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Abstract 
 

This paper sought to identify gaps in the role of strategic leadership of selected private higher 
education institutions (PHE) in Botswana in facilitating knowledge management (KM) practices 
through creating a conducive work environment. PHE institutions operate in a highly regulated, highly 
uncertain, dynamic, and complex environment, making the need for an organisational leadership that 
creates a work environment that promotes effective generation, sharing, application, and retention of 
knowledge as an organisational asset critical. A number of key literary sources were consulted in 
which the theoretical underpinnings of the paper were firmly grounded. The concurrent mixed 
methods research design and methodological triangulation(in data collection) were adopted bringing 
together different, but complimentary, data forms thus enabling the augmentation of quantitative and 
qualitative data to ensure reliability of findings. The study revealed ineffectiveness of leadership, 
through inappropriate leadership styles, as a hindrance to effective KM practices by creating a work 
environment that does not enable employees to effectively create, distribute, share and use knowledge 
to enhance organisational performance and viability of the business model. Family management was 
found to be critical in inhibiting KM practices.  

 
Key words: Strategic leadership, leadership styles, KM practices, organisational structure, 

organisational culture 
 

1. Introduction 

According to Smith-Easterby, Lyles, and Tsang (2008), the 21st century knowledge economy 
is characterised by knowledge work which demands workers with specialist education in a 
particular field and due to the intangibility characteristic of knowledge, it also requires a person 
who can work and make decisions more independently than a non-knowledge worker. It is the role 
of organisations, through their leadership, to create an environment that is conducive to knowledge 
workers having the space to create, share and use both tacit and explicit knowledge through 
effective KM practices in order to realise breakthrough solutions (Chen, Pollard, and Puriveth, 
2011; Weiss, Donagan, and Hughs, 2010;). An organisation’s leadership needs to adopt an 
appropriate managerial approach that leads to the creation of an organisational environment and 
the achievement of organisational objectives based on the alignment of knowledge and processes 
through the usage of knowledge resources and the appropriate methods, techniques and tools 
(Edwards, 2011). Organisational leadership should inculcate cultural norms that emphasise 
flexibility to change, open-mindedness and openness in communication thus enabling organisations 
to change themselves or evolve with their environments (Connell, Kriz, and Thorpe, 2014;Khalifa 
and Liu, 2010; Saenz and Perez-Bouvier, 2014). The essence of this study was therefore to 
determine the extent to which strategic leadership of PHE institutions in Botswana has created a 
conducive work environment through appropriate leadership styles, inculcating the right 
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organisational culture, and provision of appropriate organisational structure that enhance effective 
KM practices of knowledge generation, distribution, sharing, application, and retention in their 
organisations.    

 

2. Literature review 
There is a general agreement among KM practitioners and thinkers that if an organisation 

has the best leadership practices in operation with a vision for KM, everything else required for KM 
will automatically fall in line.  

 
2.1 Role of strategic leadership in KM 
Jain and Jeppessen (2013) aver that strategic leadership plays a critical role in 

implementing KM through the establishment of a vision for the organisation as well as developing 
an action plan for the implementation of that vision. Leadership is also important in the 
identification of opportunities that generate knowledge, and championing and influencing cultural 
and organisational transformation since KM involves modifying processes, practices, and 
organisational structures.  

 
Handzic (2001) proposed an integrated model of KM that indicates the essential 

components of KM and their inter-relationships. The model highlights two types of organisational 
factors which act as enablers or constraints on knowledge processes and foster or hinder the 
development of organisational knowledge. They are organisational environment (mainly leadership 
and culture) and technological infrastructure (the information and communication resources) as 
indicated in Figure 1below: 

 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                     Measurement  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: An integrated KM Framework (Handzic, 2001:38) 
 
According to the model, the overall organisational environment, mainly comprising 

leadership and culture, influences the choice of technological infrastructure to support knowledge 
processes, that is, knowledge processes are facilitated by a conducive organisational environment 
which is demonstrated in terms of strong leadership support and a collaborative organisational 
culture. 

 
Smith and Lumba (2008) assert that the top leadership of the organisation must be 

committed to KM and ensure that lower level staff understand the concept and are also committed 
to it. It should also make certain that all business functions are linked and share information in 
order to enable the organisation to tap into the knowledge of its employees. For KM initiatives in an 
organisation to be effective, top leadership should offer good support at the highest level which 
ensures that there is a general comprehension of KM in terms of its application to the organisation’s 
business and that KM is accorded adequate representation at the highest level. It should also ensure 
that top leadership has a strong understanding and appreciation of the skills of its staff. 
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Nakano, Muniz, and Batista Jr (2013) identified leadership’s strategic intent as a critical 

enabler which they believe fosters a context in which creativity and knowledge creation are 
promoted. Jain and Jeppesen (2013) argue that leadership provides vision, motivation, systems, and 
structures which facilitate KM initiatives. There is a need for top leadership of organisations to 
provide a context that is conducive to enabling effective KM practices (Chen and Huang, 2011). It is 
the role of organisations, through their leadership, to create a conducive environment where 
knowledge workers can create, share and use both tacit and explicit knowledge through effective 
KM practices in order to realise breakthrough solutions (Chen, Pollard, and Puriveth, 2011). Top 
management can enhance the capability and productivity of organisations by adopting appropriate 
styles of management that facilitate knowledge creation and sharing.  

 
2.1.1Leadership and knowledge creation 
Krogh, Nonaka and Rechsteiner (2012) posit that several theoretical and empirical 

contributions have concluded that leadership plays a significant role in knowledge processes such 
as sharing, creation and capture and the successful implementation of KM efforts. Past researches 
have emphasised the importance of the environment in enhancing knowledge creation and sharing. 
The environment (or place) where knowledge is created is the concept of ‘Ba’ - the place where 
information is interpreted to become knowledge (Krogh, Nonaka, and Rechsteiner, 2012). Through 
the questionnaire and interviews, the gist of this study was to determine the extent to which 
leadership of PHE institutions in Botswana has created conditions which enable knowledge 
creation, distribution, sharing and use.  

 
2.1.2 Leadership and the work environment 
According to Politis (2004), in the 21st century dynamic world of global competition, 

organisations must be innovative and create new ideas, products and services and adopt new and 
modern technology in order to compete successfully. This implies the ability of employees to 
combine ideas in a unique way or to make unusual associations between ideas. As such, 
organisations need to create an environment that encourages and stimulates employees’ creative 
thinking. Organisational leadership should remove work and organisational barriers that impede 
creativity and replace employees’ traditional vertical thinking with zigzag or lateral thinking 
thereby promoting divergent thinking by breaking or even challenging the mental models in an 
individual and treating problems as opportunities. This in a way leads to knowledge creation 
(Politis, 2004). 

 
Robbins (2003) postulates that employees can unleash creative potential if they are given 

enough resources to conduct their work, when their job is intellectually challenging, when they 
have a high degree of autonomy and control over their own job and job processes, and when they 
are afforded intrinsic motivation. Supportive leadership plays an unquestionable role in all these 
phenomena.  

 
Amabile et al. (2004) argue that appropriate leadership style (transformational or 

transactional) determine the conduciveness of a work environment and they suggest that team 
leader supportive behaviour which includes task-oriented and relationship-oriented support to 
subordinates is an important aspect of the perceived work environment for creativity stimulated by 
transactional leadership.  

 
Transformational leadership behaviours namely charismatic behaviour, individualised 

consideration, and intellectual stimulation have a huge impact on the perceived work environment 
that influences employees’ creative freedom, encouragement, and intrinsic motivation for 



IJRESS                  Volume 6, Issue 2  (February,  2016)             (ISSN 2249-7382) 
International Journal of Research in Economics and Social Sciences (IMPACT FACTOR – 5.545) 

 

                  International Journal of Research in Economics & Social Sciences 

    Email id: editorijrim@gmail.com, http://www.euroasiapub.org 
 

 

140 

creativity. These leadership behaviours are essential in the process of new knowledge creation and 
application of knowledge, making it more productive (Politis, 2004). Figure 2outlines the main 
areas of each determinant of the creative work environment.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In Figure 2, stimulant determinants of the creative work environment are those variables 

that promote a creative work environment which in turn facilitates knowledge creation and sharing 
and they are denoted with a positive sign (+). Obstacle determinants of the creative work 
environment are those variables that hinder a creative work environment which in turn inhibit 
knowledge creation and sharing and are denoted with a negative sign (-). 

 

3. Methodology 
The concurrent mixed method research design was adopted for this study wherein 

quantitative and qualitative data were collected in parallel leading to methodological triangulation 
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meaning that data collected from in-depth interviews focusing on a smaller, carefully selected and 
knowledgeable sample (qualitative) was used to support and confirm the results of a 
representative survey (quantitative) for understanding the perspectives of lower level academic 
staff on the effectiveness of leadership as a KM enabler. In terms of priority, this study adopted the 
QUAN+QUAL approach where quantitative data was collected simultaneously with qualitative data 
and the two data forms had equal weight and were given equal priority (equivalent 
status/simultaneous designs).  

 
The study’s target population was made up of all five family owned PHE institutions in 

Botswana which were strictly regulated by the Tertiary Education Council (TEC) and which offered 
higher education to degree level. All in all, the total population surveyed (that is, all teaching 
employees of these institutions and managerial staff who had been with these organisations for at 
least one year) came to 670.In determining sample size, a sample size table developed by Research 
Advisors (2006) was used. According to the table, for a population size of 670, using a 95% 
confidence level and a 3.5% confidence interval (margin of error) for more precision, the sample 
size lies between 340 and 370 hence the figure 350 was decided upon constituting 52% of the 
population.  

 
The study adopted stratified sampling (a form of probability sampling) which is used to 

acquire a representative sample when the population to be sampled does not constitute a 
homogeneous group. The population was stratified into several sub-populations (strata) that were 
individually more homogenous than the overall population. The different strata comprised 
academic staff in middle management, lower management and non-managerial teaching staff from 
the five PHE institutions covered in this study and then units were selected from each stratum to 
comprise a sample as shown in Table 1 below. Data was then collected using a questionnaire.  
 

 
Table 1: Stratified sampling procedure 
 

Strata  
Institution 
1 

Institution 
2 

Institution 
3 

Institution 
4 

Institution 5 Total (Ni) 
Sample 

size 

Middle 
Management (N1) 

33 28 13 9 8 

N1 = 91 

n1 = 14% 

of n = 48 

Lower 

Management (N2) 
39 33 15 11 9 

N2 = 107 

n2 = 16% 

of n = 56 

Non-

managerial 

teaching staff (N3) 

181 142 58 47 44 

N3 = 472 

n3 = 70% 

of n = 246 

Total (N) 253 203 86 67 61 

N = 670 

n = 350 
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For the qualitative side of the study, purposive sampling (non-probability sampling) was 
used to select respondents for interviews from within the group of academic staff members of the 
five PHE institutions covered in this study. Two staff members from each of the five institutions 
were selected making up a total of ten respondents from lower level,middle, and 
seniormanagement. 

Data gathered from the questionnaires was analysed using statistical software called 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). The software was used to run descriptive statistics 
and cross tabulations to produce frequency tablesfor easier and more effective analyses. Data 
obtained from interviews with key informants was carefully analysed for ideas and concepts that 
addressed the research objective. 

 

4. Results 
 

This section outlines the research findings from both the questionnaire and interviews. 
 
Table 2: Analysis of strategic leadership and KM 
 

Items Std. 

Deviation Mean 

To what extent does your organisation’s top leadership have a strong 

appreciation of the skills of its staff? 
.86 2.86 

To what extent does the leadership of your organisation ensure that all functions 

are linked to share information thus enabling the organisation to tap into the knowledge of 

its employees?  

1.03 2.38 

To what extent does your organisation’s overall business strategy include 

knowledge management strategy? 
1.02 2.33 

To what extent does the leadership of your organisation ensure that good 

knowledge management behaviour (creating, sharing, and using knowledge) is fused into 

the organisation’s performance appraisal system? 

.98 1.99 

There is a well-coordinated knowledge management programme in my 
organisation. 1.01 1.98 

To what extent does your organisation’s leadership see to it that individual 

employees are rewarded for team work in the interest of the organisation? 
1.04 1.91 

To what extent does your organisation’s leadership ensure that training 

programmes in knowledge management behaviour are promoted? 1.06 1.90 

To what extent does your organisation’s leadership reward employees who share 

knowledge? 
.94 1.89 

To what extent does your organisation’s leadership penalise employees who do 

not share knowledge? 
.99 1.72 

 
As shown in Table 2 on the role of strategic leadership in KM practices of PHE institutions, 

the mean scores of all the items range from as low as 1.72 to 2.86. This indicates that most of the 
employees either remained neutral or disagreed and strongly disagreed with the statements 
whether leaderships of PHE institutions manage and support KM practices. 

 
Table 2shows that top leadership’ understanding and appreciation of the skills and abilities 

of its staff is low as indicated by a mean score of 2.86 and a standard deviation of .86. This position 
was confirmed by the interviewees who, when asked how they would rate their organisations’ top 
leadership understanding and appreciation of the skills and abilities of their staff members, 



IJRESS                  Volume 6, Issue 2  (February,  2016)             (ISSN 2249-7382) 
International Journal of Research in Economics and Social Sciences (IMPACT FACTOR – 5.545) 

 

                  International Journal of Research in Economics & Social Sciences 

    Email id: editorijrim@gmail.com, http://www.euroasiapub.org 
 

 

143 

virtually all indicated that their organisations’ top leadership lacked a good appreciation of the 
skills and abilities of their staff. They indicated that evidence supporting this view was seen through 
staff members being appointed to positions that did not even match their training, qualifications, 
work experience and abilities. Some interviewees cited examples of three staff members with 
Computer Science qualifications but one was appointed Head of Department (HOD) - Education 
Department; another was Dean – Faculty of Education, while the other was HOD – Department of 
Health Information Management. Two respondents indicated that even officials from TEC in 
Botswana and Council for Higher Education (CHE) in Lesotho queried these appointments when the 
institution applied for accreditation of programmes administered by these staff members. The 
interviewees indicated that the performance of these appointees in terms of curriculum design, 
examination administration, and so on was very poor thus compromising quality of teaching and 
learning. This means that those who appointed them lacked a good appreciation of their skills and 
capabilities because some top leaders were said to have openly expressed disappointment with the 
performance of those members.    

 
Table 2 also shows responses to “the extent to which employees believe that organisational 

leadership ensures that all business functions are linked to enable the organisation to tap into the 
knowledge of its employees” which has a mean score of 2.38. This means that the majority of the 
respondents believed that organisational leadership did not ensure adequate linkage of business 
functions. This view was confirmed by the interviews. Virtually all the 10 interviewees alluded to 
lack of linkage of functions in their organisations. Some respondents indicated that there was 
ineffective connection among departments leading to, for example, holding events whose times 
clashed. Incidents of this were when examinations were scheduled on a Saturday when students 
were having inter-collegial sporting activities, or a research workshop organised by the Research 
Department was scheduled on a date when the Education Department intended to conduct 
pedagogical training. Only two interviewees alluded to some kind of interdepartmental staff 
meetings taking place at their institutions once a semester but stated that these were not effective 
but were intended to generate minutes as evidence to present to regulatory authorities.  

 
Table 2 presents quantitative results on “the extent to which the organisation’s overall 

business strategy includes KM strategy” with a mean of 2.33. This means the majority of 
respondents believed that their organisations’ overall business strategy did not include much KM 
strategy. This view was supported by qualitative findings. When asked how KM strategy of their 
organisations (if it existed) linked with the organisation’s overall business strategy, most of the 
interviewees indicated that their organisations’ business strategies made no mention of KM. The 
respondents referred to their mission statements which showed no link to KM at all.  

 
Items related to whether top leadership of PHE institutions under study supported KM 

activities scored means ranging between 1.72 and 1.99 which is ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘disagree’. 
This indicates that employees of these institutions believed that top leadership of their institutions 
did not ensure behaviour that promoted KM or ensure that KM behaviour was fused into the 
organisation’s performance appraisal system, did not ensure a clear and well-coordinated KM 
programme existed in the organisation, did not ensure that individual employees were rewarded 
for team work and sharing and reusing knowledge in the interest of the organisation, and that 
leadership of their organisation did not discourage and penalise employees who did not share 
knowledge. These views were confirmed by qualitative findings.  

 
Interviewees were asked if top leadership of PHE institutions had put in place a clear and 

well-coordinated KM programme in the organisations based on the organisations’ vision and 
mission, including training and development programmes in KM. Virtually all the interviewees 
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indicated that the Strategic Plans of their organisations made no mention of KM. Again, they 
indicated that there was no mention of KM in the today-to-day activities of their organisations such 
that if any KM activities took place, they were not deliberately planned. As such, all the interviewees 
indicated that there was no deliberate and coordinated KM programme that facilitated knowledge 
creation, sharing, and use except staff meetings held ‘here and there’ which most of the 
interviewees felt were not open enough to allow effective sharing of knowledge. All the 
interviewees indicated that there were no known training and development programmes focusing 
on raising KM awareness among employees and facilitated KM practices.  

 
Respondents were also asked whether top leadership of their organisations ensured that 

good KM practices such as creation, sharing, and use of knowledge were monitored and fused into 
the organisation’s performance appraisal system so that employees were accordingly rewarded.  
Virtually all the interviewees indicated that behaviours related to knowledge creation, sharing and 
use were not monitored and fused into the performance appraisal systems of employees. They 
stated that performance appraisal forms for academic staff covered aspects of teaching only and 
said nothing about creating, sharing, and using knowledge. As a result, those employees who put 
effort in creating knowledge, share it and use it were not even recognised and rewarded. The 
interviewees indicated that when annual salary increases were given, they were on the basis of 
teaching not knowledge creation, sharing, and use. All interviewees stated that there were no 
rewards in their organisations that were linked to team work.  

 

Activities instituted by the organisation to promote knowledge creation and sharing 
and activities that impede knowledge creation and sharing  

 

Respondents were asked to list activities instituted by their organisation to promote 
knowledge creation and sharing and activities that impeded knowledge creation and sharing. 
Eighty-one percent (81%) of the respondents indicated that there were no activities that 
management of their institutions had instituted that supported knowledge creation and sharing, 
while 19% stated a few activities. The two most commonly mentioned were a research conference 
and staff training. Activities mentioned as impeding knowledge creation and sharing were: 

 Heavy workload leaving no room for informal interaction; 
 Hiring and firing of staff leading to staff living in constant fear hence no initiative; 
 Not providing lunch and tea facilities where staff can meet informally and share knowledge; 
 Failure to provide space for staff meetings; 
 Tight monitoring of staff activities including access to internet whereby staff members have 

to log in to the institutional domain which is heavily monitored by top management when 
they want to access internet; 

 Practising favouritism, with staff members of one nationality enjoying access to information 
that others do not have; 

 Not consulting staff when making key decisions that affect them/arbitrary decision-making; 
 Lack of team work; 
 No general staff meetings; 
 Lack of clear criteria for promotion of staff; 
 Preventing formation of staff associations; and  
 Lack of a clear salary structure with clandestine salary negotiations and increments.  

 

5. Conclusion 
 

Results of both the questionnaire survey and interviews clearly revealed the ineffectiveness 
of strategic leadership in charting a vision for KM in selected PHE institutions in Botswana. These 
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results indicated that leadership of PHE institutions covered in this study was not playing an 
effective role in creating a work environment that promoted effective KM practices by not 
establishing clear and well-coordinated KM programmes in their organisations, not establishing KM 
programmes that link with the organisations’ overall business strategy, not establishing reward 
structures that take cognisance of one’s role in the generation,sharing, and use of knowledge, and 
not ensuring the existence of good KM behaviours in their institutions.  

 
The above scenario runs in sharp contrast to the researches of Nonaka and Takeuchi 

(2006), Von Krogh et al. (1998) cited in Nakano, Muniz, and Batista Jr (2013) which identified 
leaders’ strategic intent as a critical enabler which they believe fosters a context in which creativity 
and knowledge creation are promoted. They posit that strategic intent is shown in the level of 
emphasis that senior management of an organisation devotes to knowledge generation, acquisition, 
and sharing in the organisation’s strategic planning, yet the results of this study revealed that the 
leadership of PHE institutions makes no mention of a desire to promote knowledge creation, 
acquisition, sharing, and application in their strategic plans. This makes it difficult for these 
institutions to effectively deal with the volatility and uncertainty created by the highly regulated 
environment.  

 
There is a need for top leadership of organisations to provide a context that is conducive to 

collective effort and individual commitment to knowledge creation and sharing to enhance 
organisational performance. Since sharing of tacit knowledge is more effective in informal settings 
than the formal ones, top leadership should provide infrastructure, space, and time to allow 
organisational members to interact informally to share knowledge, that is, an environment 
characterised by openness and trust among organisational members so as to allow them to express 
their opinions freely without fear and make sense to each other (Rosendaal, 2009; Seidler-de Alvis 
and Hartmann, 2008). This was not happening in PHE institutions covered in this study as shown 
by the results of the questionnaire and the interviews meaning that an enabling environment for 
successful KM practices did not exist which would lead to organisational ineffectiveness, a situation 
which is dangerous for organisations operating in an environment that is heavily regulated like the 
PHE institutions.  

 
Leadership of PHE institutions in Botswana had not integrated KM into their daily 

operations as shown by the results of this study which denotes an environment where KM is 
ineffective or entirely absent. This is in contrast to the views of Chen and Huang (2011) who 
postulate that top leadership of organisations must integrate KM into the organisation by selecting 
and implementing a number of processes that assist the organisation to improve its capability to 
create, discover, acquire, organise, share, and utilise knowledge needed by the organisation in order 
to meet its goals.  
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