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e knowledge collaboration framework: a review of Al

in organisational learning & knowledge management

Litvinenko, 2026
Context

Alis transforming organisational learning (OL) and knowledge management (KM), yet its effects are
not uniform. Whether human-Al-collaboration enhances or undermines these processes depends
onthe type of knowledge involved (tacit vs. explicit) and the mode of human-Al collaboration
(automation vs. augmentation). This review synthesises 149 peer-reviewed studies into a
Knowledge Collaboration Matrix that maps these two dimensions to identify where Al strengthens
organisational learning and knowledge management (like efficiency and scalability), and where it
introduces risks (like bias and deskilling).

THE DUAL NATURE OF Al

Key Insights

3 Positive scenario / Al as enhancer Positive scenario / Al as enhancer
E n Fast retrieval, scalable integration, real-ti Pattern di: Y. assi: curate / route /
. . o streamlined routines. explain codified assets. Personalized learning,
Alls effeCt On OL & KM depends On conflguratlon : w inputs boost KM creation/acquisition; stronger collaboration, organizational
| ¢ rieval and i scale. ity via “switch-point” control.
Al performs strongly when automating explicit, | B |ves R — N o
COdified pro cesses (e g Stru Ctured data c : Depreciation of tacit knowledge. Surface Risks of hallucinations, opacity, overreliance and
"o i over context; declining ability to Decrease in ication. Erosion
retrieva l’ standardised routi nes) but risks bi as, E ;?vzaterg:;osiloriesindepe:demly.d - ouu:nise.crilicallhinkingandodaplive
las/opacity -+ errors; overreliance - deskilling. |expertise.
OpaCity and deSkll.lJng WIthOUt overs Ight ; Positive scenario / Al as enhancer Positive scenario / Al as enhancer
. . . P At odify lead to i inh Guided di ion of know-how;
* Automating tacit, judgement-heavy knowledge T RN ==t
CarrleS the hlghest r|S k: Context lOSS, T ::(::;relrievalolknomedgefmlhosewillinglo :xpenise.Con(en-che::::c::'p:lic.?!.iun .
. . . . . a culture/stock of knowledge is adequate.
hallucination and misapplication c Negati rio/ Al as hind Negati o/ Al as hind
.. . .. ¢ Fear of i Al mediati improvisati eativity
* Assistive Al applied to explicit knowledge offers Poor cross-domain transfer. Weak “application” |and reducesinterpersonaltrust (group level).
: . without a human loop. Interpretation s limited. |Risk of tacit erosion if assistants intermediate
- Hallucination risk from lost context. too much; outcomes depend on willingness to
the most manageable risk-benefit balance,
.. . . share.
combining pattern discovery with human -

Overreliance undermines gains across all configurations
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Figure 2. Al as enhancer or hindrance: the knowledge collaboration matrix. Source: created by the author.

D “Switch point" identifies when control

should shift between Al & humans based
on task complexity & emotional dynamics

Overreliance is associated with worsened critical thinking, communication and adaptive expertise
Employees may resist sharing tacit knowledge with Al due to fear of replacement or loss of power

Effective integration depends on organisational culture, data governance maturity & employee training

Implications

* Where inyour firm is Al used on codified, rule-based processes versus tacit, judgement-heavy
tasks? How deliberately was that configuration chosen, and what alternatives were considered?

* What mechanisms exist to protect employees' critical thinking, contextual expertise and
autonomy as Al tools become more embedded in daily workflows?

e How mighta knowledge collaboration audit help determine which decisions should remain with
human experts and which can be appropriately supported or automated by Al?
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