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ANNOTATION

The concept of knowledge management, which has become popular
in the management thought of developed countries, has significantly
changed the perception of traditional economic processes, bringing
to the forefront the intelligence of employees and intangible assets
of enterprises. The main economic prerequisite for the emergence
of the need for “knowledge management” was the transformation of
knowledge into a valuable market asset and the desire of enterprises
and organizations to use it to enhance their competitive advantages.
The current stage of development of society is characterized by a huge
amount of accumulated knowledge, even in narrow subject areas.
An interesting and paradoxical situation has arisen: on the one
hand, an individual is not able to cover the whole mass of existing
knowledge; on the other hand, humanity is constantly replenishing
them in expanding volume with ever increasing speed. This causes
an urgent need for the formation of a special methodology that will
allow the search and use of new knowledge with lower heuristic costs
while increasing the likelihood of achieving the goal. There was a need
to manage the creative potential of the creators of new knowledge.
Although the term “knowledge management” in recent decades has
become very popular abroad, very often its categorical framework is
vague — knowledge management is identified if not directly then by
meaning and usage, with intellectual capital management, sometimes
with R&D management.

Key words: knowledge management, American approach,
European approach, Asian approach, performance of TNCs.

AHOTALIA

KoHuenuis ynpaBniHHS 3HaHHAMMK, $Ka CcTana nonynsp-
HOI0 B YMPaBMiHCbKI CBIAOMOCTI PO3BMHEHUX KpaiH, A03BOnvna
[OKOPIHHO 3MIHUTW YSBMEHHSA MPO TPagMUifHi €KOHOMIYHI npo-
Lecun, BUAINMBLUM IHTENEKT MpauiBHWKIB | HEMaTepianbHi akTuBK
nignpuemcTs. [OMOBHOI EKOHOMIYHOK MEepeayMOBOK ANS BU-
HUKHEHHS1 NOTpebu B «ynpaeniHHi 3HaHHAMU» Oyno nepeTBOpeH-
HSl 3HaHb Ha LiHHMA PUHKOBWN aKTUB i MpParHeHHs NiAnpueMCTB
i opraHisaLjn BYKOPWCTOBYBATWM MOTO AN1S1 3MILHEHHS CBOIX KOH-
KypeHTHUX nepesar. CyyacHui eTan pO3BUTKY CycninbCcTBa
XapaKTepU3yeTbCsl  BESIMYE3HNM OBCATOM  HaKOMUYEHWX 3HaHb,
HaBiTb Yy BY3bkMX TeMaTuyHWX obnactsx. CTBoptoBanacs Likasa
i napapokcanbHa cuTyauis: 3 ogHoro GOKy, mioguHa He B 3MO3i
MOKPUTM BCIO MAcy iCHYIUMX 3HaHb, 3 iHLLOro BOKY, NoACcTBO NOCTIN-
HO MOMOBHIOE X Y 3pOocTaryoMy 006cs3i 3i 30iNbLUEHHSM LIBUAKOCTI.
Lie o6ymoBneHo rocTpoto HeobXiaHICTIO chopMyroBaTyH cneLiansbHy
MEeTOAOIOriH0, ika [03BOMUTL LLYKaTV | BUKOPUCTOBYBATY HOBI 3HaH-
HS1 3 MEHLUMMU EBPUCTUYHUMU BUTPATaMM, OQHOYACHO 30inbLUytoun
MNMOBIPHICTb [AOCSATHEHHS MeTW. BuHukna notpeba B ynpaeniHHi
TBOPYMM NOTEHLanioM cammx TBOPLIB HOBMX 3HaHb. Hessaxaroun
Ha Te, WO TepMiH "ynpaBniHHA 3HaHHAMK" CTaB Ay>e NonynsapHUM 3a
KOPOOHOM 3a OCTaHHi AeCATUNITTS, Oro KaTeropianbHi pamku yac-

TO HeuiTKi — ynpaBniHHS 3HAHHAMM iAEHTUMDIKYETECS, SKLO He 6es-
nocepenHbo, 3 TOYKW 30py 3MICTY Ta BUKOPUCTAHHS, 3 YNPaBiHHAM
iHTenekTyanbHUM  Kanitanom, iHogi 3 ynpaeniHHam  HOOKP.
MepebyBatoun Ha CTUKY AEKIMbKOX HAYKOBWX AUCLIMMMIH i Matoum
SICKpABO BMPAXEHWN MPUKNaZHWIA MIATEKCT, YNpaBniHHA 3HAHHS-
MK Habyno nonynsipHOCTi cepef EeKOHOMICTIB cepef HayKoBLB,
Yuni gocnigKeHHst Bynu GinbLU NPUCBAYEHI TEOPETUYHUM OCHOBaM
KOHUenNUji, a npaKkTUKyloui MeHemXepu, Hamarawuvchb BnpoBa-
OUTW Y CBOI KOMMaHii KOHKPETHI IHCTPYMEHTW ynpasniHHA 3HaH-
HAMW, NiABULLMTM eeKTUBHICTL poBOTM MignpuemMcTs, daxisuiB
y ranysi TexHiYHWX HayK, OOCMigKYBaTh CTBOPEHHSI HeoOXigHOT
iHPaCTPYKTYpW  iIHOOPMALNHO-KOMYHIKaLIMHUX TEXHOMOrINn  Ans
(hopMyBaHHS MPOLIECIB YNPaBniHHA 3HAHHAMM.

KntoyoBi cnoBa: ynpaeniHHA 3HAHHAMMW, aMepUKaHCbKWN
niaxig, eBponevicbknin Niaxia, asiaTCbkui nigxia, pesynsTaTuBHICTb
pisinbHocTi THK.

AHHOTALUA

CraBlWwass  nonynspHoW B YNPaBfIEHYECKOW  MbICIMN
pas3BUTLIX CTPaH KOHLEMNUWUS YnpaBfieHus 3HaHWSMW no3Bonuna
CYLECTBEHHO UW3MEHUTb MPEeACTaBMeHNs O  TPaAWLMOHHbIX
9KOHOMUYECKMX MpoLeccax, BbiABWras Ha MepesHuin nnaH
WHTENNEKT COTPYAHWKOB WM Heocs3aeMble akTUBbl MpeanpusTui.
[MaBHOM  9KOHOMWMYECKOW  MPednoChbIKOM  BO3HWKHOBEHUSI
noTpebHOCTM B «yNpaBneHWM  3HAHWSIMUY»  MOCAYXWIO
npespaLleHne 3HaHUS B LIEHHbIN PbIHOYHBLIN aKTUB 1 CTPEMIEHNe
npeanpuaTUA U OpraHM3auuin UCNonb30BaTb €ro AN YCUNeHust
CBOMX  KOHKYPEHTHbIX npeumyllects. CoBpemMeHHbIn  aTan
pasBuTUa oOLlecTBa XxapaKkTepusyeTcs OrpoMHbIM  06beMoM
HaKOMMEHHbIX 3HAHUA Jaxe B Y3KMX TemMaTUyeckux obnacTsix.
Cospganacb MHTepecHas W napagokcanbHasi CUTyauus: C O4HOW
CTOPOHBI, OTAENbHbIA UHAMBUAYYM HE B COCTOSIHUWM OXBaTWUTb BCHO
Maccy CyLLECTBYIOLLMX 3HAHWIA, C APYroi CTOPOHbI, YENOBEYECTBO
MOCTOSHHO WX MOMOMHAET B pacluupsiowiemcs obbeme co
Bce Oonbliert CKOpoCTbl. JTWM  0BycroBnMBaeTcs ocTpast
HeobxoAaMMOCTb B (DOPMUPOBaHMM CrieumnanbHoOM MeToZonoruu,
KOTOpasi NO3BOMUT BECTU MOUCK U UCMONb30BaHNE HOBbLIX 3HAHUI
C MEHbLUMMM 3BPUCTUHECKUMU 3aTpaTamu Npu OLHOBPEMEHHOM
NOBbILLEHNN BEPOATHOCTW AOCTUMXKEHWS MOCTaBMEHHOW Lienn.
BosHukna noTpebHOCTb ynpaBneHusi TBOPYECKUM MOTEeHLManomM
camux cosgatenen HOBbIX 3HaHW. XOTS TepMUH «ynpaBsfieHue
3HaHVAMWY» B NOCEAHWE OeCATUNETUS CTan O4eHb NOMyNspeH 3a
pybexoMm, 04eHb YacTo ero kateropuarbHble pamMKv pacniblByaTthl —
yrnpasrieHue 3HaHWSIMW OTOXAECTBMSETCS, €CU He Hanpsmyto,
TO NO CMbICly W CnoBoynoTpebrneHuto, C ynpaeneHuem
WHTeNnneKkTyanbHbIM Kanutanom, uHorga ¢ ynpasnexnem HAOKP.

KntoyeBble crnoBa: ynpasrneHne 3HaHUAMMW, amepuKaHCKWi
noaxof, eBponecknin NoaxoMd, asuaTckuii noaxon, pesyrnbsraTus-
HocTb aesTtenbHocTn THK.
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Formulation of the problem. Experts believe
that there is no ideal management model since each
company is unique. The firm should look for its
own model. The factors that determine the choice of
the management model include: firm size; product
description; nature of the external environment.
From the point of view of the latter factor, the
following management models are distinguished:
a model of rational intrafirm management in a
calm external environment; management model
in a fairly dynamic and diverse market; model in
the conditions of dynamic scientific and technical
progress; model of adaptation to spontaneously,
unexpectedly arising under the influence of the
external environment, problems. Firms are in
the process of constantly searching for their
management model. This is a continuous process,
as the firm itself and the external environment
are constantly changing.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The
scientific analysis of the creation, dissemination, and
implementation of knowledge at the TNC level and
its individual theoretical and practical issues have
been studied in works by D. Andrussen, N. Bonis,
S.M. Klimov, R. Coase, B. Lev, B.B. Leontiev,
L.I. Lukicheva, B.Z. Miller, I.V. Pronina, T. Stewart,
R. Thyssen, and others. The problems of increasing
the international competitiveness of TNCs in the

world market of knowledge were considered in the
works of E. Broking, L.G. Glushko, V.Yu. Zubko,
R. Kaplan, A.N. Kozireva, D. Norton, A. Pulik,
M. Meloin, L.V. Postanagov, K. Sweeby, K. Taylor,
L. Edwinson, and others. However, many scientific
issuesremain unresolved regarding the identification
of the main elements of the new universal model
of knowledge management of TNCs, which would
include a strong interconnection of all the necessary
components.

Formulation of the article. The main purpose of
the article is to analyse the specific characteristics
of the American, European, and Asian models of
the knowledge management system.

Presentation of the main research material.
Cross-cultural similarities and differences between
the American, Japanese, European, Chinese, and
Ukrainian approaches to knowledge management
(hereinafter — KM) are clearly presented in Table 1,
which considers such distinctive features as
mission, mentality, ideal type, and embodiment of
knowledge, mechanism, purpose, focus, strategy,
process, means and metaphor of KM. Let us
analyse different approaches to KM.

At the heart of the American approach to KM
is the idea that knowledge, capital, and labour are
strategic sources of stable competitive advantage
for companies, industries, and for nations as a

Table 1

Cross-cultural similarities and differences among knowledge management approaches

Approaches to knowledge management
Characteristic
features of American European Chinese Japanese Ukrainian
approaches to KM
. Get practical .
Mission Succeed, _whlch experience, so Love and ) Stt}dy, then |Observe, yvhlch
means exist exist therefore exist | exist means exist
Mentality Individualism Constructivism Group Pragmatism |Dualism
The ideal type of Knowledge Knowledge |Knowledge
knowledge Knowledge-resource | Knowledge power relationship kindness relationship
Companies
. Agents of Knowledge Knowledge
Embodiment Knowledge base knowledge that create life experience
knowledge
Management
. Knowledge as Culture of On the stage of
Mechanism of KM | Knowledge economy discourse knowledge based formation
knowledge
e Tracking results
Aim tBe?IlgﬁtS in the near Legitimacy {;ggfﬁg? Wisdom is more important
£ than goal setting
Explicit, coded Situational Hidden Useful .
Focus knowledge knowledge knowledge knowledge Hidden knowledge
. . Strategy of
Strategy Using again Politization Creativity of Integration |the reforms of
changes .
approbation
. . Vision
. . Design depending - On the stage of
Process Rationalism on the situation g;r;(étlon Trust | Context the formation
. Identity, meaning
. Technologies of the LY > ST . On the stage of
Facilities participation, Socialization |WRS Model >
market discussion the formation
; We benefit .
Metaphor ggttﬁz;th]%is fruits Tell the stories Grow ba for ourselves ﬁ?ii(;niri:able
g and the team p

Source: created on the basis of [1, p. 399;

2, p. 91-100]
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whole. In the United States, the main practical
directions in the U.S. relate to the collection,
distribution, reuse, measurement of already
existing “coded” knowledge and information,
that is, the compilation and use of the knowledge
base. Practitioners study information systems as
a means of collecting and disseminating “explicit”
knowledge; companies measure the success of KM
in terms of the size of profits from investing in
knowledge. KM is formed in market conditions,
with the application of concepts and terms of the
market, and the main work falls on the shoulders
of “knowledge manager” and its subordinates,
thus, a great deal of accent is placed on the role
of the individual. The American scientist R. Cole
calls it “American competitive individualism.”
In the US, KM is conducted through technology, in
the language of the economy, while social factors,
power and conflicts are given little attention.
KM is perceived as a new way of action, with a
new rational look at the tools and systems, and
not on people and processes. The main feature of
the knowledge economy in the United States is
precisely the processing of information. European
and Asian approaches are completely different
from the American one.

Thus, in the Japanese approach, unlike the
American one, it is believed that the most valuable
knowledge is the “hidden” knowledge contained
in the personal experience of a person. The main
emphasis is on creating new knowledge, which, in
the long run, is a source of innovation. Creating
new knowledge, being a dynamic process in which
a person is included, cannot be controlled through
command and control. On the contrary, new
knowledge appears if a context is created for mutual
understanding. In Japan, this context is called “ba”
(translated from Japanese — a place). “Ba”, a part
of which is individuals, generates devotion to the
idea, ideals, as well as relationships in which social
interaction and creativity are important. Within
the framework of “ba”, knowledge is created
according to the steps that represent the stages of
transforming “hidden” knowledge into “explicit”
and vice versa: socialization, externalization,
combination, and internalization (the model SECI
I. Nonaki and H. Takeuchi). The transformation of
knowledge takes place in a spiral, up and down from
individual to the group, to different levels of the
organization, forming a network of interactions.
The driving forces of “ba” and this transformation
process are the culture of mutual trust and concern,
“the culture of knowledge.” As the philosopher
Nishida says: “I love, and therefore, I exist.” It
should be noted that the dominant feature of the
Japanese mentality is groupism, whose roots go
deep into national traditions [3, p. 54-57].

The European approach is based on the
philosophical ideas of such thinkers as M. Foucault,
J. Habermas, M. Heidegger, F. de Saussure,
C. Marx, and L. Wittgenstein. Knowledge is not
considered either as an abstract mental substance
or as a personal “conviction, confirmed by facts,”

but rather as “competing versions, histories.” Thus,
knowledge is constructed on the basis of the situation,
depending on the “historical, socio-material and
cultural context.” The division of knowledge into
“hidden”/“explicit” in the European style is not as
important as in American and Japanese. The focus
is on the fragile, multi-semantic, contradictory,
rhetorical, and collective nature of knowledge,
that is, the multiplicity of meanings is inherent
in knowledge, which is one of the basic principles
of deconstructivism. Knowledge and work related
to them are considered discourses. Discourse is
thought of as speech, inscribed in a communicative
situation and, therefore, as a category with a more
distinct social content. Discourse does not arise in a
vacuum, it is not easy to describe it with the help of
complex technologies, culture cannot always be an
intermediary. Discourse arises in conditions where
various levels of power, institutions, skill, and
collective knowledge are interwoven. As a result,
there is a need for a clear approach to conflict
resolution, ensuring legitimacy. KM is a political
discourse that helps individual groups of agents
with the knowledge to create strategies and allocate
resources [4, p. 45—49].

Chinese approach. Like 2000 years ago, the
Chinese philosopher Confucius is still considered
the conductor of the highest wisdom, because
he collected, interpreted, and spread knowledge.
Speaking in the modern language of KM, the
Chinese thought too transcendentally and could
not realize the market wvalue of knowledge.
“l study, it means I exist” — it is knowledge,
according to ancient Chinese philosophy, is
one of the main virtues and makes a person a
man. Despite the fact that in Confucianism, the
approach to knowledge and methods of knowledge
was pragmatic, until the recent transformation
of China into a socialist market economy of
knowledge, knowledge was considered a virtue
for attaining wisdom within oneself, that is, for
cultivating oneself and managing the family and
the state. When the Chinese realized that their
old and new competitors had long been driving
knowledge “in a new way,” a new Wuli-Shili-Renli
(WSR) concept was created, rooted in Confucius.
It coexists with three aspects of knowledge
management — the material and technical aspect
(Wuli in translation means “objective existence”),
managing the process of cognitive-constructive
knowledge acquisition (Shili — human activity)
and managing social and political relations
between those who know (Renli — relations). In
the Chinese approach, the main thing in KM is to
provide all workers with methodology, techniques,
and skills, create a flexible organizational
structure, opportunities for communication, and
then leave agents to create knowledge, share and
apply them as it suits them. When taking these
steps, the Chinese think least of all about the fact
that there is knowledge, what are its typology and
nature. The Chinese knowledge context described
by the WSR model gives equal importance to
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both technological and institutional dimension,
making an obvious emphasis on integration.
Chinese scientists are looking for an integrated
approach that would synthesize technology,
human knowledge, and institutional initiatives.
The Chinese focus on context and relationships,
not on objects and categories [5, p. 48—56].

Ukrainian approach. KM as science in Ukraine
is now only beginning to attract the attention of
researchers. Consider the cross-cultural features of
KM in Ukraine (Table 1). Traditionally, there were
several points of view about the types of Russian
mentality, namely Westernism, Slavophilism,
and Eurasianism. The influence of Westernism,
which representatives were P.Ya. Chaadayev,
A.I. Herzen, V.G. Belinsky, and others, was
particularly strong among the intelligentsia and
entrepreneurs who perceived some of the features
of a purely Western mentality (desire for freedom,
individualism, pragmatism, etc.).

Slavophiles (A.S. Khomyakov, I.V. Kireyevsky,
K.S. Aksakov, etc.) believed that Russia has its
own way of development, its own way of thinking,
based on its originality, patriarchy, conservatism,
and Orthodoxy. The basis of this mentality is the
social form of management.

Eurasianism does not deny the influence on
the Russian mentality of both the West and the
East. From Asia, Ukraine has absorbed the form
of group thinking — groupism, and from Europe —
individualism. Groupism and individualism are two
qualities that form the basis of the Russian mentality.
However, in our country, groupism is very different
from Japanese groupism, which is based on a high
level of discipline, loyalty, and dedication.

In our country, verbal communication is of
particular importance, and only during such
communication, there is the exchange of “hidden”
knowledge and the creation of new knowledge.
Most people prefer to share knowledge orally — at
meetings, in communities. Knowledge is considered
to be deeply personal, intimate, and therefore, it
is difficult to transfer them since Ukraine has
not developed a culture of trust. The formation of
mechanisms and controls for “explicit” knowledge
is also difficult due to insufficient development
of telecommunication technologies. The next
obstacle to the development of KM in Ukraine is
such a distinguishing feature as the preference
for a short-term result of a long-term goal. One
of the scholars wrote about this characteristic
national feature. This feature is contrary to
the strategic meaning of KM - increasing the
intellectual potential in the long term.

In our country, an attitude towards a person
is being shaped as a unique source of knowledge
and experience. Unfortunately, many people still
act and think according to the Stalinist principle
“no one is indispensable.” Attitudes toward
knowledge as a non-alternative resource are only
beginning to emerge in Russian practice; we are
in the process of testing existing approaches and
accumulating experience.

Analysing the similarities and differences
between approaches to KM, we see that in the USA
knowledge management is conducted through
technology, in the language of the economy, while
less attention is paid to social factors, power and
conflicts. In Japan, the emphasis is on “implicit”
knowledge, on the production of new knowledge,
and technology is only a means to transfer and
store it. The difference between the American
and European approaches lies in the fact that
Americans view politics, power, and conflict as
harmful to the functioning of the organization:
“if the struggle begins to determine who owns the
knowledge, then the project is doomed.” In the
European approach, such questions are not too
important, as well as the division of knowledge
into “explicit” and “hidden”. In China, the
approach to KM is centralized and integrated, that
is, it synthesizes technology, human knowledge,
and institutional initiatives.

Conclusions. Experts believe that there is no
ideal management model since each company is
unique. The firm should look for its own model.
The factors that determine the choice of the
management model include: firm size; product
description; nature of the external environment.
From the point of view of the latter factor, the
following management models are distinguished:
a model of rational intrafirm management in a
calm external environment; management model
in a fairly dynamic and diverse market; model in
the conditions of dynamic scientific and technical
progress; model of adaptation to spontaneously,
unexpectedly arising under the influence of the
external environment, problems. Firms are in
the process of constantly searching for their
management model. This is a continuous process,
as the firm itself and the external environment
are constantly changing.
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