly tacit knowledge, he/she had to submit to 

disciplinary form of organisational control.  

 

To illustrate how disciplinary power can have a positive impact on the individual, I 

extrapolate the following scenario from the data. Respondent 5 mentioned that when the 

personal assistance informed her of what the CEO expects in terms of professionalism. 

Respondent 5 further stated that, “when I started with the company, everything was 

professional and I liked it……I was never a person that was organised and the company 

was very organised.” Respondent 5 described how when she started with the organisation, 

she saw the professional culture of the organisation and decided that she saw the value in 

this and adopted the formal dress code, conducting herself in more prudish manner and 

becoming more systemised in her life. In terms of the above situation, the organisation 

serves as the originating ba and the personal assistant’s ability to communicate the 

organisation’s culture to the new employee form part of the routine knowledge assets. 

When the employee obtained new tacit knowledge the socialisation process occurred and 

it only came in effect when she subjected herself to the disciplinary rules of the 

organisation. 

 

While interviewing respondent 5, I observed her acting in a very professional manner. 

Although it was disciplinary power within the organisation that initiated the professional 

dress code, the implementation of it outside the office environment was a result of the 

influence of the CEO, “I liked the professionalism in the organisation and decided to adopt 

it outside my work environment”. Respondent 5 further stated, “since working here, my 

friends have noticed my professional outlook”. The CEO’s ability to influence the 

employee’s decision to embrace the organisation’s culture resulted in the employee 

acquiring new tacit knowledge through submission to the CEO. In particular, the influence 
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of the CEO caused the employee to become an object of herself. She objectified herself 

and fashioned herself to the culture of the organisation through obtaining new tacit 

knowledge. The strong influence averted her from her old habits and resulted in adopting a 

re-fashioned self”. This “new” sense and practice of self is the result of the CEO’s 

disciplinary power, causing her to constitute herself and act in a similar manner as the rest 

of the employees. The impact of this is hoping to achieve that when clients enter the office 

of the organisation, they would immediately notice the level of professionalism. The 

organisational control through disciplinary power caused employees to gain new 

knowledge without feeling coerced thus enabling a positive environment as noted by 

respondent 5, “everything was professional and I liked it”. 

 

From the above two example, I deduce that the relationship between the knowledge 

creation process (SECI model, ba and Knowledge Assets) and disciplinary power as a 

technique of organisational control resulted in the construction of the TT Process. 

 

The CEO provides an example of what I would consider using templates as a disciplinary 

technique in employees acquiring knowledge. He states that implementing templates, as a 

disciplinary technique, are, 

“More about having people trained, make it easier for them to do stuff with minimum 

supervision. The templates are there, and when you are being taught to do it once, it’s 

more likely you won’t forget how to do it.”  

He then further states that “one thing we try to do here is whatever you want to do or 

achieve easily you turn it into a habit…..it’s a training tool”. 

From the above quote, I suggest that template documents are used as tools for knowledge 

creation, “templates are more about having people trained”. Employees gain new 

knowledge through training and earlier analysis concludes that training is a possible form 

of pastoral power. When these templates are used as a training mechanism, it becomes a 

disciplinary tool. One of the reasons for designing templates is to reduce the level of 

constant interaction between new employees and senior staff as stated by the CEO, 

“makes it easier for them to do stuff with minimum supervision”. This could also imply that 

supervision occurs with templates and through continuous use of it; employees will 

improve in executing their work activities. The CEO said, “Whatever you want to do or 

achieve easily you turn it into a habit. The use of template documents enforces this action. 

Incorporating template documents can be encompassing organisational control in a form 

of disciplinary power. It serves as a control mechanisms in reducing the micro 
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management processes. Templates are normative practices that the organisation has 

instituted which influence the creation of knowledge but restrict employees’ creativity. 

 

However, some employees criticise the organisation’s management system. Criticism is a 

form of resistance to control. Respondent 3 stated that, “the management system can be 

very restrictive sometimes because of the delay in the decision making process”. When I 

was discussing the management system in relation to the employee acquiring knowledge, 

the employee said, “There should be some sort of flexibility, the organisation’s structure 

need to be more rigid”. This model does not make allowances to deal with employees’ 

disagreements to the management control systems of the organisation. The focus is more 

on how the organisation’s control technologies allow the converting tacit knowledge to new 

tacit knowledge and enabling the socialisation process. 

 

However, there are employees who are opposing the structure of the organisation as 

some employees mentioned: 

Respondent 3: “The structure needs to be more flexible. Knowledge needs to be 

shared and as long as people are willing to share the knowledge, they don’t seem 

to have the time to do it. We need to look at that….especially in a small organisation 

like this”. 

Respondent 8: “It is very strict…..my manager can’t say yes, he has to ask the 

CEO” 

Respondent 9: “The structure is always changing. The structure needs to be looked 

at” 

 

The data shows that the employee is eager to attain knowledge but as l respondent 3 

mentioned, the transferring of knowledge is hampered when key individuals are 

unavailable to share their knowledge. The transfer of knowledge between employees is a 

problem that was highlighted in the literature review. This suggests that the disciplinary 

techniques were not sufficiently attuned to ‘control’ knowledge sharing and therefore there 

is a need for it to be transformed so that senior staff making themselves available for 

meetings with junior staff. It could infer that senior managers are not willing to share their 

knowledge, as they might be afraid of losing their power. Hislop (2005) suggests that 

people’s unwillingness to share their knowledge could be because of the following: 

 Personal conflict 

 Level of status could be negatively affected 
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 When senior managers share their knowledge are they acquiring new knowledge 

that will provide a type of fairness 

 Trust – issues relating to trust 

 Levels of commitment to the organisation 

 Organisational culture – Is knowledge sharing part of the organisations culture 

 Type of reward or recognition 

 

To illustrate how technologies of the self-operated within an organisational context 

(originating ba), I used the example of an employee (respondent 2) who stated that he 

approached the group of employees with the aim to improve himself as he states, “I would 

listen and learn.” Respondent 2 was not forced by any senior staff member but 

demonstrated what Foucault would term, technologies of the self. Foucault (1982) states 

that technologies of the self are when the individual takes his subjectivity or self as an 

object who acquires knowledge to bring change upon himself. The office where the 

respondent 2 went to seek guidance contextualised the originating ba and through the ba 

was he able to acquire new knowledge. 

 

Pastoral and disciplinary power can occur simultaneously when the organisation enacts 

the originating ba. I demonstrated this from the data. Respondent 3 claimed that, “I 

supervise people and I supervise projects”. From this expression, the employee shared 

knowledge through supervising people, thus creating a pastoral relationship. Through this 

form of organisational control technique, knowledge is shared and co-constructed. When 

the employee mentioned that he/she supervises others, the person is aware that some 

sort of management system exists. From this comment of respondent 3, I could deduce 

that both disciplinary power and pastoral power was the mechanism through which the 

socialisation process unfolded. Disciplinary control is seen through the management 

structures that comprises of the organisation. Managers model and explain to employees 

how certain regime of practices needs to be enacted in the organisation. Foucault (1982) 

defines disciplinary power as present within daily interactions. On the other hand, senior 

staff took the lead to share their experiences as well as their emotions. They disbursed 

pastoral practices and in doing so guided new members. By individuals, sharing their 

experiences they are relying on the information stored in their memory (such as mental 

models). This stored knowledge is referred to the experiential knowledge asset and 

comprises of tacit knowledge in the form of the individual’s emotions, such as trust, caring, 

empathy and different forms of expressions (Nonaka, et al., 2000a). When employees 
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conceded to the organisational control techniques, they were able to acquire new tacit 

knowledge and this is how the TT Process occurs. 

 

In this process of the Knowledge and Power Generative Model, the data revealed that 

pastoral power as well as other organisational power and control techniques interacted 

simultaneously. Interestingly, this is not what I had modelled when I claimed that pastoral 

power is the dominant organisational control technique for this process. A twin existence of 

pastoral power and disciplinary power enable the knowledge creation process to be 

successfully implemented in the organisation through the originating ba. 

 

5.3.2. Tacit to Explicit (TE) Process – externalisation mode via organisational 

control 

 

In terms of my conceptual model, I posited that pastoral power is the most influential 

control mechanism in the TE Process. The organisation’s hierarchical structure segments 

employees into different groups setting up the dialogue ba and the externalisation process.  

 

Dialogue ba occurs mostly when groups of people interact on a face-to-face basis sharing 

their tacit knowledge (Nonaka, et al., 2000a). The hierarchical structures identify senior 

managers from the subordinates and permit the formation of groups.  

 

The dialogue ba is the dominant ba and is the platform for the conversion of tacit 

knowledge to explicit knowledge with the conceptual knowledge asset comprising of 

explicit knowledge expressed through symbols, language and images. This entire process 

is known as the externalisation process. 

 

To illustrate the pastoral power as a primary organisational control technique, I analysed 

the comments made by respondent 2: 

 

“At times I come up with a different view and then someone has to correct me and 

say you have to look at it this way. Mostly it’s about grasping and looking for 

literature which I provide, I write and I put it there so that my superior will look at it 

and channel me the way they want it to be done…” 

From the above example, the employee submited to seeking advice from someone more 

senior to him/her, “at times I come up with a different view and then someone has to 

correct me”. This enabled the pastoral power to come into effect. When this happened the 
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employee was able to obtain new knowledge, ”mostly it’s about grasping and looking for 

literature which I provide”. This process of gaining knowledge is a continuous one where 

the senior person explains to the employee how to undertake the task. The employee 

acquired this tacit knowledge and converted it to explicit knowledge, “I write and I put it 

there so that my superior will look at it”. From this component of the data, “I put it there so 

that my superior will look at it” indicated that the externalisation process was 

contextualised through the dialogue ba that took place in the supervisor’s workspace. The 

employee accepted the supervisor’s guidance causing a pastoral relationship, “it’s about 

grasping” and in doing so acquire new knowledge, “my superior will look at it and channel 

me”. When the employee acceded to the supervisor, a pastoral relationship developed 

resulting in the TE Process. 

 

In another instance, while observing employees executing their tasks, I became aware of a 

senior manager meeting with a group of fieldworkers. The manager later explained that 

she was providing them with guidelines as to how to secure a successful interview with 

participants. In this case, the dialogue ba was her office where the group of fieldworkers 

assembled in order to acquire new knowledge. The manager exercised a pastoral 

relationship with the fieldworkers when they submitted to the manager’s guidelines in how 

to secure participants to partake in a field survey. As the manager was communicating the 

guidelines, the fieldworkers documented it resulting in them obtaining new explicit 

knowledge. Therefore, the TE Process was made possible through the implementation of 

pastoral power. 

 

To demonstrate pastoral power through the dialogue ba in acquiring knowledge, I asked 

employees: 

 

How do you improve yourself within the organisation? 

Some of the responses are recorded below. 

Respondent 2: “I am always learning from other people. We work as a team” 

Respondent 7: “I always ask for information. I ask the SOE. I ask the Financial Manager. 

They know and explain it” 

Respondent 9: “I’m always learning. The other day I was sitting in a briefing” 

 

From these responses, the organisation universally served as a dialogue ba as employees 

are acquiring knowledge collectively. The conversion of tacit knowledge to explicit 

knowledge is evident as stated by respondent 7, “I always ask for information. I ask the 
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SOE. I ask the Financial Manager. They know and explain it”. The data suggested that the 

employee was seeking knowledge from different people who were in a more senior 

position, brought about the dialogue ba, “I ask the SOE. I ask the Financial Manager”. In 

doing so, the employee allowed himself or herself to a pastoral relationship with the SOE 

and the Financial Manager. This facilitated in the employee acquiring new knowledge, 

“They know and explain it”. In this scenario, the externalisation process occurred when the 

employee was in search of knowledge. The organisation embodied the dialogue ba and 

the managers provided new knowledge to the employee based on their routine knowledge 

assets. Conclusively, when the employee acceded to pastoral power as an organisational 

tool this aided, the knowledge creation process resulting in the TE Process. 

 

To demonstrate knowledge and organisational control relating to the dialogue ba, I refer to 

a process undertaken by the research organisation. In this example from the data, I 

provide proof of a co-existence between pastoral power and disciplinary power through the 

dialogue ba. 

Every Monday morning managers convene to discuss the projects and completion of tasks 

for the week. Responded 6 mentioned that, “We meet every Monday morning and the 

CEO will provide feedback on our weekly performance based on the WAR that we 

completed”. Based on the above scenario, the boardroom represents the dialogue ba as it 

is the place where a group of employees with particular skills set would meet (Nonaka, et 

al., 2000a). In terms of the time, the meetings took place every Monday morning, thus 

linking time to place in completing the dialogue ba (Nonaka, et al., 2000a). 

From an organisational control perspective, when managers attended the Monday morning 

meetings, that are conceding the right of choice by adhering to the rules of the 

organisation thus submitting to a disciplinary technique. Seek and Kantola (2009) 

mentions that the premise of disciplinary power is subjectivity. When the managers 

conceded to the rules of the organisation, they subjected themselves to disciplinary power. 

Despite the presence of disciplinary power, employees welcomed the opportunity to attend 

these meetings, “the Monday morning meetings help us understand what we need to do”. 

From the response, employees prepared themselves to acquire new knowledge through 

submitting to pastoral power by accepting the feedback of the CEO (“help us understand 

what we need to do”). When employees submitted to the disciplinary power through 

attending the Monday morning meeting, they were able to acquire new knowledge through 

pastoral power by subjecting themselves to the CEO.  
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In addition, pastoral power is further visible as the CEO reviews the WAR of each manager 

and suggests ways of improvement. The manager gained new tacit knowledge from the 

tutelage of the CEO that occurs daily and during the Monday morning meetings. The time 

and day where the CEO met with the manager to disseminate knowledge, serves as the 

platform for the dialogue ba, usually Monday mornings in the boardroom. When the CEO 

explained the operational procedures, he wanted the employees to be aware what he 

planned for the week. He was in fact tapping into his experiential knowledge asset as he 

shared his tacit knowledge. When employees allowed the CEO to mentor them, they 

submitted to pastoral power. Through their submission were managers able to obtain 

knowledge resulting in the occurrence of the TE Process. 

 

Therefore, both disciplinary power and pastoral power can occur simultaneously. I 

deduced that organisational control facilitated the acquisition of tacit knowledge to new 

explicit knowledge resulting in the TE Process. 

 

Nonetheless, management systems are considered as a type of disciplinary power (Seeck 

& Kantola, 2009). Although disciplinary power was visibly active, employees did not 

perceive it negatively but rather positively, as they were aware that they would achieve 

some form of new knowledge through submitting to the feedback from the CEO or other 

senior employees. The disciplinary power would at times sets up the pastoral power to 

operate optimally, expediting the externalisation process in formulating the TE Process. 

This process occurred when the CEO outlined tacitly new operational tasks for each 

manager and they in turn documented their individual tasks. In essence, discussions and 

documenting procedures in the meeting aided managers in generating new knowledge. 

 

While interviewing the CEO of the research organisation he indicated that,  

“Based on my experience within the research industry and the mistakes I observed 

from other organisation, I decided to ensure that the organisation’s documents 

should maintain a quality that would set a precedent within the organisation”. 

 

When the CEO converted his tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge this procedural is 

known as the externalisation process. When he shared the documents with his employees, 

he enacted the dialogue ba. Through the conversion process and sharing the newly 

explicit knowledge, he instructs that all employees use the template documents. When the 

group of employees started to incorporate the CEO’s documents to complete their work 
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tasks they succumbed to an organisational control technique. This activated the TE 

Process. 

 

In terms of technologies of the self, where no direct form of coercion is easily discerned, 

but constituted an element of organisational control. An employee (respondent 2) who 

seeks to transcend his inner boundaries accentuated the following. “In the organisation 

you learn from people senior to you, you learn from those junior to you as they also bring 

new ideas, so in a way you are also improving yourself”. 

 

In the above case, the organisation serves as a dialogue ba as knowledge is shared in the 

organisation, “in the organisation you learn from people”. This also suggests that 

knowledge creation is undertaken through a pastoral relationship. The employee further 

stated that, “you learn from those junior to you,” indicating that no pastoral relationship 

existed but when the employee acquired knowledge without any coercion, then he or she 

is seeking self-development “you are also improving yourself”. However, as knowledge is 

created in the organisation, the employees must at all times adhere to the rules of the 

organisation subjecting themselves to some form of organisational control and this brings 

the TE Process into effect. 

 

However, from earlier discussions, the disapproval of some employees to the rigidity of 

using templates also applies to this process of the model. In addition, there are employees 

who disapprove of their exclusion from the Monday morning meetings. Respondent 5 

expressed that, “The seniors have a morning meeting on a Monday but we are not 

included. That makes me feel sad”. Another employee stated (respondent 8), “If I am 

included in the Monday morning then maybe I can contribute to help with problems”. The 

disapproval expressed by these employees signifies their displeasure in the management 

systems, thus displaying some defiance in the disciplinary power of the organisation. 

Respondent 2 explained that, “As an individual you have these ideas but you instil fear in 

yourself and you undermine yourself and you just work and that structural, it becomes 

mechanical, you just do that, you don’t have that freedom to express what you want or do 

what you think is best”. The employee felt fearful in expressing his/her ideas in the 

organisation. This could imply that the employee is afraid to resist the management 

system. In addition, the staff member perceive the work tasks as mechanical, and sees no 

opportunity of improving or suggesting alternatives to current activities in the organisation. 

At this stage, the model does not address resistance to an organisational system but 

merely focuses on intertwining organisational control to knowledge creation. 
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Based on the evidence of the data presented in this section, analysis concludes that the 

externalisation process is dependent on some type of organisational control, mainly 

pastoral power. Disciplinary power in some cases serves as an enabler to the dialogue ba. 

Remarkably, in this process, the data provide evidence that more than one type of 

organisational control technique can interact in a single scenario within the dialogue ba. 

 

5.3.3. Explicit to Explicit (EE) Process – combination mode via organisational 

control 

 

In this process, I propose that disciplinary power is the most prevalent organisational 

control in aiding with the conversion of explicit knowledge to explicit knowledge. The 

organisational control serves as a platform for the systemising ba to become active. 

 

The systemising ba occurs when groups share knowledge mostly through virtual 

interaction such as e-mails and share documents within a network. The systemising ba 

serves as a platform for knowledge creation in this process. In the research organisation, 

sending electronic information from the branch office in Johannesburg to the Cape Town 

office transpires frequently. Included in this correspondence is the WAR that I discuss later 

in this sub-section. Transforming explicit knowledge into more complicated and orderly set 

of explicit knowledge (Nonaka, et al., 2000) together with the systemic knowledge asset 

where formal explicit knowledge is shared forms the combination process. 

 

Explicit knowledge in the form of documents, manuals, etc is information that can be easily 

transferreable from one individual to the next or through group interaction. This can be 

done either face to face or through virtual interaction. In the EE Process, the combination 

process happens through the integration of organisational control as a framework and the 

transferring of explicit knowledge to new explicit knowledge. 

 

When new employees are tasked with working on a proposal, they are presented with a 

template proposal, “We have a template for a proposal”, as stated by respondent 2. This 

will assist the new employees in gathering the necessary information as highlighted in the 

template proposal. A response of respondent 7 was “they were teaching me step by step 

and gave me the template proposals to read”. When the employees have completed their 

task, they would submit their part of the proposal to the SL for perusal. 
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The procedures of the organisation subject employees to obtain explicit knowledge from 

template documents that are stored on the organisation’s network system. In order for new 

employees to acquire explicit knowledge, they had to concede to the senior manager’s 

request to familiarise them with the template proposal. When the employees conceded to 

obtaining knowledge through template documents, “we just follow a template and cannot 

bring up new”, they subjected themselves to some form of organisational control. 

 

When employees submitted to organisational control, the employees were able to gain 

knowledge. This type of organisational control is referred to as disciplinary power. Most 

employees contend in becoming objects of an organisational structure for achieving new 

knowledge through template documents despite a few who opposes it. In attaining new 

knowledge and by submitting to the organisational control techniques were they able to 

improve their proposal writing skills. This constitutes the EE Process. Furthermore, these 

new employees resided in an office within an organisation where assortments of 

organisational controls were enforced. More specifically, the offices of the new employees 

mimic the systemising ba. Through employing the model, it presents the fusion of 

organisational control and knowledge creation. 

 

As previously mentioned, in this process of the Knowledge and Power Generative Model, 

disciplinary power stands out as the primary organisational control system. The CEO 

mentioned that developing templates assisted new employees in establishing clearer 

understanding of their task within the organisation. When employees utilised templates to 

complete a proposal or report, they were in essence being micro managed and as 

Foucault (1977) states, management techniques can be refer to as hierarchical 

observation, a type of disciplinary power. Thus, templates not only aided employees in 

obtaining new knowledge via the systemising ba but it also enabled managers to manage 

them and through this exercise, the EE Process took place. 

 

Another branch of disciplinary power is normalising judgement, which incorporates the 

usage of the standardised reporting systems. The CEO has subjected all employees to 

adhere strictly to completing status reports in order for them to generate new knowledge. 

Yet, the use of these status reports enabled the micro management of employees. These 

reporting systems took form in what the organisation described as Daily Project Report 

(DPR) and Weekly Activities Report (WAR). See Appendices for these reports. 

Respondent 6 stated that, “…..this is a small organisation and the only way to get quick 

results is to communicate through the DPR or the WAR or through ad hoc meetings”. 
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From this data, the workstation or office that includes a computer for employees to 

complete their status reports is the systemising ba that becomes the platform for explicit 

knowledge. Disciplinary power enables the functionality of the combination process where 

employees generate new explicit knowledge through feedback from the CEO. When 

employees completed these status reports, they had willing accepted the type of 

disciplinary power as an enabler to improve their current skills. However, the feedback that 

the CEO or senior managers provided envisages pastoral power. This implies that several 

forms of organisational control are acting in producing a premise for the systemising ba 

resulting in the EE Process taking effect. 

 

To accentuate more on the application of the DPR and WAR as tools used in knowledge 

creation, the CEO mentioned that designing these status reports was to facilitate in 

managing staff more productively. Through completing these reports, less daily 

intervention occurred with employees and top management. In addition, the construction of 

these reports followed a standardised format as characterised as a tool for disciplinary 

power. Furthermore, all managers were required to complete a DPR and had to send it to 

the CEO by end of business each day. This report consisted of management techniques 

and daily tasks that managers implemented in ensuring subordinates completed their daily 

activities. The completion of the DPR had to align with the Project Plan (see appendices) 

as well as feedback received from the CEO. 

 

Although this section deals with how organisational control acts an agent in developing the 

EE Process, the overlap of these reports allow analysis from tacit knowledge deduced 

from the structure. However, this section focuses on the analysis of the feedback section 

of the DPR and WAR. In further emphasising the purport of feedback from the DPR, I refer 

to the data where respondent 1 outlined the following.  

“The DPR is only for projects. I don’t report on things not related to the project. 

Therefore, the DPR are specific to those projects. So whatever comments I get, it 

would be based on that specific project”. 

 

All employees are required to complete the DPR and had to e-mail it to their direct 

superior. The senior person would peruse it and provided appropriate feedback. Feedback 

relates to pastoral power and enables the creation of explicit knowledge – the combination 

process. In addition, the DPR was only applicable to projects that employees worked on 

and did not include general operational tasks executed by senior managers. This does not 

imply that the usage of the DPR is not an organisational control tool. Contrarily, the DPR 
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provides senior staff with an overview of the progress of the project allowing surveillance 

as a form of organisational control to be active. Through surveillance as a disciplinary 

power characteristic, senior managers were able to guide employees in completing tasks 

that included completion of research reports. The guidance provided assisted the 

acquisition of explicit knowledge – combination process through documenting the 

feedback and together with disciplinary power, the EE Process occurs. 

 

Nonetheless, each morning managers would receive feedback (pastoral relationship 

between the CEO and the managers) based on their previous day DPR and if necessary, 

the CEO would request a manager to come to his office to discuss the lucidity of their 

report. Respondent 1 stated that, 

 

“So, the moment I come in and put on my computer I check if I got any feedback 

because every morning there will be feedback. So for example it would state the 

follow up of a client or discuss something with the CEO or the SOE, and it also tells 

you what you should incorporate in your day”. 

 

From the comments of respondent 1, the DPR incorporated feedback provided from the 

SOE and the CEO as part of a new day’s activities. Respondent 4 who mentioned that 

further supported this, “Put on my laptop to check my emails. Go through the feedback of 

DMR. Prioritise my work according to my daily report”. Respondent 1 further added that, 

“well obviously when you get your feedbacks on whatever work you gave in, that is how 

you’ll learn”. This implies that the feedback process is a means of acquiring new 

knowledge. 

 

On the other hand, the model does not facilitate a lack of correctly executing 

organisational control as in the situation when employees claim. 

 

Respondent 2: “Feedback and communication. Especially feedback in terms of 

performance. As an individual you need to know if you are growing”. 

Respondent 3: “Feedback is very important in helping you improve” 

Respondent 7: “I will expect that the person who I report to should give me 

feedback. I don’t think it is the CEO’s job. Not giving feedback is preventing me 

from doing my job better” 
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From this data, one employee was aware that the CEO provided feedback to those directly 

below him in the hierarchical structure. Feedback is a necessity that employees expect. 

Emphasis to this is a response of respondent 7, “I will expect that the person who I report 

to should give me feedback”. However, when managers fail to provide feedback, this 

creates disappointment among employees as stated by respondent 2, “As an individual 

you need to know if you are growing”. When employees do not receive feedback, they feel 

that they are not improving themselves thus not generating new knowledge. A deficiency 

in the model exists as it fails to address a lack of executing organisational control 

techniques. 

 

As previously mentioned, the DPR does not outline all the tasks that a manager completes 

but is only specific to projects and does not include other operational functions. 

Respondent 1 mentioned that: 

 

“The DPR is just on a project report, not if you are interviewing someone or to go 

out on a meeting, that is information that you do, that you keep for your WAR at the 

end of the week, so that’s not project base”.  

At the end of each week, all employees were required to complete a WAR. The WAR 

dictated that employees record their daily work activities for the week and submit it to their 

superior. 

 

However, respondent 2 conveyed that the problem with the WAR is that managers used it 

to report on their activities,  

 

“There are this WAR reports and there are times that I really want to lay out exactly 

what I do but then I realise that this WAR is not for the general worker but actually 

for the management because they have us reporting to them. So when we report to 

them they say this is what they been doing”. 

The dissatisfaction of this employee was that he perceived that managers were not truthful 

when they completed their WAR, “So when we report to them they say this is what they 

been doing”.  

 

The construct of the model assumes employees are truthful and does not take into 

consideration when employees are not honest in complying with the requirements of the 

organisation. 
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The managers submitted their WAR that incorporated the activities of their subordinates to 

the CEO. All employees with the exception of the managers would submit their WAR on a 

Friday before they departed from the office. Managers incorporated their juniors’ WAR into 

their WAR prior to submission to the CEO. Managers were allowed to submit their WAR on 

Saturday no later than 15h00. The reason for this was as a manager stated, “We might get 

an update of a project where fieldworkers were working Saturday morning and we then 

insert that activity into our WAR”. Senior staff members would receive feedback on their 

WAR in the organisation’s Monday morning meetings. Feedback from these reports yields 

new knowledge through disciplinary power adherence. When employees e-mailed the 

CEO, they could have been outside the organisation but disciplinary power transcends 

boundaries. The place, time and space from where the individual e-mailed the CEO are 

the systemising ba. Adherence to the rules of the CEO in sending the status reports before 

the deadline expires sets up the EE Process to function. If the manager decided not to 

send the status reports on the Saturday as expressed by the CEO in defiance to his 

control, then the combination process would not occur. Further consequences of this 

action could result in the non-establishment of the systemising ba. In addition to providing 

feedback, these forms also permits the CEO to survey the progress of employees in the 

form of the DPR and WAR as an appraisal method.  

 

The WAR serves as a performance appraisal but can only be effective if the managers 

provide the proper feedback. Respondent 5 claimed that the manager stated, “…if there’s 

no reply then you shouldn’t worry about it”. On the hand, it would be more favourable if 

managers provided regular feedback to employees as this leads to negativity among 

employees. Respondent 2 emphasised, “I don’t know how my performance has been for 

some time but I just wish that I can get that so that’s how I can evaluate my performance”.  

 

Moreover, a similar occurrence prevails where the model fails to address the deficiencies 

within organisational control techniques prevail. Most employees would like to have 

immediate feedback from their WAR, despite what the CEO has stated, “The managers 

provide feedback to their subordinates and they then learn from these feedbacks”. 

However, whenever employees desired feedback, they would approach their manager and 

ask for feedback on the activities they completed. As mentioned by respondent 5, 

 

“If I want to know how I’m doing, I will ask the SOE after I submitted then I will ask 

him what the CEO says. The SOE will say that if there’s no reply then I shouldn’t 

worry about it”. 
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This practice of where the employee approaches a superior to acquire feedback is not the 

common practice of the organisation. The model is not design to address situations where 

organisational control is not enforced.  

 

Disciplinary power as discussed previously comprises of hierarchical observation and 

normalising judgement. In addition to the previous two instruments, a third instrument that 

is part of disciplinary power is examination. Examination is the fusion of hierarchical 

observation and normalising standards that results in the demonstration of how knowledge 

and power are connected (Vicencio, 2012). 

 

This section draws from the analysis in demonstrating the use of templates as an 

organisational control tool as well as a means of creating new explicit knowledge. Thus, 

this section takes into account the hierarchical structures as well as the normalising 

standards through the scrutiny of standardised documentation implemented by the 

empirical research organisation. The use of template documents assists new employees in 

acquiring explicit knowledge. The CEO institutes the application of template documents as 

another form of disciplinary power. The construction of template documents ensures that 

the employees do not transcend the working boundaries of the organisation. Some of 

these documents include status reports in the form of a DPR and WAR as discussed in the 

previous two segments of this sub-section. Every stage in the project life cycle from the 

time of responding to a tender to receiving the final payment for the project incorporates a 

template document. Some managers submit a bid template document together with their 

DPR and WAR on a weekly basis. Respondent 3 provided the following insight,  

 

“At the end of the week I also submit a bid tracking schedule. That is whatever bid we 

have tended we have applied to it gets into this template on an excel spread sheet and it’s 

done every month”. 

 

The analysis does not explore the usage of each of the template documents but rather 

attempt to explore the templates as a means of organisational control. Nonetheless, 

respondent 3 further stated that the purpose for template documents was, “….for instance 

you take leave and somebody phones and someone will exactly know the bid”. Deducing 

from this quotation, templates assisted managers to better review the operational functions 

within the organisation. From a knowledge creation perspective, templates support 

employees in obtaining new knowledge through building on existing knowledge. The 

examination method is a mutual association that is determined through standard practices 
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and adherence to the management system. In view of this, disciplinary power is positively 

perceive as it enables knowledge creation among individuals. Through constant reviews of 

template documents in which combination process occurs, the organisation is able to 

streamline its management process resulting in dedicating more time to customer 

satisfaction and improving the organisation’s strategic plans. 

 

When the research organisation employees a new researcher, they have to adhere to the 

template documents used by the organisation. The CEO testified that, 

 

“new employees do things robotically ie. you just repeat what you do, but then 

instances occur within the organisation when we refer to certain documents or 

certain reports, and so you will say, oh so that is why we doing that so they are able 

to think. The reports we use today are not the same report we used a year ago, we 

continue to develop it” 

 

The above quote implies that when employees conform to the CEO’s request to integrate 

templates when completing a certain document, the employees are in fact subjecting 

themsleves to disciplinary control. This control initiates the knowledge creation process to 

progress resultant in new knowledge creation. Furthermore, the CEO claimed that 

templates are always changing as the organisation develop their skills. This implies that 

new knowledge is constantly occuring within an organisation where controls are prevalent. 

Applying templates is also a form of pastoral power as the CEO offers feedback. 

Amplifying the above example, Nonaka (2000) states that managers examine operational 

structures and apply better structures through the acquistion of new knowledge. 

 

Templates also serve as a means of providing training to new employees or subordinates 

with minimal intervention from senior members. A senior manager further underlines this, 

“the templates are there to provide guidance”. Foucault further states that the application 

of pastoral power is where the individuals are connected under one circumstance, where 

that individual would be moulded to a new order and be coerced to a particular regime of 

practice (Foucault, 1982). Emphasis to this fact is when the CEO states.  

 

“Templates make your job infinitely easy, you don’t have to sit and think anymore, 

you just know there’s a template, you just have to put in the figures or text or 

whatever you have to put in there, so really that is what informed training is and 

making sure that there’s minimum as possible supervision.” 
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However, the EE Process in the model does not address resistance from employees, as 

an employee states “you cannot bring up new ideas”. The employee favours the notion of 

seeking new knowledge through other means and not through template documents. 

 

In conclusion, although I initially claimed that disciplinary power was the primary 

organisational control technique in the EE Process, the data reveals that pastoral power is 

equally visible and a contributing factor to this process. 

 

5.3.4. Explicit to Tacit (ET) Process – internalisation mode via organisational 

control 

 

In this section of the model, I claim that disciplinary power is the strongest form of 

organisational control in expediting the exercising ba that permits the conversion of explicit 

knowledge to tacit knowledge. 

 

In the organisation, researchers are required at times to seek background information on 

previous studies to discuss with colleagues. Respondent 6 claimed that, “If I need to know 

something, I go on the internet and read about the topic”. Respondent 6 further stated, 

“Before we start we would brainstorm as to how we will approach the project”. .…..“The 

only way to solve issues is through interaction”. The exercising ba is the office space of the 

employee where he/she sits to search for information on the internet. The pressure of 

finding information based on the CEO’s request and the feeling of embarrassment when 

the employee had to discuss his/her findings, infers that some form of organisational 

control prevails in the employee acquiring tacit knowledge through virtual media. The 

commonality of this practice, accentuate the routine knowledge asset. The entire process 

inclusive of organisational control helps to initiate the internalisation process. The ET 

Process necessitates that the conversion of explicit knowledge to tacit knowledge requires 

some form of organisational control technique. 

The CEO explains:  

 

“When new people start with the organisation, we say there’s a daily report, just go 

and read and see the kind of things we talk about. Look at the weekly report and 

they will say, oh so I can have all this information at my fingertips even if I come in 

the middle of the project. We don’t always have the time to verbally communicate 

but when you are looking for information you will know that there is a record 
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somewhere that you can go and check for yourself and so we don’t have to bring 

two or three people together to give you that information, you yourself can just go 

and sit and look in the records and you will find the information that you need”. 

 

If new employees want to acquire knowledge in the organisation, they had to act on the 

CEO suggestions thus submitting themselves to the tutelage of the CEO. Respondent 8 

remarked, “I had to adapt to work under the manager and the CEO but now it’s fine”. 

When listening and taking the advice of the CEO, employees opened themselves to 

pastoral power. From the above quotation (“When new people start with the organisation, 

we say there’s a daily report, just go and read and see the kind of things we talk about.”) 

pastoral power enabled new employees to acquire tacit knowledge from explicit 

knowledge. In addition, the template documents were readily available from the database 

of the organisation. As mentioned previously, templates represented a disciplinary 

organisational control technique and in the given circumstances, it was used to 

micromanage employees, “we don’t always have the time to verbally communicate”. When 

employees wanted to obtain some form of knowledge, they subconsciously submitted to 

pastoral power by following the instructions of the CEO (“look in the records and you will 

find the information that you need”). Employees work activities are made easy through 

assenting to the guidance of the CEO – pastoral power. This submission further attributed 

to employees acquiring new knowledge. The workstation where the employee extrapolated 

information provided through emails or some other virtual program served as the 

exercising ba, (“you yourself can just go and sit”). The internalisation process (explicit 

knowledge to explicit knowledge) happened through this context of the exercising ba. 

From the above example, the ba was the place for acquiring knowledge) and the 

knowledge asset was the type of knowledge acquired (“look in the records and you will find 

the information that you need”). The records that the CEO referred to were; training 

manuals, reports and other important template documents and these documentations form 

part of the systemic knowledge assets Nonaka, et al (2000a). The internalisation process 

through pastoral power forms the ET Process. 

 

An example of the internalisation process was illustrated when respondent 6 reported,  

 

“we work a lot with external clients and when we go to present something to them 

they say, no they don’t think that’s the way we should go about doing things, so you 

have to take it under the chin and try to find better ways of doing it because we are 

dealing with people who are want to improve their processes”. 
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From the above data, after the client reviewed the explicit knowledge, they suggested 

tacitly how the employees of the organisation should have improved the presentation 

through incorporating their shared tacit knowledge. The ba represents the client’s meeting 

room as the employee indicated, “we go to present something to them they say”. The 

routine knowledge asset (tacit knowledge embedded in the organisational culture) takes 

shape when the client stipulated, “they don’t think that’s the way we should go about doing 

things”. Finally, the conversion from explicit knowledge to tacit knowledge completes the 

ET Process as the employee listened to the client’s suggestions. Thus, although the 

employees were not expose to the organisational control techniques they felt coerce in 

accepting the recommendations of their client (“so you have to take it under the chin and 

try to find better ways of doing it”). From this example, I deduce that for the internalisation 

process to occur, some form of control should prevail. 

 

Nonetheless, within the realm of the organisation, technologies of self, which is not 

pastoral or disciplinary power but a subtle form of control, can also attribute to the 

knowledge creation process. This was illustrated by respondent 5 who mentioned, 

 

“The research industry is an ever evolving field, there’s always new things coming up. So 

as a researcher, it is important to always find out more about what’s done, how it’s done, 

for what reason it gets done”. 

 

The employee decided to increase her knowledge base without being coerced in doing so. 

However, she identified herself as a researcher and therefore saw the need to conduct 

research to improve herself as a researcher. Although not forced through some 

organisational control system, the employee emphasised the importance of self-

improvement when she stated, “it is important to always find out more” thus making it a 

point to seek new knowledge. However, the organisation’s hierarchical structure 

constitutes each employee with job titles. One could argue that the job title is a means of 

inspiring the particular employee to seek self-improvement – techniques of the self. In the 

organisation, the management systems define the structure and positions that each 

employee occupies. 

 

5.4. Themes emerging from the data 

 

Vaismoradi, Jones, Turunen & Snelgrove (2016) state that themes are a classification of 

qualitative methodology and that the interpretation of the interviewees’ perception are a 
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classification of qualitative approach. Themes are derived from various techniques and 

systems. It can be constructed through word count using a computer program or through 

line-by-line analysis that is more labour intensive (Ryan & Bernard, 2003). Themes are 

associated to a more inherent and comprehensive level that requires analysis. The 

objective of theme is to abstract the essence of the participant’s perspectives (Vaismoradi, 

et al., 2016). 

 

Three most common themes emerged from the data. These common themes were 

present in more than 50% of the interviewers. These common themes were identified 

through examining the quotations of the interviewees in relation to the research questions. 

All three themes were instrumental in addressing the core research question, how is the 

production of knowledge within a research organisation influenced by managerial control 

systems. 

The three most emerging themes were: 

a) Standardised management tools 

The use of template documents serves as a management tool through coercing 

employees to comply with the standardisation of the organisation. The main type of power 

instituted in this management control is pastoral power. Using template documents, 

participants were able to achieve new knowledge. The template documents as indicated 

by the majority of participants served as an enabler to the creation of knowledge. Based 

on the responses of the participants, the application of template documents enhanced their 

knowledge creation and it served as an organisational control technique requiring less 

micro management. Therefore, the focus of this theme was to determine the way in which 

organisational and management controls enhanced knowledge creation. 

b) Surveillance 

The study analysed the various status reports as a means of disciplinary power. 

Employees completing their status reports enabled managers to monitor the subordinates 

daily work activities. This theme addressed the understanding of the usage of 

organisational control techniques by managers to enable knowledge management. Each 

time an employee submitted a status report the manager would provide new 

documentation that would generate new knowledge for the employee. 

c) Feedback 

The study revealed that feedback is an important component to participants in generating 

new knowledge. Feedback assisted employees in self-examination and self- 

improvements. The feedback process provided a positive influence on employees to 

produce new knowledge with limiting organisational control techniques. 
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5.5. Concluding Remarks 

 

The Knowledge and Power Generative Model display that knowledge creation depends on 

power techniques (organisational control) to function optimally. 

 

The employees are dependent on the CEO in disbursing knowledge, as he is the one who 

makes the final decisions (top of the hierarchical structure). In following the processes of 

selecting potential clients from a tender database, the ultimate decision lies with the CEO, 

who makes an informed decision from the information gathered by his subordinates. He is 

seen as the bearer of power in the organisation. The CEO uses pastoral power to 

influence the employees by relating his experiences and sharing his knowledge. Through 

the culture of the organisation, the CEO is able to assert disciplinary power upon the 

employees to comply with the standards of the organisation. The organisational control 

techniques enabled the creation of knowledge in the organisation. 

 

5.6. Revisiting the Knowledge and Power Generative Model 

 

During my analysis, I saw a few gaps with the Knowledge and Power Generative Model. 

From the data, I was able to determine that one of the gaps is when employees resist to 

certain organisational control techniques. The model needs further development through 

additional application in the field. 

 

Another gap in the model that I found through my analysis is the politics around knowledge 

sharing. As respondent 3 cited an example, “key people are willing to share the 

information; they just don’t have enough time to share it”. The example illustrated that 

employees were willing to attain knowledge through those whom they perceived are more 

knowledgeable than them. However, the dilemma is that the people were unavailable or 

unwilling. Besides having an adverse effect on the organisation in terms of customer 

satisfaction, this hampered the knowledge creation process. These challenges should not 

be avoided and the CEO needs to explore various options and find alternative 

organisational control solutions. 

 

Similarly, the problem of where employees are in disagreement with management systems 

or techniques needs to be carefully considered. This resistance can be destructive. 

Although the organisation has a human resource manager, employees are reluctant to 
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seek guidance due to some form of reprisal as respondent 2 remarked, “As an individual 

you have these ideas but you instil fear in yourself and you undermine yourself and you 

just work and that is structural”. The employee was afraid to express his or her opinion and 

instead of attempting to bring about new ideas, he /she continued with his/her daily work 

activities. The employee could have these emotions due to a previous altercation with 

someone in a more senior position or witnessed an incident where a manager ridiculed a 

junior employee. Unfortunately, the data does not provide more evidence. I did not follow 

this up further because of time constraints. However, the issue that needs to be further 

explored. 

 

After careful consideration of the problems prevalent in the organisation and the effect it 

poses on the Knowledge and Power Generative Model, I suggest a modification (see 

Figure 15). 

 

5.7. Recommendations to the company 

 

I suggest the following possible solutions to the problems currently facing the organisation. 

Firstly, I recommend the organisation consider an outside source (company or individual) 

that is completely independent of the organisation to assist with issues relating to any form 

of resistance and other problems. (For better clarity, I will refer to the outsource company 

or individual as “Mr A”). The first step is to introduce Mr A to all employees and explain the 

function of the company or individual. When introducing Mr A to the organisation, he 

should try to ensure that when they communicate with him it would be with the strictest of 

confidentiality. There are many ways of communication that at this stage I shall not 

discuss. I further suggest that Mr A should not be located an office in the organisation as 

this could create questionable trust among employees and Mr A. 

 

When employees consult with Mr A, he should provide a timeline as to when he will 

provide feedback. The key to solving discrepancies is that management must be willing to 

buy into this process and open themselves to negotiations. 

 

Knowledge and Power Generative Model 2.0 

Through my data analysis, I have adjusted the Knowledge and Power Generative Model, 

see diagram below. 
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Figure 15: Knowledge and Power Generative Model 2.0 

 

The “reworked” model depicts additional techniques of organisational control that needs to 

be included in each section. For example, I originally claimed that pastoral power was the 

primary organisational control technique in the TT Process. The data, however, revealed 

that a co-existence of pastoral power and disciplinary power operates through the 

originating ba as context for the socialisation to occur within the TT Process. The diagram 

illustrates how each ba in each of the quadruple is depending on the additional technology 

of power and not just on the aforementioned technique of power as illustrated in the 

original conceptual model. 

 

Furthermore, apart from the additional primary organisational control technique, the 

diagram includes a bottom layer that consist of an independent consultant or someone 

who will address inequitable issues. 
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6. Conclusion and Recommendations Chapter 

The first part of the chapter provides the answers to the primary research questions and 

the objectives whereas in the latter part I present recommendations for future research 

studies. However, before embarking on the answers to the research questions, I will 

provide a synopsis of the previous chapters. 

 

The first Chapter introduced the importance for organisations to obtain knowledge as a 

value driver and as a competitive advantage. The chapter highlighted knowledge as a 

resource and capability as well as introduced how organisational and management control 

impacts on knowledge creation. The introduction of knowledge creation and organisational 

control accentuated the research problem. The latter part of the first chapter identified the 

research question that laid the foundation for the rest of the chapters. 

 

The second chapter provided a theoretical perspective of how scholars defined knowledge 

from different epistemological views. Alavi and Leidner (2001) suggest knowledge needs 

to exist prior to the communication of information. Hislop (2005) refers to knowledge is 

manipulating data and information that has been analysed to make sensible conclusions. 

Alvesson and Karreman (2001) emphasise that there is no collectively agreed definition for 

knowledge but rather it is ambiguous in nature. There are definitions of knowledge that see 

it as, “causally ambiguous set of routines” (Szulanski, 2000: 2). Nonetheless, from the 

literature review, most knowledge creation in organisations scholars agrees that there are 

different typologies concerning knowledge. An important theoretical resource I used was 

the knowledge creation model of Nonaka, Toyama and Konno (2000). This included the 

knowledge creation process known as the SECI model, the platform for the knowledge 

creation process referred to as the ba and the accumulative knowledge base, known as 

knowledge assets. However, this model explores knowledge creation in all of its facets but 

does not directly address organisational control techniques in knowledge creation. In my 

theoretical exploration on knowledge creation, I discovered that little attention had been 

given to the influence of power and control on knowledge creation. 

 

I also reviewed the literature on organisational control and used the Foucauldian 

theoretical toolbox to conceptualize organisational control. The fundamental purpose for 

applying the Foucauldian conceptualisation of power is that it provided me with a 

framework for understanding the role of organisational control in knowledge creation. 

Foucault (1980) states that exercising power creates knowledge and equally, knowledge 

continuously accelerate the effects of power. “It is not possible for power to be exercised 
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without knowledge, it is impossible for knowledge not to engender power” (Foucault, 1980: 

52). Deliberating on the theoretical perspective of organisational control, I explored three 

facets of power. The first was Foucault’s earlier discourses and writing on disciplinary 

power, followed by pastoral power and lastly his discussion around technologies of the 

self. The analysis provided insight into the types of powers employed by the research 

organisation. 

 

In chapter 3, I developed a conceptual model, which I called the Knowledge and Power 

Generative Model that was formulated based on the literature reviewed. I used this model 

as an analytical tool in an attempt to address the primary research question. 

 

How is the production of knowledge within a research organisation influenced by 

managerial control practices? 

 

To answer this question, I employed the Knowledge and Power Generative Model that 

consist of the knowledge creation and the organisational control mechanisms. For my 

organisational control mechanisms, I used three Foucauldian power concepts. I further 

used this model to analyse the data collected at a research organisation. 

 

In the research methodology chapter, I discussed reasons for choosing a qualitative 

research approach in addressing the research question. This chapter further provided 

insight into the sample techniques and data collection methods employed. Finally, the 

chapter concluded in emphasising the ethical clearance needed. 

 

In terms of the research results, analysis and discussion chapter, I applied the Knowledge 

and Power Generative Model to facilitate in my data analysis. I was able to investigate the 

potential linkages between knowledge creation ba’s and control techniques. From my 

findings within the research organisation, each component within the SECI model was 

visible. Each component functioned independently and simultaneously depending on the 

scenario of the knowledge workers interaction with each other. 

 

From my findings, I conclude that the research organisation through techniques of power 

enacted the ba, with various spaces in and times. Within the various organisational 

settings, techniques of power provided the platforms for each of the ba. The 

implementation of organisational control practices (disciplinary, pastoral and technologies 
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of the self) brought about the ba that provided the success of the knowledge creation 

process. 

 

Based on the results of the analysis, the three facets of power operated at times 

simultaneously. Surveillance in various forms sets up the disciplinary power along with 

certain regimes of practices. The hierarchical structure as a control mechanism lays the 

platform for pastoral power to function as the CEO is seen as the shepherd to his flock. 

Employees subjugated themselves in order to acquire knowledge by acting on the 

constant feedback of the CEO. On the other hand, technologies of the self were practiced 

by certain employees when they sought knowledge without any overt coercion but to 

become better knowledge workers. All three techniques of power are operated 

simultaneously to shape and fashion the knowledge worker. These techniques channelled 

the knowledge worker and enabled him/her to gain knowledge and to disseminate this 

acquired knowledge to peers as well as improve their personal lives. Interestingly, most of 

the knowledge workers saw themselves as one who is free to engage with the 

organisation and did not see these techniques as being overtly repressive. Instead, they 

saw it as enabling freedom. 

 

Reflecting on the research questions: 

 How do the organisation control mechanisms enhance knowledge workers 

knowledge creation? 

 How do the organisation control mechanisms impede knowledge workers 

knowledge creation? 

 

Most employees held the view that organisational control techniques enabled the 

organisational context (meaning the ba) as well as enhanced their and the organisation’s 

capacity for acquiring knowledge. However, some of these employees felt that the 

organisational structure could be more flexible in encouraging innovative ideas. 

 

Some employees perceived that the organisation’s control mechanisms were an 

impediment to their knowledge creation abilities. It hampered them in that it narrowed 

down the ways that they could go about seeking knowledge and incorporating new ideas 

into the organisation. However, employees conceded that the technologies of power 

assisted them in acquiring knowledge. Ultimately, the mechanisms of control within the 

organisation created a knowledge worker. The technologies of power were simultaneously 

the system for identity development with the organisation and the system for the collection 
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of knowledge (Huhtala, 2014). Based on the research I make the claim that for knowledge 

creation to take effect in an organisation requires careful setting up and maintenance of 

organisational control techniques and practices. 

 

In terms of addressing the sub-question: 

 How do managers use organisational controls to enable knowledge management? 

 

The Knowledge and Power Generative Model provided insight as to how organisational 

control mechanisms assisted managers with developing roles and routines and provided 

employees in acquiring, sharing and disseminating knowledge in the organisation. In 

particular, managers mainly applied two organisational control techniques, namely, 

disciplinary power and pastoral power. Disciplinary power enabled managers to set the 

requisite organisational structure and routines in order to capture and create knowledge. 

Pastoral power allowed managers to manage employees through their guidance and 

advices. 

 

In conclusion, through employing organisational control techniques managers were able to 

manage as well as acquire and distribute knowledge in the organisation. 

 

6.1. My Contribution 

 

Nonaka, et al (2000a) knowledge creation model is widely used which has three core 

concepts: SECI Model, ba and Knowledge Assets. However, Nonaka, et al (2000a), does 

not explain how the ba came into existence (its ontological foundation). I have modified the 

model by adding the techniques of power that instantiate the ba. By illustrating that the 

control was needed to enable the ba, I related it to knowledge creation. More specifically, I 

created a model demonstrating organisational controls as a framework for how the ba 

comes into being which underpins the successful application of the knowledge creation 

process. 

 

In the literature review, I stated that knowledge governance -knowledge creation through 

governance-was one of the concepts that were closely related to how control mechanisms 

enabled knowledge creation. Foss (2011) states that knowledge governance is a way of 

controlling the intellectual capacity of the organisation that assists in the creation and 

sharing of knowledge (Foss & Mahoey, 2010). I contributed to knowledge governance 

literature with the Foucauldian inspired organisational control mechanisms that allowed the 
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organisation to micro manage knowledge creation through structures and procedures. In 

terms of control, my study provides insights into the structures and procedures that 

enabled knowledge to be distributed and managed. 

 

Moreover, my research show the veracity of the claim that power should not be viewed 

negatively (Seek & Kantola 2009; Foucault, 1990). My research provides evidence that 

employees considered the use of disciplinary power and pastoral power as productive 

means of acquiring knowledge. These led some employees on the path of self-

development (technologies of the self). Thus, employees viewed organisational control 

mechanisms as generative. They did not perceive it as repressive but as productive in 

terms of providing them with new identities and the means to construct and acquire new 

knowledge. 

 

6.2. Recommendation 

 

The research study reveals that organisational control techniques are crucial, supportive 

and helpful to organizing in general and knowledge creation in particular. Power and 

knowledge are closely related and it would be interesting to explore the modified 

conceptual model in further research. 

 

However, a limitation in this research study is that I cannot generalise the findings as the 

selected participants were all from one organisation. With regard to the Knowledge and 

Power Generative Model, some gaps remains which although I have addressed a few and 

re-worked the model, the model is still in need of further testing and development. 

Nevertheless, it can still be used as a theoretical lens for understanding how knowledge 

can be created through targeted organisational control mechanisms. In order to test the 

model, I would have to survey a representative sample of knowledge intensive firms with 

participants from diverse groups and from within different industries. Perhaps this can be 

the topic for a PhD study. 
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Appendices 3: Consent Form 
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Appendices 4: Research Instrument - Discussion Guide 
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Appendices 5: Preliminary Opportunity Assessment Worksheet 
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Appendices 6: Foucault's main concepts during his different intellectual 
phases 

 

 

Appendices 7: Deliverables to Client 

Phases Start Time End Time Duration Deliverables 

Phase 1 Date Date Number of weeks  Project Inception Report  

 Desktop Review Report  

 Draft Questionnaire  

Phase 2 Date Date Number of weeks 
 Final Questionnaire 

Phase 3 Date Date Number of weeks 
 Field Implementation Report 

Phase 4 Date Date Number of weeks 
 Raw Data  

 Spread sheet with data  

 Tables and analytical work  

Phase 5 Date Date Number of weeks  Draft Report 

Phase 6 Date Date Number of weeks 
 Final Report  

 Workshop  

 Presentation  
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Appendices 8: Project Plan 

Task ID. TASK DESCRIPTION Time allocated 

1 
KICK-OFF MEETING, PROJECT INITIATION AND PLANNING, 

DESKTOP REVIEW AND QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT 

 

1.1  Discuss and agree on contractual matters  

1.2 Review and sign SLA  

1.3 Clarify project objectives and deliverables  

1.4 Configure project team  

1.5 Interrogate existing project information  

1.6 Agree on deliverables acceptance criteria  

1.7 Agree on review and assessment methodology  

1.8 Develop research sampling framework  

1.9 Agree on research methodology  

1.10 Project planning and coordination  

1.11 Write up project inception report  

1.12 Edit project inception report  

1.13 Conduct quality reviews  

1.14 Submit Project inception report  

1.15 Seek, obtain and review relevant documents  

1.16 Interrogate universe of research instruments  

1.17 Develop assessment research questionnaires  

1.18 Pre-test review and assessment tools  

1.19 Data capturing  

1.20 Pre-test data analysis  

1.21 Pre-test data interpretation and inferences  

1.22 Pre-test report writing  

1.23 Quality reviews  

1.24 Submit questionnaires to CLIENT  

1.25 Implement feedback received from CLIENT  

1.26 Submit Desktop Review Report to CLIENT  

1.27 Submit draft questionnaires to CLIENT  

1.28 Submit first invoice for payment  

2 
FIELD WORK PROCESSES, TRAINING AND PILOT OF 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

2.1 Undertake recruit and training logistical planning  

2.2 Recruit fieldworkers and team leaders    

2.3 Train fieldworkers and team leaders   

2.4 Identify training needs of CLIENT personnel  

2.5 Develop training schedule for CLIENT personnel  

2.6 Agree training schedule with CLIENT  

2.7 Pilot questionnaires  
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Task ID. TASK DESCRIPTION Time allocated 

2.8 Develop data analysis guideline  

2.9 Data capturing  

2.10 Pre-test data analysis  

2.11 Pre-test data interpretation  

2.12 Amend questionnaires  

2.13 Undertake quality reviews  

2.14 Implement quality reviews feedback  

2.15 Submit questionnaires to CLIENT  

2.16 Obtain feedback from CLIENT  

2.17 Finalise questionnaires  

2.18 Submit final questionnaires to CLIENT  

2.19 Submit second invoice for payment  

3 DATA COLLECTION (FIELDWORK)  

3.1 Deploy fieldworkers and team leaders  

3.2 

Conduct interviews  

Eastern Cape  

Limpopo  

Kwa Zulu Natal  

Mpumalanga  

North west  

Gauteng  

Northern Cape  

Western Cape  

Free State  

3.3 Data quality reviews  

3.4 Fieldwork report writing  

3.5 Field report editing  

3.6 Field work report quality reviews  

3.7 Submit fieldwork implementation report  

3.8 Submit third invoice for payment  

4 DATA PROCESSING, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION  

4.1 Data collation  

4.2 Data capturing  

4.3 Data cleaning  

4.4 Data quality reviews  

4.5 Data analysis and interpretation  

4.6 Submit raw data  

4.7 Submit spreadsheet (data tables and analytical work)  

4.8 Submit fourth invoice for payment  

5 DRAFT REPORT WRITING  

5.1 Draft report writing   
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Task ID. TASK DESCRIPTION Time allocated 

5.2 Quality reviews  

5.3 Implement quality reviews feedback  

5.4 Edit report  

5.5 Implement editor’s feedback  

5.6 Submit draft report to CLIENT  

5.7 Submit fifth invoice for payment  

6 REPORTING AND WORKSHOP  

6.1 Obtain feedback from CLIENT on draft report  

6.2 Report writing  

6.3 Report editing  

6.4 Workshop with CLIENT  

6.5 Presentation to CLIENT council  

6.6 Implement feedback from workshop   

6.7 Submit Final Report with recommendations to CLIENT  

6.8 Submit sixth and final invoice for payment  

6.9 Project close out  

 

Appendices 9: Daily Progress Report (DPR) 

PROJECT NAME (Monday,  August 3, 2015) 

Serial  

No. 

Planned activity 

for the day 

Achievement Significant 

event 

Risk SOE’s 

Remark 

CEO’s Remark 

1.             

2.              

                                                            PROJECT NAME (Tuesday, August 4, 2015)   

1.            

2.            

                                                  PROJECT NAME (Wednesday, August 5, 2015)   

1.           

2.  §  .         

                                                           PROJECT NAME (Thursday, August 6, 2015)   

1.  §           

2.             

                                                                  PROJECT NAME (Friday, August 7, 2015)   

1.       

2..           
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Appendices 10: Weekly Activity Report (WAR) 

W  E  E  K  L  Y     A  C  T  I  V  I  T  Y     R  E  P  O  R  T               Week 
ended: 

 
2 

 
7 

 
0 

 
6 

 
2 

 
0 

 
1 

 
5 

NAME:  

ROLE/JOB NAME:                                                                                                                                                        
LEVEL: N/A 

UNIT:                                                                                                                                                                              
Reports to:  

OVERARCHING VISION OF THE ROLE 

 
Growing (ORGS’ NAME)’ presence globally, as the most preferred provider of research-based consulting 

services that uncover facts and provide evidence to formulate and implement uncommon actionable 
intelligence that improves development delivery, governance, civic relationships and commerce; by working 

to secure profitable project engagements and achieving masterful delivery on them in a way that realises 
quality, time, cost and demonstrable client satisfaction objectives. 

 

 

KEY 
PERFORMANCE 

INDICATORS 

ACTIVITIES/DELIVERABLES 
ACHIEVED DURING THE WEEK 

ACTIVITIES/DELIVERABLES 
PLANNED FOR NEXT WEEK 

MANAGER’S 
COMMENT 

 
1. Business 

Development 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
2. OTHERS 

 

. 
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