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Abstract

To cope and compete in this rapidly-changing warlganisations need to access and apply new
knowledge. While explicit knowledge is importanthat is often critical is an organisation’s
ability to create, access, share and apply thé @acin-codified knowledge that exists among its
members, its network and the wider innovation systéd which it is a part. This discussion
paper explores the role of tacit knowledge in ligek sector innovation capacity though the case
of Visakha Dairy, one of the most progressive postitowned milk marketing companies in
India. Analysis of two episodes in Visakha's evmint clearly illustrates how it used tacit
knowledge to innovate around challenges. The papecludes that while tacit knowledge is
clearly a major resource that organisations relytfamnoope with change, it does not follow that
knowledge management approaches that rely on ¢ogifhis knowledge are the way forward.
Instead, what it does suggest is that better manegeof the learning processes, through which
tacit knowledge is generated, would be a more Useiutribution to innovation and innovation

capacity — in other words, a shift from knowledgamagement to learning management.
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[. INTRODUCTION

Recent studies on rural development have highliyhtiee importance of strengthening
innovation capacity. While hard competencies sushsaientific and technical skills and
infrastructure are important parts of this capaattgually important are the soft competencies,
such as practices and routines (institutions),epadt of interaction and policies that allow this
knowledge to be accessed and applied. Such congedesre often based on tacit knowledge
accumulated and shaped through experience. Theatino capacity of a sector and individual
actors is understood to depend, to a large extensuch knowledge. Thus, its exploration, and
codification to make it explicit and shareablepfen assumed to be the way to make more of
this resource. But is this really the case andhis tiype of knowledge amenable to codification

and transmission in the way that formal knowledsfe i

This paper explores the role of tacit knowledgévestock sector innovation capacity through a
case study of Visakha Dairy, one of the most swsfakslairies in India. The paper’'s major

purpose has been to understand how tacit knowlkdgecontributed to the innovation capacity
of Visakha; what the nature of this tacit knowledgieand how better use can be made of it as

part of attempts to strengthen the innovation c#pat organisations and sectors.

The research consisted of semi-structured intervienth individuals associated with Visakha

and causal mapping exercises, supplemented bysinaliyrelevant secondary material. Though
Visakha has evolved rather successfully over tise flaur decades, we have focused only on
certain episodes in order to reveal the role daf tamwledge and associated processes.

The paper begins with an overview of relevant debabout the nature and role of tacit
knowledge in innovation. Section Il charts the wtio of the Visakha Dairy from a small

enterprise in the 1960s to its contemporary roleaasajor player in the production and
distribution of milk and related commodities thrbwogt the southern Indian state of Andhra
Pradesh. Section IV focuses on two mini case s$uthat explore the role played by tacit
knowledge in meeting and overcoming a series ofeldgwnental challenges. Section V
summarises what these mini-cases tell us aboubtaelayed by tacit knowledge in innovation



capacity. Finally Section VI presents conclusiamat tmay be drawn from the wider case as a

whole and its implications for policy.



[I. TACIT KNOWLEDGE AND INNOVATION CAPACITY

The notion of tacit knowledge was first introducbyg Michael Polanyi during the 1950s
(Polanyi, 1966). He argued that knowledge can lessdied into two broad categories:
explicit/codified knowledge and tacit knowledge eTiirst category is articulated and transmitted
in formal language, including grammatical stateragntathematical expressions and models. It
can be processed by computers, transmitted elécathnor stored in databases. For example,
patents, trademarks, business plans, marketingangdseand customer lists are all forms of
explicit knowledge, which can be documented, amethiand codified. Conversely, it is difficult
(though not impossible) to articulate tacit knovgedin formal language as it comprises
subjective insights, hunches and intuition. In asgg it is context-specific and often lies within
the individual. Tacit knowledge is obtained througkperience and learning by doing. Very
often, it is internalised to such an extent thas itaken for granted. In other words, it is know-
how contained in people’s heads. Nonaka and Tak€wueB5) defined tacit knowledge as “the
personal knowledge embedded in individual expegesad involves intangible factors such as

personal belief, perspective and value system.”

Increasingly, however, the ability to apply new wihedge (including skills and capabilities) is
valued as a critical factor in an organisation’sc&ss. An organisation’s ability to learn faster
than its competitors is considered a significantree of competitive advantage (Senge, 1990).
The idea of innovation as a complex systems phenomewhereby networks of research,
entrepreneurs and other actors interact to prodndeuse new knowledge, was articulated by
Freeman (1987) and Lundvall (1992) in their discussf national systems of innovation.
Lundvall (1992) identified learning and the role inétitutions as critical components of such
systems. Innovation — the process through whictertiht sources of knowledge and ideas are
put into use — happens when individuals and orgdioiss, possessing different types of
knowledge (scientific and non-scientific; codifi@hd tacit), interact within particular social,
political, policy, economic and institutional corte. In other words, innovation is a process of

interactive learning. In order to be successfudanisations should have the capacity to innovate.



Sustained competitive advantage lies in the capaziinnovate continuously and to learn more
rapidly than one’s competitors (De Geus, 1988)s Iho longer the technology itself that is a
strategic resource, but rather the organisatia@ahnological and cognitive processes underlying
the capacity to innovate and learn (Edmondson anthd¢on, 1996). Hall (2007) defines this

capacity (to innovate) as:

“The context-specific range of scientific and othskills and information held by
individuals and organisations and the practices @audines (institutions), patterns of
interaction and policies needed to create and matwledge into productive use in
response to an evolving set of challenges and typtes. A large element of this

capacity arises from learning-by-doing, whereby aoigations engaging in the

innovation process continuously adapt ways of waykand routines — institutional
learning — thus incrementally improving their atyilito utilise knowledge and
information.”

Organisations develop new knowledge and capalilitteough their interaction with other
organisations and it is this new knowledge and lodipas that leads to innovation. An
organisation’s propensity to interact and learnnifuenced by its institutions — the rules,
norms, habits and patterns of interaction, whicbfien collective tacit knowledge or embedded
knowledge residing in organisational routines, pcas and shared norms. Recent discussions on
innovation capacity (Hall, 2005; Hadt al, 2008), which have emerged from the application of
an innovation systems framework in agricultural amdal sectors in developing countries,
mainly focus on the collective capacity of the eliint organisations in a system to share
knowledge and collaborate with each other. Thisaceyp to continuously learn, adapt and apply
new knowledge has both tacit and explicit elemevithile some of its features — such as
scientific, entrepreneurial and managerial knowéedg are more explicit, others, such as
routines, organisational culture, beliefs, peraasj partnering, values, mental models, etc., are
more tacit. Understanding two key aspects — firdtlgw organisations learn, and, secondly,
how they manage a wide range of knowledge — is mapb to explore how tacit knowledge

contributes to innovation capacity.
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As learning is a pre-requisite for organisationsntake changes or improve the capacity to
respond, there has been a lot of interest to utadetthe processes by which organisations learn.
Organisational learning is more than the sum oftvedaeh individual learns. According to Fiol
and Lyles (1985), it represents systems, histagie$ norms within the organisation that are
transmitted to new members. Though organisationgpcge individuals, organisational learning
is not the cumulative result of their members’ teag. Individual learning occurs as members
within the organisation acquire knowledge througlucation, experience or experimentation.
Organisational learning occurs as the organisaisgstems and culture retain and transfer this
knowledge. One of the elements of organisatiorehieg capability is culture change (Yeusig

al, 1999). It refers to the extent to which an orgation assesses, modifies and transforms its
shared values, beliefs and mindseébsdj. This concept is similar to the concept of “itigional
learning” — the process by which new ways of wogkemerge through changes in rules and

norms in an organisation.

Organisations approach learning differently; givéimeir time, resources, histories and
competitive constraints. Yeureg al (1999) have identified four basic learning stypdiogies:
experimentation, competency acquisition, benchmarking and continuous improvement.
Typically, organisations mix all four, but in difent combinations and to varying degrees.
Discussion on capacity and learning would not benmlete without mentioning a related
concept: “absorptive capacity”. Cohen and Levintti®l90) defined absorptive capacity as the
firm’s ability to identify, assimilate and explakternal knowledge. They considered the level of

prior related knowledge as the determinant ofra’rabsorptive capacity.

What organisations can do — in particular, theipamty for learning and innovation — is
closely related to how their knowledge is constitljt utilised and generated. Knowledge
Management comprises a range of practices useddayisations to identify, create, represent,
and distribute knowledge for re-use, awarenesdearding. Knowledge in this context includes
both the experience and understanding of the peopthe organisation and the information
artefacts, such as documents and reports availaithen the organisation and in the world
outside. Most of the discussions in the sociolofys@ence and organisational management

literature focus on the two broad kinds of knowledgacit and explicit) and how tacit and

11



explicit knowledge interact to create new knowledBelanyi, 1966; Nelson and Winter, 1982,
Nonaka, 1994, Spender 1996a, 1996b) at the lewefiain.

Recognising, generating, sharing and managing kotvledge is difficult as it is based on
experience and action. Moreover, tacit knowledga oaly be acquired through practical
experience in the relevant context, i.e., learriggdoing. Moreover, the variety of experience
and the individual's commitment and involvement time context are critical factors in
determining knowledge generation and accumulafiewit knowledge plays an important role in
providing meaning to explicit knowledge as well esntributing to development of new
knowledge. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) argue thaficix and tacit knowledge, though
conceptually different, are not separate in practidhey argue that new knowledge is generated
through the dynamic interaction and combinatiorthefse two types of knowledge. They have
identified four models of knowledge creation or wersions that are derived from the two kinds

of knowledge (i.e., explicit and tacit knowledgs)snown in Figure 1 (below).

FIGURE 1: DIFFERENT MODES OF KNOWLEDGE CREATION OR CONVERSION

To Tacit Knowledge To Explicit Knowledge

From Tacit | Socialisation: Sharing of experiences to | Externalisation: Articulation of tacit
Knowledge create tacit knowledge; shared mental models | knowledge into explicit concepts
and technical skills; done through observation, | through metaphors, analogies,
imitation and practice; experience is the key | concepts, hypotheses or models

— mere transfer of information makes little
sense to the receiver

From Explicit | Internalisation: Closely related to learning by | Combination: Systemising concepts
Knowledge doing; knowledge is verbalised or | into a knowledge system; exchange

diagrammed into documents or oral stories of ideas through media such as
documents, meetings and
conversations

Source: Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995)

Socialisation (tacit to tacit): Socialisation includes the shared formation androanication of
tacit knowledge among people, e.g., in meetingoweadge sharing is often done without ever
producing explicit knowledge, and, to be most dffe; should take place among people who
have a common culture and can work together e¥felgti Thus, tacit knowledge sharing is
connected to ideas of communities and collabora#iotypical activity in which tacit knowledge

sharing can take place is a team meeting duringlwésperiences are described and discussed.
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Externalisation (tacit to explicit): By its nature, tacit knowledge is difficult to oa@rt into
explicit knowledge. Through conceptualisation, idition, and ultimately articulation —
typically in collaboration with others — some profon of a person’s tacit knowledge may be
captured in explicit form. Typical activities in veh the conversion takes place are in dialogue

among team members, in responding to questiontBraugh the elicitation of stories.

Combination: (explicit to explicit): Explicit knowledge can be shared in meetings, via
documents, e-mails, etc., or through education tesiding. The use of technology to manage
and search collections of explicit knowledge is Iwedtablished. However, there is further
opportunity to foster knowledge creation; namelyetwich the collected information in some
way, such as by reconfiguring it so that it is mosable. An example is to use text classification
to assign documents automatically to a subjectraahd typical activity here might be to put a

document into a shared database.

Internalisation (explicit to tacit): In order to act on information, individuals haweunderstand
and internalise it, which involves creating thewrotacit knowledge. By reading documents,
they can, to some extent, re-experience what otrengously learned. By reading documents
from many sources, they have the opportunity taterenew knowledge by combining their
existing tacit knowledge with the knowledge of athéHowever, this process is becoming more
challenging because individuals have to deal wittrdarger amounts of information. A typical

activity would be to read and study documents feonumber of different databases.

Thesocialisation mode usually starts with the building of a “teaon™field” of interaction. This
field facilitates the sharing of members’ experiemiand perspectives. Theernalisation mode

is triggered by successive rounds of meaningfuhltdjue”. In this dialogue, the sophisticated
use of metaphors can be used to enable team mentarsiculate their own perspectives,
thereby revealing hidden tacit knowledge that iseowise hard to communicate. Concepts
formed by teams can lmmbined with existing data and external knowledge in seartmore
concrete and sharable specifications, facilitatgdriggers such as coordination among team
members and others in the organisation, and followg the documentation of existing

knowledge. Through an iterative process of triatl amror, the concepts are articulated and
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developed until they emerge in concrete form. Experimentation can triggenternalisation

through a process of learning by doing.

Effective knowledge management typically requiresappropriate combination of organisation,
social and managerial initiatives, along with, iramg cases, deployment of appropriate
technology (Marwick, 2001). Marwick also suggessederal technologies that can support or
enhance the transformation of knowledge. DisteB®08), however, argues that knowledge
sharing is not a technical challenge, but more @okmgical one. Many barriers to effective

knowledge sharing exist within and between orgdimsa. However, there are arguments
against the externalisation thesis. Two conflictpagitions exist: the ‘no access’ position and
‘possible access’ position. For the former, Coold &mown (1999) argue that tacit knowledge
cannot be transformed into explicit knowledge aliffio it may help to create the latter. The
‘possible access’ stance holds that at least cepaits of tacit knowledge have the potential to

become conscious.

Because tacit knowledge is unique, imperfectly nepbimperfectly imitable and non-
substitutable, it is a source of competitive adagat according to the resource-based view of the
firm® (Barney, 1991; Wernerfelt, 1984). Ambrosini andwBean (2001) argue that the
expression ‘tacit knowledge’ should be replaced‘thgit skills’ — ‘skills’ implying ‘doing’.
Drawing the distinction between tacit skills andit&nowledge helps us make explicit the point
that tacit knowledge is not about ‘knowing abokingwing in the abstract) but that it is about

‘action or doing’ {bid).

One of the main reasons why there have been veryateempts to empirically research tacit
skills is that it is problematic. Research instramsesuch as surveys and structured interviews are
likely to be inappropriate as individuals cannot dsked to state what they cannot readily
articulate (Ambrosini and Bowman, 2081 odifying tacit knowledge is relatively difficulbut

not impossible. Cowan and Foray (1997) have defkrexivledge codification as the process of

Resource-based view is concerned with the relationship between a firm’s resources and competitive advantage. The view
suggests that organisations can be regarded as a bundle of resources and that resources are simultaneously valuable, rare,
imperfectly imitable and imperfectly substitutable (Barney, 1991).

This paper by Ambrosini and Bowman (2001) discusses the different knowledge capturing techniques
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conversion of knowledge into messages that can lilegprocessed as information. Codification
in this sense may well involve use of languagerticudate, describe, explain, etc. Codification is
thus a process by which knowledge is made explidigther it be tacit knowledge or otherwise.
Attempting to transfer knowledge through codifioati of information necessitated the
emergence and definition of codes (Hall, M. 2008)is has implications for the transferability
of knowledge to individuals and groups who do nobw how to interpret or ‘decodify’ the

code.

There seems little point in codifying knowledge the purpose of transferring it elsewhere in
the organisation without someone else being abtetodify it, And, without knowing who that
someone may be, it is difficult to know how to dgdihe knowledge to begin with (Hall, M.
2006). This, again, brings us back to the previdigsussion on absorptive capacity — which
means an organisation’s ability to recognise, atsien and apply external knowledge to

commercial ends (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990).

The major points that emerge from the review afvaht literature are as follows:

1. Innovation capacity of a sector (comprising astdr of interdependent and interacting
organisations) depends on:
a. The knowledge and expertise (tacit as well as eipbf individuals and organisations that
comprise the sector
b. The ability of organisations to manage knowledgeedte, access, share and use
knowledge) through adopting a range of strategies
c. The ability of organisations to continuously leaadapt and apply knowledge more

effectively towards social, economic and environtakgoals
2. Organisations learn and manage knowledge inraeweays. This involves continuous

interaction between tacit and explicit knowledgeimdividuals within the organisations and

across different organisations.
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3. Codifying tacit knowledge — or the process ohwerting tacit knowledge into messages
(which can be processed as information) — to makexplicit is relatively difficult, but not

impossible and there are several methods for extpiig tacit knowledge. Tacit knowledge could
also be explicated without codification. But theoksated tacit knowledge should be of use only

when users have the ability to decodify the expéidanformation for use in their own context.
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lll. CASE STUDY: VISAKHA DAIRY

Visakha Dairy (Sri Vijaya Visakha Milk Producers i@pany Ltd.), headquartered at
Visakhapatnam in Andhra Pradesh, is one of theesasgrowing milk and milk products
manufacturing organisations in India. It procurakkrinom coastal Andhra districts (Srikakulam,
Vizianagaram, Visakhapatnam & East Godavari) andates operations cover several states in
the country. Visakha was established in 1966 bgistered under the Indian Cooperatives Act
only in 1973, with milk procurement operations i \Gllages and a handling capacity of 10,000
litres per day. The company has gone through skewemasformations, since. In 1999 it was
transformed and renamed the ‘Sri Vijaya Visakhatriis Milk Producers Mutually Aided
Cooperative Union’ under the Mutually Aided Coopea Act (MACS Act, 1995). On January
6, 2006, it underwent another conversion into alpcer company under the Company Act 1956
and was renamed the ‘Sri Vijaya Visakha Milk PragiscCompany Limited’. At the time of
writing this paper Visakha Dairy procured milk froBv44 villages and served more than
200,000 milk producers.

Genesis: In response to rapid industrialisation in the 1968e Andhra Pradesh state government
introduced thdntensive Milk Supply Scheme (IMSS) in 1966, primarily to meet the increasing
demand for milk in urban areas. The Animal Husbgridepartment (AHD) implemented this
scheme across the state, working in association milk producers at the village level. It
provided surplus milk produced in the village dihecto consumers, thereby eliminating
middlemen. Collection points were also establishiesgeveral places, including Visakhapatnam.
These later became part of Visakha Dairy. The dgtegted procuring milk from two districts —
Srikakulam and Visakhapatnam. When Vizianagararriclisvas formed in 1978, the dairy
included producers from there in its milk collectio

The 1980s. The dairy was elevated to a multi-District Milk degation Unit for Srikakulam,

Vizianagaram and Visakhapatnam and registered iagagavisakha Districts Milk Producers
Union in 1983. When the National Dairy DevelopmBotard (NDDB) implemented the second
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phase of Operation Flobdn Andhra Pradesh in 1981, one of the milk unisetected for
assistance was Visakha. NDDB’s Co-operative Devekag Programme (CDP) helped Visakha
strengthen its societies. In the initial days, #émercise was spearheaded by a team comprising
one NDDB official and 15-20 supervisors from thérglalhe programme trained milk producers

to establish and maintain the society and its kbooks, as well as produce clean milk.

Using funds available from thBelugu Grameena Kranthi Pathakam scheme (introduced by the
Telugu Desam Party government in 1983), Visakhastraoted buildings for around 250 of its
milk societies. Half the funds for this were prastddby the state government and the remainder
contributed by the village panchayats. These hbugisli provided a common platform for
interaction among producers, milk society memberd amployees of the dairy and helped

create a sense of ownership among milk producers.

Realising the central role of producers and thamifies, Visakha established a trust — “Milk
Producers and Employees Education Health and Miédietfare Society” — in 1989, with the
aim of providing educational, health and medicalvises to producers, their families, and
employees of the Dairy (and their families). Thestrcurrently manages a school, a college and a

hospital in Visakhapatnam and provides a wide rarigervices to milk producers.

The 1990s: By the early '90s, daily milk procurement startedexceed 200,000 litres, even as
daily liquid milk sales remained at around 100,d@fes. To tackle this surplus, Visakha
commissioned and constructed a milk powder factaitih a daily capacity of 13 Mt. in May
1998. Initially, the factory producetbodh peda (a sweet made from consensed milk and sugar),
buttermilk, curd angbaneer (a type of cheese). Later, it introduced rose and other flavoureckmil
lassi (yoghurt-based drinkmistidohi (sweetened yoghurtinilk cakes,mysore pak (sweet) ice
cream andshrikand (sweetened, spiced and strained yoghurt). Undenéwe Andhra Pradesh
Mutually Aided Co-operative Act, 1995 or the MACS:tA Visakha converted into a MACS
Society around this time. The new Act gave Visaktlefreedom and flexibility to experiment

with and evolve new institutional arrangements.

7 ) . ) . .
A rural development programme started by India’s National Dairy Development Board (NDDB) in 1970. One of the largest of its
kind, the programme’s objective was to create a nationwide milk grid.
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2000 onwards: In 2001 the dairy established an Aseptic Packitagi@, as well as a sales point
for liquid milk in the state capital of Hyderabad where it currently sells about 30,000 litres of
milk every day. It also supplies tetra-packed UH®Dgessed milk to the Gujarat Co-operative
Milk Marketing Federation (GCMMF) under the laterbrand name Amul. Based on a
successful experiment with one Bulk Milk Chillinghltd (BMCU) in 1999, Visakha established
65 BMCUSs in 2004, helping it reduce the extentmdiage of collected milk. Earlier, the milk
was collected at district level Milk Chilling Cers and, quite often, delays in transporting milk
to from far-off villages resulted in the milk cuna.

In the past decade Visakha has expanded its praduge to include homogenised and full
cream milk and its area of operation to severagioghates. Its introduction of the 200 ml sachet
of milk has increased sales among poorer sectibssaiety.

Liquid milk is mainly sold in plastic packets, whiare handed down to retailers at identified
points, and who, in turn, hand them down to deliveoys/sub-agents. The milk packets
ultimately reach consumers through a home deliggsfem. The dairy also supplies products in
bulk to hostels and navy units as well as catesdisother dairy products are supplied through

stockists, who, in turn, supply retailers — botlclegive dairy parlours as well as retail agents.

Each Visakha city office is run by an official, wlnwersees route and business development
supervisors. They, in turn, monitor booth agenesguar meetings with commission agents are
organised route and zone-wise to address congrantt support working capital management.

The dairy also encourages booth agents with monatad non-monetary incentives.

With the dairy’s continued expansion and moderiosatthe need for new skills and expertise
became more evident. The MACS Act and the subségBesducer Company status gave
Visakha greater freedom on recruitments. Initiamployees were recruited by the state
government. After the dairy was converted to a poed company, a separate recruitment policy
was formulated, under which several technical/ gssional staff was recruited into senior
positions. This situation had created some rift mgnolder employees and newly-recruited

professional staff. However, the dairy made sonfiertefo address any simmering resentment
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through a revised salary increment plan, whichrsffacrements in the™ 16" and 24" year of

service.

Under the previous 1964 Co-operative Act, Visaklzes wudited by the state government. With
the 1995 Act, the organisation enjoyed greatemfired independence. However, once it became
a producer company, it recognised the importanciénahce and personnel management, and,

interestingly, now closely monitors staff activitie
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V. EXPLORING TACIT KNOWLEDGE IN VISAKHA

Running a successful co-operative dairy enterpressessitates integration of knowledge from a

number of sources. In the case of Visakha, thededs:

a. A large number of milk producers from varied soetmnomic backgrounds

b. Its staff, with different kinds of expertise: praement, processing, marketing,
administration, finance, etc.

c. Dairy equipment manufacturers

d. Transporters

e. Livestock support agencies: Department of Animaslbandry (veterinary doctors, para
veterinarians, Al technicians), cattle supplieetevinary pharmaceutical agencies

f. Commission agents, stockists, milk parlour franetis

g. Consumers of milk and milk products

h. Politicians and bureaucrats in the Government/ Gpipo (from the Departments of
Cooperation, Animal Husbandly, Industry, Financiets..) and civil society leaders

i. Sector coordinating bodies, such as state dairgrédidns, National Dairy Development
Board (NDDB)

J.  The Judiciary

The dairy, in a sense, acts as a knowledge procgssntre, where these different kinds of
knowledge are integrated and applied. One of theotieses set for this study was that the
innovation capacity of a sector is linked to theowiedge (tacit and explicit) of actors in the
innovation system; how it effectively manages tkm®wledge; and its ability to continuously

learn, adapt and apply this knowledge.

In the course of this case study, we interviewelividuals and groups in Visakha and its wider
networks in order to understand how the dairy heenbmanaging knowledge and learning to
deal with challenges arising from the changing emrment. What follows are two cases of
innovating around challenges, which illustrate h@¥gakha has managed tacit and explicit

knowledge to deal with two interesting and sigrfitdevelopments in its evolution.
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(i) Breaking the hold of bicycle vendors: Institutionalising Milk Societies

The 1980s were a time when the concept of milkedms really came into vogue in India.
However, introducing the co-operatives into a rwsatial setting was not easy. Before this,
vendors on bicycles collected milk from producensl aupplied it to hotels and restaurants in
nearby towns and cities. Producers were ofteneatitbrcy of these vendors and the prices they
guoted. In most cases, vendors belonged to the sdlaxge as the producers and shared formal

or informal kinship relations.

When Visakha first approached villages with theechye of establishing milk societies, it had
to face stiff resistance from the bicycle vendas,well as village elders who suspected that
these new arrangements would disturb the statusTjum elders were also apprehensive about
the entry of a new organisation into the villagel as likely implications on the social fabric.

For the vendors, the apprehension, obviously, Waisthe dairy would take away their business.

Despite the resistance, the dairy persisted wiheftorts by highlighting the loopholes in the
existing system and suggesting cooperatives astemnative. Visakha realised it would have to
convince producers about the unfair practices eftiitycle vendors. It did this by contrasting
the ever-improving financial situation of vendogagst that of the producers, whose economic
plight had either remained stable or had actuattysened in the same period. These attempts to
sway milk producers usually took between 3-6 manithg eventually paid dividend. Once the
majority of producers in a village were convincddle cooperative model, they were taken to

the societies already on the ground to show hogetlfienctioned.

The next step was to establish a society in tha. &ealising the important role of vendors, the
dairy adopted several strategies to win them ovesome cases, the village vendor was made
the secretary of the society; in others, he wasmaharge of running the society and taking care
of daily milk collection. In cases where the proetscremained unconvinced, the vendor was
encouraged to collect milk from them and providé¢oitthe society directly. In some villages

where producers were not willing to establish aietgc the dairy came up with the idea of
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‘shadow societies’ — societies set up on a trigid&o experiment with the cooperative model.

If this still failed to convince producers, theynadree to revert to their earlier model.

TABLE 1: USING TACIT KNOWLEDGE TO ESTABLISH NEW SOCIETIES

Innovating Different kinds of knowledge Ways of explication and
around use of Tacit Knowledge
Challenges Tacit Explicit

Breaking - Shared or collective | - Cooperatives: - Meetings, group
status-quo: understanding of the | Definition, legal status, | discussions and question-
Setting up new | roles of milk formation, selection of answer sessions with milk
societies producers and board, management, producers to highlight

vendors in society

- Malpractices in the
existing system of
transactions

- Apprehensions or
fears about shifting to
a new way of working

functioning, auditing,
etc.

- Guidelines on
collection,
transportation and
payment of milk,
maintenance of records

loopholes in the existing
system and reiterate value of
cooperatives in order to
create the motivation for
change

- Exposure visit to
established societies;
(Seeing is believing) to get a

(cooperative) shared understanding of how
cooperatives work in
- Varied practice)

understanding or
mental models of
what a cooperative
may look like in
practice

- Bicycle vendor’s
networks, relations
and knowledge about
milk producers

- Ethics, values and
practices in running a
producer-managed
society

- Running a society on a trial
basis for 6 months
(Experiential learning)

- Making the vendor the
secretary or an employee of
the society (employing his
tacit knowledge for the
benefit of the society)

- Training society members
on the philosophy and
principles of cooperatives
and ways of managing them

Analysing the case from the perspective of knowdedgation or conversion, we can see that for
milk producers, the idea of a “cooperative’ was rewwledge that had both tacit and explicit
elements. This was introduced in a situation whitvere was a tacit, shared or collective
understanding of the respective roles of the méikdor and producer. This shared understanding

emerged from years gbcialisation in these societies. Due to their lack of expemeworking as
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cooperatives, communities were apprehensive ofr tiaplications. When Visakha first
introduced the idea of cooperatives, they weretcrgambiguity in the minds of the villagers.
This is similar to the model of ‘unfreezing, freegiand refreezing’ suggested by Kurt Lewin to
describe the change procesto resolve this ambiguity, new experience hatiegrovided so
that the idea of a cooperative — which was verytrabs and tacit in the beginning — slowly

became explicated and transformed into practice.

The tacit knowledge on cooperative behaviousxtsrnalised or explicated to the community in
village level meetings through presentations, qoesinswer sessions, stories, anecdotes, etc.,
so producers are fully able to appreciate thesasid®nce the majority of producers is convinced
of the merits of the cooperative model, they akenao already-established societies so that they
see in practice what was explained to them in hebnis is the stage where different types of
knowledge arecombined (enrichment of collected information and its refoguration). This is
followed by an experiential learning experiencenfring the society on a 6-month trial basis) so
that the new knowledge isternalised (See Figure 2 on the next page for a visualisatiotine
entire process)

An early model of change developed by Lewin described change as a three-stage process. The first stage, which he called
"unfreezing", involved overcoming inertia and dismantling the existing "mind-set". Defense mechanisms have to be bypassed. In the
second stage the change occurs. This is typically a period of confusion and transition. We are aware that the old ways are being
challenged but we do not have a clear picture as to what we are replacing them with yet. The third and final stage he called
"freezing”, where the new mindset is crystallising and one's comfort level returns to previous levels. This is often misquoted as
"refreezing" see Lewin K (1947).
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FIGURE 2: KNOWLEDGE CONVERSION PROCESS TO DEAL WITH CHANGE*

To Tacit Knowledge To Explicit Knowledge
From Tacit . L
Knowledge Socialisation- Externalisation
Shared mental model of the existing Dairy employees explicate the
situation (role of bicycle vendors) idea of cooperatives
in the community due q (a new way of functioning
to years of informal for milk producers)
interaction through meetings,
guestion-answer sessions,
Idea of cooperatives is introduced use of anecdotes, stories etc.

to these communities by the staff of
the dairy. Communities discuss
these ideas and shape their
opinions based on their limited
understanding

From Internalisation h
Explicit Combination

Knowledge | Learning by doing (running the Visit to established societies
society on trial basis for six so that producers combine different
months), where this knowledge experiences to reinforce
is applied and internalised explicated knowledge

* Basic framework of Nonka and Takeuchi (1995) adapted to this study

The Visakha teams charged with forming new so@et@on learnt the importance of the bicycle
vendors’ role, as well as ways of co-opting thero ithe new arrangement as the societies’
secretaries or employees. The teams have beemgltlaeir experiences of forming societies in
divisional meetings. Therefore, the tacit skillssliiedge on forming societies is widely shared
and explicated throughout the dairy. Although thegperiences are not codified into written
documents, these are sufficiently explicated witthe organisation. We tried to codify the
mechanism of establishing milk societies throughplocess of causal mapping. The outputs of

this exercise are detailed in Box 1.
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BOX 1: CURRENT WAYS OF ESTABLISHING MILK SOCIETIES (KNOWLEDGE CODIFIED
BY THE RESEARCHERS)

Currently, the dairy follows two ways of establishing milk societies. Firstly, it identifies new villages in a
region where the dairy already procures milk from neighbouring villages. This is called the established
milk route. (The milk route is defined as a group of villages that are connected through the dairy’s network
of milk procurement. It usually consists of 10-15 villages within a geographical radius of 5-10 kms).
Secondly, it establishes a new milk route by identifying villages with untapped potential (usually referred
to as virgin villages) and then establishes a collection centre. Once the milk procurement rate stabilises at
100 litres per day, the collection centre is converted into a milk society and registered under the relevant
Act. The society is governed by a management board headed by a president. The members and the
president are elected from among the producers to ensure their participation in the society’s activities.

Having identified the village or a cluster of villages with untapped potential, the dairy’s spearhead team
approaches the village headman/sarpanch to put the idea of a cooperative forward. The headman then
puts across the idea to the other villagers in a meeting, during which public opinion is collected. In case of
a positive response, Visakha makes an elaborate presentation of its activities and plans to the community
on a mutually convenient date. Dairy staff maintains regular contact with the villagers to mobilise public
opinion in favour of establishing a society.

The dairy organises different kinds of training activities to society members. These generally focus on
clean milk production practices, maintenance of record books and management of cooperatives. Training
also creates a sense of ownership among producers towards the society and the dairy.

Once the society is established, the spearhead team moves on to the next location to organise similar
activities. One team member is left behind to supervise activities for some villages — usually humbering
between 60-70 during the initial phase, but down to a modest 15 villages under a supervisor currently.

Participation in cooperatives essentially entailsclzange in behaviour. With changing
technology, more stringent quality norms and insirgg competition, this behavioural change
needs reinforcement. This would also mean managilffgrent bits of knowledge on a
continuous basis — from “tacit to explicit” and fa@icit to tacit” — and this necessitates regular
communication. For instance, the supervisor empgloyy the dairy maintains regular
communication with the society and the produceis acts as a link between the producers and
the dairy. These regular contacts and trainingse hegntributed to Visakha's enhanced
procurement of quality milk. Needless to say, thedyvill and trust of milk producers has been a

major factor in the dairy’s innovation capacity.

(i1) Weathering the Storm: Dealing with Political Change (2004-2006)

It's a well-known fact that cooperatives in Indi@ ananaged as just another arm of government;
in other words, government controls cooperativesvegenments have also been investing in

cooperatives by way of grants for expansion, irftecsure development and free land for
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building plants. The steady decline of a majorifycooperatives across the country (barring a
handful) has been attributed to the politicisatm tinkering by civil servants under the 1964
Co-operative Societies Act. In response to the aels@f several cooperatives and civil society
organisations for a liberal cooperative law, thev&ament of Andhra Pradesh passed the
Andhra Pradesh Mutually Aided Co-operatives Act () in 1995.

Converting to the new Act in 1999 provided Visakbairy greater freedom and flexibility to
experiment with and evolve new institutional arramgnts. The MACS Act allowed for both the
registration of new cooperatives and the conversiaco-operatives already registered under the
old law (1964 Act). In Andhra Pradesh, 8 out of fifeexisting district milk unions, including
Visakha, converted to the MACS Act. All eight impeal their management and business
capacities after conversion (CDF, 2006), whilettiree milk unions that remained under the old

law languished.

However, a change in government in May 2004 opemechew challenges for the MACS

unions, with the election of the Congress partypower in the state. During their time in the
Opposition, several Congress politicians had voitbeit unhappiness with the 1995 MACS Act
as it granted the milk boards greater freedom fgmvernment control. Another issue is that the
constitution of the milk boards has traditionallyvays been highly politicised; in the case of
Visakha Dairy (as with most of the other milk ursom the state), board members were
overwhelmingly allied with the rival Telugu DesafP) political party. The dairy had a tense
relationship with the new party in power, stemmingm prior clashes over elections to its

board.

Once in power, the Congress began exploring waysrtend the 1995 Act to bring the dairies
back under government control. In November 2004, Reqgistrar of MACS, Andhra Pradesh,
issued an order to the milk district unions, askimgm why their registration under the 1995 Act
should not be cancelled due to a technicality (thag not entered into a memorandum of
understanding, as required by the law). A serigsetitions and court hearings followed, during

which Visakha began to consider its options tostegbvernment interference.
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One such option came in the form of a recent amendlrby the Indian Government to the
Companies Act, allowinginter-state cooperatives to transform themselves into producer
companies. Given its marketing arrangements inrosteges, Visakha immediately proposed
transition into a producers company. However, thadition didn’t prove as smooth as expected,
as the dairy was inundated by a series of actigamat it, ranging from court orders to a state
government investigation into irregularities in itgtivities. In February 2005, a House
Committee formed by the State Assembly recommerldadall cooperative dairies be exempt
from the MACS Act and reverted to the previouse3-fitructure. As the issue raged in debate in
cabinet meetings, Visakha's management scrambldéitdoother alternatives. The dairy got in
touch with its wider network of supporters and expér advice, and was finally able to put its
case forth before the office of the Registrar ofrpanies in Hyderabad and Delhi. On January
2006, Visakha Dairy was registered as a producapeny.

Anticipating other dairies to follow suit, the Caprgs government passed an order on February
1, 2006, repealing the MACS Act and bringing allri@s into the 1964 Act. On February 4,
2006, the government issued an ordinance to tagermmanagement of Visakha Dairy and seven
other cooperative dairies in the state. Visakha ediately filed a petition in the state High
Court, stating that the move was illegal as it wasompany and not a cooperative society. The
very next day, the court granted them a stay. Odagties followed suit, and following more
than a year of petitions, hearings and deliberatiathe High Court finally quashed the

government order as unconstitutional.

Visakha was able to stay one step ahead of the gtaternment all the while as it was well-
networked into the political and bureaucratic psscd he dairy was well-equipped to deal with
the hurdles the government threw up in its waynkisato the relationships it cultivated over the
years. An added advantage was its recruitment)@4 2of a retired government employee (from
the state co-operative department) as its admanigtr officer. Besides being well-networked
into government circles, the officer also broughthvihim a wealth of expertise on co-operative

laws.
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Visakha’'s decision to convert into a producer comypavas essentially based on its tacit
knowledge of the situation and its likely implicais. As soon as the government issued an
ordinance enforcing a takeover of the dairies, khsaused its networks to acquire a copy of the
ordinance and filed a petition in the High Courth€ dairies in the state could not, however,

pre-empt the government move, and spent the neatld8nonths fighting their case in court..

TABLE 2: USING TACIT KNOWLEDGE TO DEAL WITH UNCERTAINTIES

Innovating Different kinds of knowledge Ways of explication and
around use of Tacit Knowledge
Challenges 0y Explicit

Weathering Likely consequences Rules and regulations | Using wide networks to
the storm: from change in (Acts, ordinances, derive credible information
Dealing with government in 2004 Government Orders) and pre-empt adverse

the political regarding cooperatives | consequences

change in the
state

Knowledge about plans
being considered by the
new government to
bring the dairy under its
control

Knowledge on sources
of reliable information
and advice

Extensive contacts
within the bureaucracy
and political system

and Producer
Companies

Legal provisions to
deal with conversion to
new forms of
ownership

Using existing networks and
expert sources to use
explicit and tacit knowledge
on rules/laws and
regulations
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V. DISCUSSION: TACIT KNOWLEDGE AND INNOVATION CAPA CITY

One of the main reasons for Visakha’'s evolution #adcapacity to innovate is its ability to
successfully access, share and apply new knowlet@ige. two instances discussed in the
previous section reveal that Visakha has built egmtext-specific skills and information and the
institutions, patterns of interaction and policiemeded to put knowledge into productive use”
(judged by Hall, 2007, to constitute ‘innovationpeaity’). It has developed the necessary
scientific and entrepreneurial capacity and knowss ko obtain the needed managerial skills and
knowledge. Save for its temporary hostilities withe state government, Visakha has had
productive interactions with other actors in theteyn. Its empathy with the wider concerns and
multiple needs of producers and consumers andilisyato anticipate and quickly respond to
these concerns has created goodwill and suppoetsalent points that emerge from these cases

are as follows:

Organisational learning allows for the acquisition of new knowledge: Both cases discussed in
the previous section reveal how Visakha used diffeorganisational learning strategies as part
of its innovation capacity. These strategies warngeqdiverse (Table 3). These range from, for
example, recruiting personnel with prior knowledged capabilities to the use of

experimentation (i.e., trying out different markefiarrangements).

TABLE 3: ORGANISATIONAL LEARNING IN VISAKHA*

Learning Type Examples

1. Experimentation « Developing new products, obtaining consumer feedback,
product modifications

e Trying out the bulk milk cooling units (BMCUS)

e Trying out different marketing arrangements to promote
its products

2. Competency e Training its staff as part of commissioning new plants

Acquisition and equipment (under the contract with the
manufacturers/suppliers)

e Access to professional inputs on cooperative
development and new product development from NDDB
(as a partner in implementation of Operation Flood-I1)

e Establishment of a training centre with NDDB assistance
to train its field staff, orient Director Board members and
para-veterinary staff

* Placement of competent staff in Finance, Administration,
Training and several other fields by devising its own
recruitment rules

3. Benchmarking e Amul (Khaira District Milk Producers Cooperative)
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continues to be the benchmark for Visakha (and for
many other dairies in the country). Visakha's activities
have been influenced by its association with Amul
(Tribuvan Das Trust, Hospital for dairy producers, etc.)

4 Continuous e Continuous improvement in quality and performance
improvement (procurement, marketing and profits) has been its goal. It
obtained the relevant quality standards (GMP, HACCP,
ISO) in its plants by ensuring compliance to higher
quality standards.

*Based on the typology devel oped by Yeung et al (1999)

Exploiting tacit knowledge helps in dealing with challenges: The cases also reveal that Visakha’s
tacit knowledge about “know-how”, “know when” an#rfow who” — and its ability to use
these strategically — helped it deal with the vasiahallenges it faced during its evolution (See
Table 4). These different types of tacit knowledge embedded in its organisational routines,
practices and shared norms. For example, its dweemetworks in political, bureaucratic and
civil society circles, its wide-ranging supportgooducers — including educational and medical
support — and its commitment to consumers in tesfrguality, pricing and availability are the
three important “institutions” that facilitated \akha in its successful evolution and growth.
These “institutions” supported Visakha in accesssitaring and applying tacit knowledge, to

compete, expand and flourish.

Codifying tacit knowledge is difficult, but the codified knowledge only has limited value:
Though tacit knowledge contributed immensely toaklsa’s innovation capacity, the dairy is yet
to adopt mechanisms to codify much of this knowkedgodification is considered important in
situations where there is a quick turnover of sgpéople retire or move on) and if not codified,
the knowledge may be lost. However, Visakha hasdeotloped any system for documenting
lessons and experiences. And there is every retasbelieve that some of its tacit knowledge
has been lost when people moved out of the orgamisddowever, explicating tacit knowledge
need not necessarily be in the form of written doents. For instance, apprenticeship in dairy
plants is an example of sharing, communicatingliexting and internalising tacit knowledge.
Similarly, exposure visits to successful dairy sties is yet another way of explicating tacit
knowledge about managing dairy societies to membbosdo not have this experience.
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As researchers, we tried to codify some of thist tewowledge primarily to understand the

contribution of this knowledge to Visakha’s innaweat capacity. However, one major constraint
we faced has been the fear and uncertainty amosgpomeents regarding how the shared
knowledge would be used by us or by the manageofevitsakha, in case they heard about it.
We had to organise several rounds of discussiordet@lop a rapport with respondents and
explain our intentions before they felt comfortatdéking to us. Another major constraint was
the wide variation in the ability of respondentsdioare their tacit knowledge in individual

interviews and group exercises. Regardless, we tiggeto codify some of the tacit knowledge
that has contributed to the innovation capacityistkha. This tacit knowledge might be useful
to those in Visakha — as well as other actors & itinovation system around Visakha —

presuming, of course, that they can decodify thigext-specific knowledge.
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TABLE 4: TYPES OF TACIT KNOWLEDGE IN VISAKHA

Type of Tacit | Means of Acquiring and | Evidence from the study
Knowledge Sharing Tacit Knowledge
KNOW HOW?

How to acquire new
expertise?

How to learn and share
knowledge?

Consulting/
employing experienced
hands

Regular interactions at various
levels for sharing of tacit
knowledge among team
members

Use of NDDB consultants/staff as part of the co-operative development
programme

Employing a senior (retired) employee from the State Co-operative Department
Employing a former employee from the banking sector as finance manager

Regular meetings at divisional levels, at least once a week to discuss
operational issues

Regular, almost daily, meetings of senior managers and the Managing Director
Continuous interaction with civil society groups working on development of
cooperatives

How to partner?

Work together and support
each other

Working with other dairies and supporting them in the short term by way of loans
to tide over cash flow problems
Developing business relations (Amul and Omfed)

How to resolve conflicts?

Conflict avoidance

Resolving conflicts legally

Avoid conflicts by careful selection and election of Board members belonging to
the same group/political party

Champion for and facilitate the process of bringing parallel legislation to
overcome hurdles

Use legal measures (fight in the courts)

KNOW WHEN?

How and when to meet
market demands?

Ensuring quality and
aggressive marketing

Developing mechanisms for obtaining customer feedback and acting on it

Make available all its products to the customers through a wide delivery format-
e.g.: agents, parlours, retailers and super-markets

Incentives to agents based on performance (sales)

How and when to meet
local needs and
aspirations for

Addressing the wider
developmental concerns of the
community

Forming a trust to address health (hospital, medical insurance), education
(school, colleges and scholarship) and other rural infrastructure
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development?

How to adapt to changing
conditions?

Pre-emptive actions through
political and legal measures

Legal measures: stays on government orders

Pre-emptive moves (conversion to producer company)

KNOW WHO?
(knowledge of knowledge)

Who knows what?

Wide networks

Using wide networks in political circles,
development, bureaucracy
For bringing out new legislation-1995 MACS Act

Staying afloat during the political turbulence starting with change in government

dairy business,

cooperative

Who can exploit new
information/ help with new
problems?

Using networks helps to
identify the right people and
the dairy recruits them

Recruit those with right skills and experience (Administration, Finance, Training)
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Creating opportunities for sharing tacit knowledge is more important than trying to codify tacit
knowledge: While codifying tacit knowledge has only limitedlwa, what is more important is
the creation of opportunities for its wider shariffigpeople have to be motivated to share tacit
knowledge, organisations need to build and nurnrenvironment that creates relationships and
trust among various individuals and organisati@msl which also values sharing of knowledge.
Visakha has created some mechanisms for widerrghafitacit knowledge, mainly by way of
regular meetings within and among the differentisiibns. Although new technologies have
made knowledge sharing and management easier ia s@ys, there are several individual and
social barriers to sharing tacit knowledge. Quitero opportunities for sharing tacit knowledge
do not exist. Some of the “institutions” (habitsagqtices, rules, norms) within organisations also
influence this sharing. For instance, bureaucrptmcedures within centralised organisations
often prevent sharing of tacit knowledge. For instg the top-down hierarchical structure
maintained by APDDCEF finally led to several dairi@scluding Visakha, pulling out of the
Federation. Also, in some of the primary societigsvisited, members felt they had not been
consulted by Visakha in decisions on how funds wdut managed. However, they were not
keen to share these concerns openly as they behevdairy had become too big and “noises

like these would not be heard”.

Lack of effective platforms to share knowledge witlan organisation and among different
organisations within a sector currently constrainsation and sharing of tacit knowledge. As
Cowan and Foray (1997) pointed out, “knowledgeaisier to codify and codified knowledge is
easier to diffuse within a community of agents, vdam read the codes.” A growing number of
people and organisations in various sectors are foousing on communities of practicas a

key to improving their performance (Wengetral 2002). Developing a community of practice

in the dairy sector, therefore, assumes importasaane mechanism for sharing tacit knowledge.

Studies have shown that individuals who have airfgebf emotional attachment to their

organisation are likely to share their knowledgesitmations where they realise that doing so is

A Community of Practice is defined as "a group of professionals, informally bound to one another through exposure to a common
class of problems, common pursuit of solutions, and thereby themselves embodying a store of knowledge." Communities of practice
are formed by people who engage in a process of collective learning in a shared domain of human endeavour: a tribe learning to
survive, a band of artists seeking new forms of expression, a group of engineers working on similar problems, a clique of pupils
defining their identity in the school, a network of surgeons exploring novel techniques, a gathering of first-time managers helping
each other cope (Wenger, 2002).



appreciated and their knowledge will actually beedusand will eventually benefit the
organisation (Lin, 2007). Therefore, building tr@shong staff within the organisation — and
relationships and trust across different actotth@innovation system — assumes importance. A
large number of those who supply milk to the unisti$ belong to unregistered societies and so
are not able to access the wide range of serviteed by Visakha Dairy and its Trust. Thus, on
the inclusiveness and participation side, Visakhet®rd has not been very good. Moreover, the
whole dairy revolves around the personality of ¢thairman. However, several actors felt that it
was this leadership that allowed Visakha to suceeleere other dairies have failed. To a large
extent, this type of pioneering leadership is gddgt then there are genuine concerns over the

lack of a second generation leadership within \iisak
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This discussion paper has explored the role of tamwledge in innovation capacity, using the

case study of Visakha. The major conclusions afelksvs:

Firstly, innovation capacity is very much a function oé ttiffusion and deployment of tacit
knowledge. The episodes of coping with change dsed in the case study relied almost
entirely on tacit knowledge. The identificationgation, sharing, and increased application of
tacit knowledge is, therefore, an important rootsttengthening innovation capacity.

Secondly, the ability to exploit tacit knowledge dependashow well-networked an organisation
is with its internal and external audience or shalk@ers. This is also important for acquiring
new skills and expertise. Therefore, strategiesmprove networking with a broad set of
stakeholders should be a priority for making betise of tacit knowledge and enhancing

innovation capacity.

Thirdly, creating and sharing tacit knowledge is more irtgyd than codifying tacit knowledge.
But if people have to be motivated to share tanbvikdedge, organisations need to build and
nurture an environment that creates relationshiqus teust among the various individuals and

organisations and that also values sharing of keadge.

Fourthly, creating time and mechanisms within organisatiorsreflecting and sharing of
experiences can lead to creation of relevant neswledge. Quite often, organisations do not
clearly know what specific kinds of knowledge amdevant to the tasks, challenges and
opportunities each individual within an organisatfaces, as opportunities do not exist to share,
reflect, improve and create new tacit knowledgeguRa reflective workshops, inter-divisional

staff meetings, developing corporate yellow pagesame of the ways forward.

Fifthly, to promote creation, sharing and applicationaaittknowledge, action has to also be

taken at the sectoral level. Promoting sector doattbn bodies, communities of practice on
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select themes, inter-agency policy working growgis,, can go a long way toward enhancing

innovation capacity through wider sharing and aggtion of tacit knowledge.

The case study in this paper seems to supportithat tacit knowledge plays a critical role in
innovation and innovation capacity. While tacit wiedge is clearly a major resource that
organisations rely on to cope with change, it does follow that knowledge management
approaches that rely on codifying this knowledge @re way forward. Instead what it does
suggest is that better management of the learniagepses through which tacit knowledge is
generated and shared would be more useful contiibth innovation and innovation capacity.

This suggests that a shift is required from knogéethanagement to learning management.
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