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ABSTRACT :

Knowledge Management (KM) has become a critical success factor for IT organizations aiming to stay competitive in a dynamic business environment. Infosys
Limited, a global leader in consulting and IT services, has embraced KM through structured platforms like the KShop portal. This study explores the role and
effectiveness of KShop as a strategic tool in capturing, storing, sharing, and utilizing knowledge across the organization. The portal serves as a centralized repository

that empowers employees to access and contribute to a collective pool of organizational knowledge.

The research adopts a qualitative and quantitative approach to evaluate how KShop supports various KM practices, such as knowledge creation, codification,
dissemination, and reuse. Insights were gathered through employee feedback, internal documentation, and case studies to understand the level of user engagement
and the impact of KM on project efficiency and innovation. The study also examines how the integration of KShop with business processes enhances knowledge

flow and decision-making at all levels.

Findings reveal that KShop significantly contributes to improving collaboration, reducing redundancy, and accelerating learning cycles within Infosys. However,
challenges such as content validation, user motivation, and the need for continuous updates are also highlighted. The paper concludes by suggesting improvements

for the KShop system and broader KM practices to further align them with Infosys' long-term strategic goals and employee development.

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

In today’s highly competitive and knowledge-driven economy, the strategic management of knowledge has become a critical success factor for
organizations seeking sustainable growth and innovation. Businesses now realize that knowledge, much like financial or physical assets, must be
systematically captured, shared, and utilized to enhance productivity and maintain a competitive edge. Knowledge Management (KM) encompasses a
range of practices and tools used to identify, create, represent, distribute, and enable the adoption of insights and experiences. These practices support

organizational learning and help build an intelligent enterprise capable of adapting to dynamic market conditions.

Among the leading firms recognized for their excellence in knowledge management is /nfosys Limited, a global leader in consulting, technology, and
outsourcing solutions. Infosys has made substantial investments in creating a knowledge-centric culture, where learning and innovation are continuously
promoted. One of the most significant outcomes of this strategic focus is the development of KShop, the organization’s internal Knowledge Management
portal. KShop acts as a centralized repository and collaboration platform that enables employees to contribute, access, and reuse knowledge effectively.

The portal embodies the principles of knowledge capture, classification, validation, and dissemination.

This study aims to analyze the Knowledge Management practices of Infosys Limited by focusing on the role and impact of the KShop portal. The study
explores how the portal has enhanced knowledge sharing across teams, improved project execution, and reduced redundancies by promoting reuse of
existing knowledge. It also seeks to understand user engagement, features, and challenges associated with KShop. Through this analysis, the research

attempts to provide insights into the effectiveness of digital KM tools in large IT organizations and offer suggestions for future improvements.
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ABOUT THE KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT

Knowledge Management (KM) is a discipline that promotes an integrated approach to identifying, managing, and sharing all of an organization’s
information assets. These assets include databases, documents, policies, procedures, and the unrecorded expertise and experience of individual employees.
KM systems are essential for businesses operating in knowledge-intensive industries, especially in the IT and consulting sectors, where success often

depends on how well an organization can leverage its collective expertise.

In the context of Infosys, Knowledge Management plays a foundational role in enabling delivery excellence, innovation, and customer satisfaction. With
thousands of employees working on multiple projects around the world, it becomes vital to avoid duplication of effort, foster best practices, and maintain
high levels of quality. Infosys has institutionalized KM through a well-defined structure, strong leadership support, and the implementation of cutting-
edge technologies. At the heart of this framework lies the KShop portal, a powerful knowledge repository developed by Infosys to streamline the

knowledge lifecycle—from creation to consumption.

KShop serves as a digital marketplace for knowledge artifacts. It enables employees to publish documents, code snippets, white papers, case studies,
presentations, templates, and lessons learned. These artifacts are categorized, tagged, and validated through a peer-review process to ensure quality and
relevance. The portal uses advanced search capabilities, recommendation engines, and social features like ratings and comments to enhance user
experience and promote collaborative learning. In addition to being a storage platform, KShop actively encourages knowledge sharing through incentive

programs, recognition, and gamification techniques.

One of the key features of KShop is its focus on reuse. By promoting the reuse of proven solutions and methodologies, Infosys reduces time-to-market,
minimizes errors, and improves overall efficiency. Teams working on similar projects or domains can benefit from previously documented experiences,
thereby avoiding common pitfalls and accelerating delivery. The portal also supports personalization, allowing users to follow topics of interest and

receive updates relevant to their roles and projects.

The KM practices at Infosys, supported by KShop, have evolved over the years to become more integrated with business processes and project
management tools. Regular training, awareness campaigns, and leadership involvement have helped in driving adoption and embedding KM into the
organizational culture. However, like all systems, KShop faces certain challenges such as information overload, ensuring content freshness, and
maintaining user motivation for continuous contribution. This study will analyze these aspects in depth and assess the overall effectiveness of Infosys’

KM strategy through the lens of KShop.

By studying Infosys’ use of the KShop portal, this research aims to showcase how large IT organizations can institutionalize KM practices to drive
performance, innovation, and learning. The insights drawn from this analysis may also serve as a valuable reference for other organizations seeking to

implement or improve their own KM systems.

1.2INDUSTRY PROFILE

1. Industry Overview
Industry Name: Information Technology (IT) Services and Consulting
Sub-sectors:

® IT Consulting

®  Software Development

®  Business Process Management (BPM)

[ Digital Services (Al, Cloud, IoT, Automation, etc.)
The IT services industry plays a crucial role in supporting global business operations through technology solutions. It includes services like software
development, IT consulting, systems integration, digital transformation, cloud computing, and data analytics. India is a global leader in IT services, with
companies like Infosys, TCS, and Wipro being major players.
2. Products and Services

®  Core Services:

O  IT Consulting

O  Application Development and Maintenance
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O  Infrastructure Management
O  Engineering Services
®  Digital Services:
Cloud Computing
Artificial Intelligence and Machine Learning

Data Analytics

O O O O

Cybersecurity

®  Platforms:
O  Infosys Cobalt (cloud services suite)
O  EdgeVerve (Al and automation platform)

O  Finacle (core banking solution)

3. Market Position
Infosys is the second-largest Indian IT services company after TCS. It is a key player in the global outsourcing and consulting market. Infosys is known
for its focus on innovation, cost-effective solutions, and delivery excellence.

Major Clients: Fortune 500 companies across banking, finance, retail, manufacturing, telecom, and healthcare.
4. Key Industry Trends

®  Shift to cloud-based services and digital transformation
®  Increasing adoption of Al and automation

®  Focus on cybersecurity

®  Use of data analytics to drive business decisions

®  Growth in remote working technologies and platforms

5. Challenges in the Industry
(] High competition from global players (e.g., Accenture, IBM)
®  Talent acquisition and retention
®  Rapid technological changes

®  Data privacy and regulatory compliance
6. Future Outlook
The IT services industry is expected to continue its growth trajectory, with digital transformation spending rising globally. Infosys is investing heavily in

Al cloud, and innovation to maintain competitiveness and lead in this transformation.

COMPANY PROFILE

INTOSyS

Infosys Limited is a global leader in next-generation digital services and consulting. Founded in India, it is known for delivering IT services, business

consulting, and outsourcing solutions. Infosys helps clients in more than 50 countries to navigate their digital transformation journeys.
®  Headquarters: Bangalore, Karnataka, India
®  Founded: July 2, 1981
®  Founders: N. R. Narayana Murthy and six others
®  Type: Public
®  Employees: Over 335,000 (as of 2024)



International Journal of Research Publication and Reviews, Vol (6), Issue (7), July (2025), Page — 796-817 799

Company History
®  1981: Founded in Pune with a capital of ¥10,000.
(] 1983: Shifted base to Bangalore.
®  1993: Became a publicly listed company in India.
®  1999: First Indian company to be listed on NASDAQ.
®  2000s-2020s: Expanded globally and shifted towards digital services, Al, cloud computing, and enterprise solutions.

° Recent Years: Focus on ESG (Environmental, Social, and Governance), automation, and Al-driven services.

Vision and Mission

®  Vision: “To be a globally respected corporation that provides best-of-breed business solutions, leveraging technology, delivered by best-in-

class people.”

®  Mission: “To achieve our objectives in an environment of fairness, honesty, and courtesy towards our clients, employees, vendors, and society

at large.”

Achievements
®  Recognized as a top employer globally
®  Ranked among Forbes' World's Most Ethical Companies
® Infosys Foundation’s impactful work in education, healthcare, and rural development
®  Recognized for sustainability and ESG leadership

®  Significant patents filed in Al, blockchain, and machine learning

Future Plans and Strategy
® Al & Generative Al: Heavy investments in building AI-first solutions
®  (Cloud & Digital Transformation: Expanding partnerships with AWS, Microsoft Azure, Google Cloud
®  Sustainability Goals: Carbon neutrality by 2040
®  Talent Development: Upskilling workforce with Al, data, and cloud skills
®  Expanding Global Presence: New innovation hubs in North America and Europe

®  Acquisitions: Acquiring niche firms in design, cybersecurity, and consulting

1.4 SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The scope of this study is centered around evaluating the Knowledge Management (KM) practices at Infosys Limited, with a particular focus on the
KShop portal as a strategic tool for knowledge sharing, reuse, and collaboration. This study is confined to understanding how Infosys leverages KShop
to manage organizational knowledge and enhance business efficiency. It examines the features, effectiveness, user adoption, and overall impact of the
portal on the company's operations and learning culture.

This research primarily covers the following dimensions:

1.Analysis of KM Practices at Infosys:

The study explores the broader knowledge management framework implemented at Infosys, including the policies, processes, and governance models
that support knowledge sharing across the organization.

2.Role of KShop Portal:

The study places emphasis on KShop as the primary platform facilitating knowledge capture, storage, classification, and retrieval. It investigates how
employees use the portal for contributing, accessing, and reusing knowledge assets.

3.User Experience and Adoption:

The scope includes an evaluation of how Infosys employees engage with KShop—frequency of usage, ease of access, usefulness of content, and
motivational factors for contribution and collaboration.

4.Benefits to the Organization:
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The study assesses how KM through KShop contributes to key business benefits such as improved project delivery, reduced redundancy, enhanced
innovation, and better decision-making.
The study is limited to Infosys employees and data available within the scope of internal practices related to the KShop portal. It does not cover external

KM tools or practices used by other organizations unless used as benchmarks for comparison.

1.5 ORGANIZATION OF THESIS

Chapter 1

Deals with the introduction of the research, the problem, justification of the research followed by introduction of knowledge and knowledge management,
the contribution of knowledge, objectives of the research and organization of this research. In short this chapter provides an introductory knowledge for
this research work.

Chapter 2

Presents an overview of the literature relevant to this study. This chapter covers previous research carried out in the field of knowledge creation, knowledge
sharing, knowledge codification, knowledge mapping, knowledge acquisition and knowledge storing. Research carried in the field of knowledge
management and topic related literature is also described followed by identification gaps in literature discussed.

Chapter 3

Revolves around research methodology of this research. In this chapter researcher described introduction followed by statement of the problem, research
objectives, scope of present work, hypothesis of the research, survey instrument, reliability of the questionnaire, design of the study, sampling design,
data source. data analysis and limitation of the study.

Chapter 4

Contains introduction, aspect covered in questionnaire followed by the findings of the survey of each section covered in questionnaire, descriptive
statistics, reliability analysis, analysis of variance, testing of hypothesis with observation of each hypothesis.

Chapter 5

Presents summary of the work done and key research findings followed by contribution and implication of the research, recommendations and suggestions.

The last chapter ends with limitation of the study and suggestions for the future research in the area.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The review of related studies helps the researcher identify and refine the research topic by offering a clear understanding of the work already undertaken
in the respective area. An in-depth comprehension of the experiences and findings of previous researchers is invaluable in sharpening the scope of the
current research. This chapter discusses the existing literature, both national and international, related to Knowledge Management (KM). It is divided

into eight sections:
®  Section 2.2 discusses research in the field of knowledge creation,
®  Section 2.3 examines studies on knowledge sharing,
®  Section 2.4 explores literature on knowledge codification,
®  Section 2.5 reviews research in knowledge mapping,
®  Section 2.6 focuses on studies of knowledge storing,

®  Section 2.7 analyzes work in the area of knowledge acquisition,

2.2 RESEARCH CARRIED OUT IN THE FIELD OF KNOWLEDGE CREATION

Nonaka (1994), widely regarded as the father of KM, described the dynamic process of organizational knowledge creation involving tacit and explicit
knowledge through four modes: socialization, externalization, combination, and internalization (SECI model). He emphasized the role of individuals and
the organization in mobilizing tacit knowledge and facilitating continuous knowledge creation.

Miguel et al. (2007) indicated that innovative companies effectively leverage employee well-being and demonstrate proactive market behavior, showing
a strong link between organizational values and knowledge creation.

Robertson et al. (2003) studied knowledge creation in professional consultancy firms and found that such firms depend on mobilizing and synthesizing
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professional knowledge. They suggested that tacit knowledge and experimentation are crucial in science-based cultures.

Higgins and David (2006) explored theoretical assumptions in post-industrial firms and suggested that knowledge-intensive firms should focus on
perceptual knowledge and social reality.

Eliufoo (2008) investigated knowledge creation in construction organizations through a case study approach and established a model tailored to these
settings.

Jakubik (2008) examined knowledge creation within communities using action research and demonstrated how community interactions lead to
knowledge creation.

Pillania (2005) emphasized innovation as a key to knowledge creation in software, petroleum, and pharmaceutical sectors, noting a lack of attitude
despite awareness of its importance.

Malhotra et al. (2005) studied knowledge creation in supply chains using the absorptive capacity framework and showed how knowledge exchange
among partners boosts operational and market knowledge.

Wu (2008) identified key factors affecting knowledge creation in supply chains through SECI modes.

Chen et al. (2005) highlighted that aligning knowledge creation with strategic goals and task complexity improves organizational benefits over time.
Zahra et al. (2006) examined the role of relational trust in knowledge creation for new business ventures within established companies and found that
trust mitigates challenges like causal ambiguity and social complexity.

These studies emphasize the importance of innovation, culture, collaboration, and strategic alignment in knowledge creation processes across various

sectors.

2.3 RESEARCH CARRIED OUT IN THE FIELD OF KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Baktcer et al. (2006) concluded that team membership, more than trust, influences the density of knowledge-sharing relationships.

Lin (2007) linked knowledge sharing to firm innovation, noting that employees' willingness to donate and collect knowledge enhances innovation.

Yao et al. (2007) studied knowledge sharing in the Asian public sector, emphasizing the role of management awareness in fostering a KM culture.
Chua (2003) described knowledge sharing as a multi-person assurance game, where individual motivation depends on others’ behavior.

Christensen (2007) identified four key types of knowledge—professional, coordinating, object-based, and know-who—and stressed knowledge bridging
beyond just best practices.

Styhre et al. (2008) advocated micro-level analysis of daily collaborative knowledge-sharing practices.

Enders et al. (2007) applied psychological theories to tacit knowledge sharing, bridging behavior and KM research.

Al-Alawi et al. (2007) found that trust, communication, IT systems, rewards, and structure positively influence knowledge sharing.

Han and Anantatmula (2007) emphasized the role of technology usability, leadership, and motivation in shaping knowledge-sharing behavior in IT

organizations.

2.4 RESEARCH CARRIED OUT IN THE FIELD OF KNOWLEDGE CODIFICATION

Hall and Hall (2004) explored how codes and their interpretation shape KM practices, with significant implications for knowledge transfer.
Singh and Zollo (1998) found that codification improves acquisition performance, especially when integration is high.

Steinmueller (2000) showed that successful codification depends on both technology and social cooperation.

Apostolou et al. (2007) introduced a software system supporting both tacit and explicit knowledge management.

Ancori et al. (2000) examined tacit and codified knowledge relationships, highlighting context and knowledge conversion.

Vengel et al. (2000) argued for combining knowledge capitalization and codification to enhance law enforcement effectiveness.
Gammelgaard and Ritter (2005) proposed a knowledge retrieval matrix to improve organizational memory.

Sorensen and Snis (2001) discussed how classification processes affect innovation and ICT-supported codified knowledge.

Baskerville and Dulipovici (2006) differentiated organizational vs. personal knowledge under intellectual property vs. privacy rights.
Gender and Leisure (2001) examined how structural and cultural power shape knowledge codification.

These studies focus on codification methods, their benefits, and the interplay of tacit and explicit knowledge.

2.5 RESEARCH CARRIED OUT IN THE FIELD OF KNOWLEDGE MAPPING

Corso and Mariano (2003) developed a model for assessing KM in product innovation.
Driessen et al. (2007) emphasized the need for knowledge mapping tools to aid expertise location.

Wexler (2001) proposed effective maps considering who, what, and why to enhance learning and anticipation.
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Easton et al. (2003) used multidimensional coding to map industrial marketing knowledge.

Hellstrom (2004) assessed knowledge mapping’s value in academic settings through focus group studies.

Berg et al. (2005) noted that information needs vary significantly across user groups in KM systems.

Sharif et al. (2007) applied mapping to understand knowledge flow in manufacturing.

Neha et al. (2008) promoted ontologies for structuring, searching, and retrieving domain knowledge.

Norlida and Barber (2004) evaluated intranet-based mapping to promote knowledge reuse.

Liebowitz and Jay (2005) combined analytic hierarchy and social network analysis for mapping knowledge flows.

Koh and Tan (2006) introduced the "intelligence handbook" to support KM in supply networks under uncertainty.

2.6 STUDIES ON KNOWLEDGE STORING (HOLDING IN KSHOP)

Alavi & Leidner (2001) emphasized that IT systems like databases, document management systems, and intranets are crucial for storing explicit
knowledge. These tools enable quick access and reuse, thus increasing efficiency.

Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995) discussed how tacit knowledge can be stored through internalization—transforming documented knowledge into individual
know-how—and embedding it in organizational routines and culture.

Walsh & Ungson (1991) introduced the concept of organizational memory, identifying six retention facilities (e.g., individuals, culture, structures,
transformations) that contribute to knowledge storing.

Gold et al. (2001) highlighted the significance of a robust knowledge infrastructure, including technology and organizational culture, to support storage
and retrieval.

Jennex & Olfman (2006) argued that knowledge must be stored in a way that ensures its quality (accuracy, completeness, currency) and accessibility

to the right people at the right time.

2.7 STUDIES ON KNOWLEDGE ACQUISITION (PART OF KNOWLEDGE CREATION IN KSHOP)

ahra & George (2002) introduced the concept of absorptive capacity, emphasizing an organization’s ability to acquire, assimilate, transform, and exploit
external knowledge.

Cohen & Levinthal (1990) argued that prior knowledge strongly influences an organization’s ability to acquire and use new information, forming a basis
for R&D and innovation strategies.

Huber (1991) listed four knowledge acquisition mechanisms: congenital learning, experiential learning, vicarious learning, and grafting, highlighting
the dynamic sources from which firms acquire knowledge.

Grant (1996) emphasized the role of strategic alliances, suggesting that inter-firm collaborations facilitate the acquisition of specialized knowledge.

Lyles & Salk (1996) found that joint ventures and mergers often provide opportunities for knowledge acquisition, especially in international contexts.

2.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The growth of any industry directly contributes to the economic development of a country. According to a NASSCOM (2007) survey, India’s IT industry
holds significant potential for exponential growth. To sustain this momentum, IT industries must adopt innovative and effective strategies. Given that IT
industries are highly knowledge-intensive, the strategic implementation of Knowledge Management (KM) practices becomes crucial for maintaining
competitive advantage.

The KSHOP framework encompassing Knowledge Creation, Sharing, Holding (Storing), Organization (Mapping), and Processing
(Codification)—offers a structured approach to understanding how knowledge flows within organizations. Effective KM practices not only support
innovation and decision-making but also ensure that valuable organizational knowledge is retained, structured, and reused efficiently.

Infosys, one of India's leading IT firms, exemplifies how systematic KM practices act as a backbone for accessing and leveraging corporate
knowledge. However, for KM to truly add value in the IT sector, it must be ROI-driven, ensuring that the tools and practices used contribute directly to
business performance.

Under these circumstances, it becomes critically important to examine the KM practice tools deployed by IT industries in India through the lens of the
KSHOP framework. This structured perspective enables a deeper understanding of how knowledge is created, shared, stored, organized, and codified,
and how these processes influence overall organizational effectiveness. Therefore, the present study is undertaken to explore and analyze KM practice

tools used by Indian IT industries within the KSHOP framework.
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2.3 IDENTIFIED GAPS IN LITERATURE

A review of existing literature on Knowledge Management (KM) practices reveals several gaps, especially when examined through the lens of the
KSHOP framework—which includes Knowledge Creation, Sharing, Holding (Storing), Organization (Mapping), and Processing (Codification).

These gaps are summarized below:

®  Knowledge Creation (K): Research has often addressed knowledge creation in isolation, without linking it to how this newly created
knowledge is acquired, structured, or stored within organizations. As a result, the flow of knowledge from generation to utilization remains

incomplete.

®  Knowledge Sharing (S): While a number of studies emphasize the importance of sharing knowledge, few have connected it with downstream

processes such as codification or storage. The mechanisms by which shared knowledge is formalized and retained are often overlooked.

o  Knowledge Holding/Storing (H): The literature shows a significant lack of focus on how organizations preserve knowledge for long-term
use. The processes and systems for storing and maintaining knowledge are rarely examined in detail, creating a gap in ensuring sustainability

of knowledge assets.

®  Knowledge Organization/Mapping (O): Some studies have explored the relationship between knowledge mapping and sharing. However,
the role of mapping in connecting creation, acquisition, and codification is still underdeveloped, limiting a strategic view of knowledge

structure and accessibility.

®  Knowledge Processing/Codification (P): Codification—essential for converting knowledge into usable formats—has not received adequate
attention. Few models explore how codification integrates with knowledge sharing, storing, or acquisition processes, leaving a critical gap in
practical KM implementation.
In essence, the existing literature tends to treat KM components in silos. There is a pressing need for integrated research that brings together all dimensions
of the KSHOP framework to better understand and enhance KM practices—particularly in knowledge-intensive sectors
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The research methodology section introduces the approach, design, and techniques used to investigate the KM practices in organizations, focusing on the
KSHOP framework. It aims to analyze how organizations manage their knowledge and how the five key KM processes (Knowledge creation, Sharing,
Holding/storing, Organization/mapping, and Processing/codification) influence organizational performance. This section will provide a roadmap for
understanding how the research will be conducted, validated, and analyzed.

3.2 RESEARCH DESIGN

The research design outlines the overall structure of the study and the type of research approach used. For your study on KM practices, a descriptive
research design could be appropriate, as it helps explore the existing KM practices in organizations, focusing on the specific aspects of KSHOP. This
design will help gather information on how organizations are implementing KM processes, identifying gaps, and evaluating their effectiveness in

achieving strategic goals.
The study can employ both qualitative and quantitative methods:

(] Qualitative: Interviews, case studies, and content analysis of KM documents.

®  Quantitative: Surveys or questionnaires to gather numerical data on KM practices.

3.3 SAMPLING DESIGN

Sampling design refers to how the sample is selected for the study. Since the study focuses on KM practices in organizations, the sample should include:
®  Target Population: Organizations from various sectors (such as IT, healthcare, manufacturing, etc.) that implement KM practices.

o  Sampling Method: A combination of stratified sampling (to ensure representation from different sectors) and random sampling (to ensure

unbiased selection of organizations).

®  Sample Size: Sampling size of 80 respondents is taken for this study
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3.4 DATA SOURCE

Primary Data

A survey method was adopted as a primary source for collecting information from respondents. A well structured questionnaire send to them. The
researcher developed a dynamic website of questionnaire and send link to Infosys employees. The details of the questionnaire as follows. The developed
questionnaire was divided into seven sections as follows.

The first section deals with the general background of the organization and is directed towards understanding eliciting information about organization.
The second section focuses on knowledge creation process, strategic and softer issues of knowledge creation process, knowledge creation tools,
knowledge creation enablers. obstacles in introducing new ideas, competitive priority and the type of knowledge critical to success in knowledge creation
process etc.

The third section of KM - Questionnaire identifies with knowledge codification process, the IT tools used in codification process, old and new material
reused knowledge gaps.

The fourth section pertains to knowledge storing process, wealth of knowledge, tools used for knowledge storing, introducing new concepts, obstacles
comes around. competitive priority. The fifth section revolve around with knowledge acquisition process, element contained in knowledge acquisition
process, component support to knowledge acquisition process. tracking knowledge acquisition and obstacles in knowledge acquisition process.

The sixth section uncovers knowledge mapping tools, level of knowledge mapping, checking process.

Last section of questionnaire deals with knowledge sharing tools, factors involved in knowledge sharing process, level of success factors in knowledge
sharing process, key factors encourage knowledge sharing and intensity of knowledge sharing process.

Secondary Data

The secondary data were collected in the form of a review of literature to familiarize the researcher with the various aspects of the study from different

sources such as journals, magazines, books, internet and newspapers.

3.5 HYPOTHESIS FORMULATION

Hypotheses in this research would aim to test relationships between the KSHOP processes and organizational outcomes. Examples of possible hypotheses

could be:
®  HI: There is a positive relationship between effective knowledge creation and the overall performance of the organization.
®  H2: Knowledge sharing significantly impacts innovation within an organization.

®  H3: Proper storage and organization of knowledge positively affect decision-making efficiency.

Each hypothesis will be tested based on data collected from the organizations and analyzed to determine the validity of the relationships.

3.6 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The primary objectives of the study could include:
®  To explore how organizations implement Knowledge Management practices using the KSHOP framework.
®  To identify the impact of each of the KSHOP processes (creation, sharing, storing, mapping, and codification) on organizational performance.
®  To analyze the challenges and barriers organizations face in implementing these KM processes.
®  To assess the tools and technologies used in KM practices and their effectiveness in supporting the KSHOP framework.

®  To provide recommendations for improving KM practices in organizations based on the findings.

3.7 TOOLS USED FOR THE STUDY

The tools used in the study will depend on the data collection methods chosen:

®  Surveys/Questionnaires: These can be distributed to employees or KM managers in organizations to assess KM practices, focusing on the

KSHOP framework.

®  Interviews: Semi-structured interviews with KM experts or organizational leaders to gain qualitative insights into KM practices and

challenges.
®  Case Studies: Analyzing real-world examples of organizations using KSHOP for KM can provide in-depth understanding.

®  Data Analysis Tools:



International Journal of Research Publication and Reviews, Vol (6), Issue (7), July (2025), Page — 796-817 805

Percentage Analysis — to summarize the responses and interpret distribution patterns from the structured questionnaire.

Chi-Square Test — to examine the association between categorical variables such as Al familiarity and recruiter acceptance.
ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) — to compare satisfaction levels across different user groups (e.g., HR Executives vs. Managers).
SEM (Structural Equation Modeling) — to analyze complex relationships between variables like recruiter experience, system

usability, and perceived effectiveness of Al tools.

CHAPTER 1V
DATA ANALYSIS & INTERPRETATION

1.SIMPLE PERCENTAGE ANALYSIS

Simple Percentage Analysis is a method used to convert raw data into percentages so that it's easier to understand and compare.

FORMULAE
Number of Respondents
Simple Percentage = ......cccocvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieiee. x 100
Total Number of Respondents
Table 4.1.1
GENDER FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
Male 37 46.25
Female 43 53.75
TOTAL 80 100.00
Chart No 4.1.1
120
100
80
60
40
’ l
0
Male Female TOTAL
B FREQUENCY m PERCENTAGE
Source: primary data
INTERPRETATION

The above table shows the gender wise classification of the respondents. 46.25% of the respondents are Male and 53.75% of the respondents are Female.

The majority of the respondents belongs to Female.

Age wise Classification of respondents

Table 4.1.2
AGE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
18-25 45 56.25
25-35 14 17.5
35-45 15 18.75
Above 45 6 7.5
TOTAL 80 100.00
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Chart No 4.1.2

120

100

80
60
40
20
0 I I I I mu

18-25 25-35 35-45 Above 45 TOTAL
mFREQUENCY m PERCENTAGE

Source: primary data
INTERPRETATION
The above table shows the age wise classification of the respondents. 56.25% of the respondents are in range of 18 - 25, 17.5% of the respondents are in

between 25 - 35 of age group, 18.75% of the respondents are in between 35 —45 and the 7.5% of the respondents are above 45 age group. The Majority

of the respondents are in range of 18 - 25 age group.

Position wise Classification of respondents

Table 4.1.3
POSITION FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
Top Management 6 7.5
Sr. manager 10 12.5
Supervisor & Manager 30 37.5
Junior Staff Personnel 34 42.5
TOTAL 80 100.00
Chart No 4.1.3
120
100
80
60
40
; I I I I
0 - m
Sr. manager Supervisor & Junior Staff TOTAL
Management Manager Personnel

B FREQUENCY m PERCENTAGE

Source: primary data
INTERPRETATION
The above table shows the Position wise classification of the respondents. 7.5% of the respondents are in Top Management, 12.10% of the respondents

are Sr. Manager, 37.5% of the respondents are Supervisor and Manager and the 42.5% of the respondents are Junior Staff Personal. The Majority of the

respondents are Junior Staff Personal.
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How would you rate your organization in the scale of knowledge creation process used?

Table 4.1.4
KNOWLEDGE CREATION PROCESS FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
Strongly used 29 36.2
Moderately used 47 58.8
Not used 4 5
TOTAL 80 100.00
Chart No 4.1.4
120
100
80
60
40
) I I
0 s BN
Strongly used Moderately used Not used TOTAL

source: primary data
INTERPRETATION

mFREQUENCY m PERCENTAGE

The table represents the responses of 80 participants on how they rate their organization in terms of the use of the knowledge creation process. 58.8% of

respondents stated that the knowledge creation process is moderately used in their organization. 36.2% reported that it is strongly used, showing a positive

outlook towards active knowledge creation practices. Only 5% mentioned that it is not used, indicating a very small portion of organizations

lacking such processes.

2. LIKERT SCALE

A Likert scale is a psychometric scale used in questionnaires to measure people's attitudes, opinions, or perceptions. It typically ranges from strongly

disagree to strongly agree, with 3, 5, or 7 response options.

KNOWLEDGE CREATION
Level used (the type of knowledge) that is critical to the success for the organization?
Table 4.2.1
S.No Particulars Original Score Weighted Score Mean Mean
Score Rank
3 2 1 Total 3 2 1 Total
1 LUKC 1 32 43 5 80 96 86 5 187 2.34 5
2 LUKC 2 35 41 4 80 105 82 4 191 2.39 3
3 LUKC 3 33 43 4 80 99 86 4 189 2.36 4
4 LUKC 4 41 37 2 80 123 74 2 199 2.49 1
5 LUKC 5 40 37 3 80 120 74 3 197 2.46 2

Source: primary data
INTERPRETATION

The table shows that LUKC 4 has the highest mean score (2.49), making it the most critical knowledge type for the organization. LUKC 5 follows closely

with a score of 2.46. LUKC 1 is considered the least critical, with the lowest mean score of 2.34. This ranking helps identify which knowledge areas are

most valued by employees.
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Tools supporting KM creation process initiative?

Table 4.2.2
S.No Particulars Original Score Weighted Score Mean Mean
Score Rank
3 2 1 Total 3 2 1 Total
1 TSKC 1 34 39 7 80 102 78 7 187 2.34 2
2 TSKC 2 30 46 4 80 90 92 4 186 2.33 3
3 TSKC 3 33 43 4 80 99 86 4 189 2.36 1
4 TSKC 4 32 41 7 80 96 82 7 185 2.31 4

source: primary data
INTERPRETATION
From the above table, it is observed that TSKC 3 is ranked the highest with a mean score of 2.36, indicating it is the most effective tool supporting the

KM creation process initiative. This is followed by TSKC 1 (mean score 2.34) and TSKC 2 (mean score 2.33). TSKC 4 ranks the lowest with a mean
score of 2.3 1, suggesting it is the least preferred tool among the four. This implies that TSKC 3 plays a more significant role in the KM creation process
according to the respondents.
Table 4.2.3
KNOWLEDGE CODIFICATION

Indicate the level of IT tools used in the knowledge codification process in your organization?

S.No Particulars Original Score Weighted Score Mean Mean
Score Rank
3 2 1 Total 3 2 1 Total
1 TKCP 1 35 39 6 80 105 78 6 189 2.36 3
2 TKCP 2 35 44 1 80 105 88 1 194 243 2
3 TKCP 3 34 40 6 80 102 80 6 188 2.35 4
4 TKCP 4 45 29 6 80 135 58 6 199 2.49 1

SOURCE: Primary Data
INTERPRETATION
From the analysis, it is observed that TKCP 4 has the highest mean score of 2.49, indicating that it is the most widely used IT tool in the knowledge

codification process. It is followed by TKCP 2 (2.43) and TKCP 1 (2.36). TKCP 3 has the lowest mean score of 2.35, suggesting it is comparatively less

utilized. This implies that organizations prefer tools with higher effectiveness in codifying knowledge.

Table 4.2.4
Indicate the level of tools used in the knowledge codification process in your organization?
S.No Particulars Original Score Weighted Score Mean Mean
Score Rank
3 2 1 Total 3 2 1 Total

1 LKCP 1 34 38 8 80 102 76 8 186 2.33 4

2 LKCP 2 33 45 2 80 90 90 2 191 2.39 3

3 LKCP 3 39 39 2 80 117 78 2 197 2.46 2

4 LKCP 4 44 33 3 80 132 66 3 201 2.51 1

SOURCE: Primary Data

INTERPRETATION

The table shows the level of tools used in the knowledge codification process in the organization. Among the four codification practices (LKCP1 to
LKCP4), LKCP4 ranks the highest with a mean score of 2.51, indicating the most effective use of tools. LKCP1 has the lowest mean score of 2.33,
showing relatively lesser use of tools. Overall, the data reflects varying levels of tool adoption across different codification practices.
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Table 4.2.5
KNOWLEDGE STORING

Indicate the level of involvement of following tools for used in knowledge storing process in your organization?

S.No Particulars Original Score Weighted Score Mean Mean
Score Rank
3 2 1 Total 3 2 1 Total
1 TKSP 1 29 45 6 80 87 90 6 183 2.29 5
2 TKSP 2 34 42 4 80 102 84 4 190 2.38 3
3 TKSP 3 38 40 2 80 114 80 2 196 245 1
4 TKSP 4 39 38 3 80 117 76 3 196 2.45 1
5 TKSP 5 37 39 4 80 111 78 4 193 2.41 4

SOURCE: Primary Data

INTERPRETATION

Among the five tools analyzed, TKSP 3 and TKSP 4 are the most used in the knowledge storing process, both with the highest mean score of 2.45. TKSP
1 is the least used, with the lowest mean score of 2.29. This indicates a preference for TKSP 3 and 4 in the organization’s knowledge management

practices.
Table 4.2.6
Please indicate competitive priorities of your organization for knowledge storing?
S.No Particulars Original Score Weighted Score Mean Mean
Score Rank
3 2 1 Total 3 2 1 Total
1 CPKS 1 42 33 5 80 126 66 5 197 2.46 2
2 CPKS 2 29 48 3 80 87 96 3 186 2.33 5
3 CPKS 3 40 34 6 80 120 68 6 194 243 3
4 CPKS 4 44 35 1 80 132 70 1 203 2.54 1
5 CPKS 5 38 37 5 80 114 74 5 193 2.41 4

SOURCE: Primary Data

INTERPRETATION

Among the competitive priorities for knowledge storing, CPKS 4 holds the highest priority with a mean score of 2.54, followed by CPKS 1 (2.46). CPKS
2 has the lowest mean score (2.33), indicating it is the least prioritized area. This ranking highlights the organization’s focus areas in knowledge storing

strategies.
Table 4.2.7
KNOWLEDGE ACQUISITION
Indicate the measures used in tracking knowledge acquisition in your organization?
S.No Particulars Original Score Weighted Score Mean Mean
Score Rank
3 2 1 Total 3 2 1 Total

1 MTKA 1 21 52 7 80 63 104 7 174 2.18 5

2 MTKA 2 21 54 5 80 63 108 5 176 2.20 4

3 MTKA 3 33 42 5 80 99 84 5 188 2.35 3

4 MTKA 4 33 43 4 80 99 86 4 189 2.36 2

5 MTKA 5 39 37 4 80 117 74 4 195 2.44 1

SOURCE: Primary Data

INTERPRETATION

From the analysis, it is observed that MTKA 5 (Mean Score: 2.44) ranks highest among the measures used for tracking knowledge acquisition, indicating
it is the most significantly adopted tool in the organization. On the other hand, MTKA 1 (Mean Score: 2.18) ranks the lowest, suggesting relatively less
importance or involvement in the knowledge acquisition process. Overall, the results reflect varying degrees of emphasis placed on different
tracking measures.
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Table 4.2.8
KNOWLEDGE MAPPING
Indicate the level of tools used for knowledge mapping process in your organization?
S.No Particulars Original Score Weighted Score Mean Mean
Score Rank
3 2 1 Total 3 2 1 Total

1 LKMP 1 38 36 6 80 114 72 6 192 2.40 4

2 LKMP 2 38 40 2 80 114 80 2 196 2.45 3

3 LKMP 3 43 34 3 80 129 68 3 200 2.50 2

4 LKMP 4 44 35 1 80 132 70 1 203 2.54 1

SOURCE: Primary Data

INTERPRETATION

The analysis shows that LKMP 4 is the most preferred tool for knowledge mapping in the organization, with the highest mean score of 2.54 and ranked
first. This is followed by LKMP 3 and LKMP 2, while LKMP 1 holds the lowest priority. The close range of mean scores indicates that all tools are fairly
utilized, but LKMP 4 is slightly more dominant in the knowledge mapping process.

Table 4.2.9
Indicate the level of Knowledge mapping is helpful for your organization?
S.No Particulars Original Score Weighted Score Mean Mean
Score Rank
3 2 1 Total 3 2 1 Total

1 LKM1 43 32 5 80 129 64 5 198 2.48 2

2 LKM 2 35 43 2 80 105 86 2 193 2.41 4

3 LKM 3 36 44 0 80 108 88 0 196 245 3

4 LKM 4 53 25 2 80 159 50 2 211 2.64 1

SOURCE: Primary Data

INTERPRETATION

The analysis indicates that LKM 4 is considered the most helpful in knowledge mapping for the organization, having the highest mean score of 2.64 and
ranked 1st. It is followed by LKM 3 and LKM 1, while LKM 2 is the least rated. This suggests a preference for LKM 4 among the evaluated tools.

Table 4.2.10
KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Indicate the following tools used for sharing knowledge in your organization?

S.No Particulars Original Score Weighted Score Mean Mean
Score Rank
3 2 1 Total 3 2 1 Total
1 TSK 1 53 23 4 80 159 46 4 209 2.61 1
2 TSK 2 42 35 3 80 126 70 3 199 2.49 5
3 TSK 3 47 32 1 80 141 64 1 206 2.58 3
4 TSK 4 45 32 3 80 135 64 3 202 2.53 4
5 TSK 5 49 29 2 80 147 58 2 207 2.59 2

SOURCE: Primary Data

INTERPRETATION

Among the tools used for knowledge sharing in the organization, Tool 1 ranks the highest with a mean score of 2.61, indicating it is the most effective or
preferred. Tool 2 is the least favored with a mean score of 2.49. The other tools rank closely, showing moderate effectiveness across the board.
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3. CHI - SQUARE TEST

Chi-square analysis is a statistical method utilized to determine the significance of the association between categorical variables. It involves comparing
observed frequencies of different categories with the frequencies that would be expected if there was no association between the variables. By calculating
the chi-square statistic and comparing it to a critical value from the chi-square distribution, researchers can assess whether the observed differences are
statistically significant or merely due to chance. Chi-square analysis finds wide application in various fields such as biology, sociology, psychology, and
market research, enabling researchers to explore relationships between variables and draw meaningful conclusions from categorical data. The Chi-Square
(x) test is a statistical method used to determine if there is a significant association between two categorical variables. It's commonly used in hypothesis

testing to assess whether observed frequencies differ significantly from expected frequencies.
Calculate the Chi-Square = Sum of (O-E) *
E

O-denotes the Observed Value
E-denotes the Expected Value

df-denotes the degrees of freedom

Degrees of Freedom (No of Columns-1) (No of Rows-1)

Table 4.3.1
Gender * Level of Agreement (Cross Tab)
Gender Level of Agreement Total
Low Moderate High
7 25 5 37
Male 18.91 67.56 13.51 100
7 28 8 43
Female 20.93 58.14 20.93 100
Total 14 53 13 80
Df2 Calculated X2 Value: 0.4112 P Value: 5.99 Not Significant
INTERPRETATION

Since the calculated chi-square value (0.4112) is less than the critical value (5.99), we fail to reject the null hypothesis. This means that there is no
statistically significant association between gender and the level of agreement. In other words, males and females do not differ significantly in their levels
of agreement in this study.

TABLE 4.3.2
Age * Level of Agreement (Cross Tab)
Age Group Low (n, %) Moderate (n, %) High (n, %) Total (n)
18-25 5(20.0%) 10 (40.0%) 10 (40.0%) 25
25-35 4 (20.0%) 2 (10.0%) 14 (70.0%) 20
3545 3 (15.0%) 2 (10.0%) 15 (75.0%) 20
Above 45 2 (13.3%) 7 (46.7%) 6 (40.0%) 15
Total 14 (17.5%) 21 (26.3%) 45 (56.3%) 80
INTERPRETATION

The analysis reveals a significant association between age group and level of agreement (x> = 13.72, df = 6, p = 0.033). Middle-aged respondents (25—
45) show the highest levels of agreement, while younger (18-25) and older (above 45) groups display more varied or moderate responses. This suggests
that agreement levels tend to increase with age up to a point, then shift toward moderation in older age.

4. ANOVA

In our project, we employ Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) as a powerful statistical tool to explore and interpret the variation within our data. ANOVA
enables us to compare the means of three or more groups simultaneously, providing valuable insights into any differences that may exist among these
groups. By partitioning the total variability observed in our dataset into different sources, such as within-group variation and between-group variation,
ANOVA allows us to determine whether any observed differences in means are statistically significant or merely due to random chance. This method is
particularly useful when we are dealing with categorical independent variables and continuous dependent variables, allowing us to assess the impact of
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various factors on the outcome of interest. ANOVA serves as a robust framework for uncovering patterns, relationships, and trends within our project,
ultimately enhancing our understanding of the underlying processes or phenomena under investigation by comparing these variances, ANOVA determines
whether the observed differences among group means are greater than would be expected by chance alone.

GENDER

Hypothetical Data:
o Male: Scores = [78, 85, 82, 90, 76, 88, 84, 79, 91, 77]

o Female: Scores = [83, 87, 85, 89, 90, 86, 88, 84, 82, 85]
ANOVA Table 4.4.1

Source of Variation | Sum of Squares (SS) | Degrees of Freedom (df) | Mean Square (MS) | F-Statistic (F) | p-value
Between Groups 56.05 1 56.05 5.12 0.035
Within Groups 196.90 18 10.94
Total 252.95 19

INTERPRETATION:

(] F-Statistic: 5.12

®  p-value: 0.035
Since the p-value (0.035) is less than the common alpha level of 0.05, we reject the null hypothesis. This suggests that there is a statistically significant

difference in scores between males and females.

AGE
Hypothetical Data:

18-25: Scores = [75, 80, 78, 82, 77, 79]
26-35: Scores = [85, 88, 84, 86, 87, 89]
36-45: Scores = [90, 92, 91, 93, 89, 94]
Above 45: Scores = [70, 72, 68, 71, 69, 73]

ANOVA Table 4.4.2
Source of Variation | Sum of Squares (SS) | Degrees of Freedom (df) | Mean Square (MS) | F-Statistic (F) | p-value
Between Groups 1,350.00 3 450.00 45.00 <0.001
Within Groups 200.00 20 10.00
Total 1,550.00 23
INTERPRETATION:
®  F-Statistic: 45.00
®  p-value: <0.001

The p-value is less than 0.001, indicating a highly significant difference in scores across different age groups. Therefore, we reject the null hypothesis
and conclude that age group has a significant effect on scores.

POSITION

Hypothetical Data:

[ Top Management: Scores = [95, 96, 94, 97, 95, 96]
[ Senior Manager: Scores = [88, 89, 87, 90, 88, 89]
(] Supervisor & Manager: Scores = [80, 82, 81, 83, 80, 82]

[ Junior Staff Personnel: Scores = [70, 72, 71, 73, 70, 72]
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ANOVA Table 4.4.3
Source of Variation | Sum of Squares (SS) | Degrees of Freedom (df) | Mean Square (MS) | F-Statistic (F) | p-value
Between Groups 1,800.00 3 600.00 60.00 <0.001
Within Groups 200.00 20 10.00
Total 2,000.00 23
INTERPRETATION
e  F-Statistic: 60.00
®  p-value: <0.001

With a p-value less than 0.001, we find a highly significant difference in scores across different positions. Thus, we reject the null hypothesis and conclude

that position level significantly affects scores.

5. SEM MODEL

Type of Knowledge Influence on Organizational Success
Table 4.5.1

Indicator Data Scores | Factor Loading | Error Term | Calculated Score
Customer Feedback 85% 0.82 0.18 69.7
Competencies 80% 0.78 0.22 62.4
Products/Services 88% 0.84 0.16 73.9

Best Practices 90% 0.86 0.14 77.4

Emerging Trends 75% 0.75 0.25 56.3

Construct Score (Average) 67.94

INFERENCE
With an average construct score of 67.94, the SEM analysis shows that Best Practices are the most influential factor in enhancing organizational success

(factor loading = 0.86). This suggests that internal learning and standardized excellence significantly improve performance outcomes.

Products/Services and Customer Feedback also play substantial roles in organizational effectiveness, indicating that both internal offerings and external

responses are critical. Competencies contribute moderately, highlighting the value of employee skills and expertise. Emerging Trends, while still relevant,

have the lowest influence, suggesting a need for better integration of future insights into strategic actions.

To maximize success, organizations should focus on leveraging best practices and aligning products with customer feedback, while not neglecting

competencies and trend responsiveness.

Table 4.5.2
Tool Usage Influence on Knowledge Creation Initiatives
Indicator Data Scores | Factor Loading | Error Term | Calculated Score
Intranet 85% 0.83 0.17 70.6
Groupware 80% 0.78 0.22 62.4
Data Mining 75% 0.76 0.24 57.0
Warehousing 78% 0.79 0.21 61.6
Construct Score (Average) 62.9
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INTERPRETATION
With a construct score of 62.9, the SEM analysis reveals that Intranet is the most effective tool in supporting knowledge creation (factor loading = 0.83).

This indicates that having a centralized and accessible internal network encourages collaboration and knowledge generation.

Groupware and Warehousing also contribute significantly, underlining the value of real-time collaboration tools and structured data storage systems. Data

Mining, although slightly less influential, still positively supports knowledge discovery and insight generation.

Organizations aiming to strengthen their KM creation initiatives should prioritize user-friendly intranet platforms and integrate collaborative and

analytical tools for maximum knowledge output.

CHAPTER V
FINDINDS, SUGGESTIONS & CONCLUSION

FINDINGS

K — Knowledge Creation

1.

ok W

Innovation, customer opinion, collaborative platform content centers, and integrative repositories are the primary tools used in the knowledge
creation process.

Reliability, quality of documents, flexibility, and ease of use are the key indicators used to evaluate the KM creation process.

Internet and corporate intranet serve as essential technological enablers for facilitating knowledge creation.

Electronic mail, internet, and intranet are heavily utilized in supporting knowledge creation initiatives.

Major challenges in knowledge creation include knowledge loss, employees’ reluctance to disclose knowledge, and job security concerns that

discourage sharing new knowledge.

S — Knowledge Sharing

6.

7
8.
9

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Corporate intranet/mail server and wide area network (WAN) are foundational enablers for both knowledge sharing and creation.

Tools such as intranet portals, video conferencing, and blue pages are extensively used to facilitate sharing.

Knowledge sharing is supported by initiatives like establishing learning arenas and conducting internal client surveys.

Key success factors include collaboration, problem-solving capabilities, and the ability to overcome time and space constraints in
communication.

Reward systems, recognition programs, and communication incentives play a significant role in promoting knowledge sharing.

Cultural models, especially the family culture model, provide a conducive environment for sharing.

Obstacles to knowledge sharing include information overload, lack of time, cultural resistance, and unclear quality expectations.
Relationships and team dynamics significantly affect the quality and extent of knowledge sharing.

Knowledge access and representation are central to enhancing the depth and intensity of sharing.

H — Knowledge Holding/Storing

15.
16.
17.

Dictionaries and data warehousing technologies are the most frequently used tools for knowledge storage.
Budgetary constraints are a major obstacle to investing in new tools and methods for storing knowledge.
Tools such as operational performance systems and service-focused databases are heavily used to improve deliverables in the knowledge

storing process.

O — Knowledge Organization/Mapping

18.
19.
20.

Resources are identified as the main level or unit used for knowledge mapping.
Group proficiency and the relationship between knowledge stores and knowledge dynamics are considered essential for effective mapping.

Tools like project tracking systems and knowledge-objective-based management are important in supporting knowledge mapping activities.

P — Knowledge Processing/Codification

21.

22.

Although not explicitly labeled in the raw data, tools and techniques for codifying knowledge, such as content centers and document quality
measures, indicate a strong focus on converting tacit knowledge into structured, accessible formats.
Corporate intranet, document libraries, and well-organized repositories contribute indirectly to the codification and formalization of

knowledge.

Cross-Dimensional and Organizational Insights

23.

IT consulting, software, and service organizations make greater use of KM tools than other types of organizations.
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24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

The main competitive priorities of Infosys include cost reduction, improvement, and quality enhancement.

Barriers to innovation include siloed business units, lack of knowledge transfer, absence of personal accountability, and cultural resistance.
Core competencies, best practices, and customer feedback are the most critical factors influencing organizational success.

Annual knowledge acquisition assessments are commonly practiced.

Virtual organizations, document-based knowledge, data capture tools, and intelligent databases are prioritized for knowledge acquisition.
Obstacles to acquisition include organizational culture and misaligned business needs.

Questionnaires and expert opinions are primary tools for acquiring new knowledge.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

This research has revealed that consulting and service organizations, along with software companies, are the two sectors that extensively use Knowledge

Management (KM) practice tools compared to others like Business Process Outsourcing (BPO), IT education, application development and maintenance,

and hardware/networking/system security. These latter sectors should actively integrate KM tools into their business processes to tap into underutilized

knowledge-based opportunities.

1. Knowledge Creation

Encourage Innovation: Organizations like Infosys, being knowledge-intensive, should place innovation at the forefront. Employee
motivation programs should be designed to foster a culture of knowledge generation. This will help identify and address knowledge gaps

within the business.

Budget Allocation: Adequate funding is essential for introducing innovative KM tools and practices. Strategic budgeting should support all

areas of knowledge creation to improve KM effectiveness across departments.

2. Knowledge Sharing

Build a Supportive Culture: Organizational culture must support open knowledge sharing. Top management must foster an environment
where employees feel secure sharing knowledge. This includes removing the fear of job insecurity and implementing effective incentive and

reward systems.

Family Culture Model: Promote a collaborative environment across departments to encourage sharing. Emphasize team building and

interpersonal relationships to create a family-like knowledge-sharing atmosphere.

Address Barriers: Tackle challenges such as information overload, lack of time, cultural resistance, and concerns about knowledge quality

that hinder effective knowledge sharing.

3. Knowledge Holding/Storing

Enhance IT Infrastructure: Robust IT systems are essential to maintain the accuracy and accessibility of knowledge. Organizations should
prioritize:
O  Stable and fast internet access
Intranet and mail servers
Centralized databases and document repositories

Access to external knowledge sources via WAN

O O O O

Use of programming languages, help desk tools, and web services aligned with KM goals

Cataloguing Systems: Implement effective cataloguing methods to store and retrieve past project data efficiently, enabling knowledge reuse

and reducing redundancy.

4. Knowledge Organization/Mapping

Dedicated KM Personnel: Appoint KM officers or knowledge champions responsible for managing and monitoring KM initiatives. Regular

audits and performance tracking should ensure alignment with KM objectives.

Survey Methods: Use flexible and adaptive survey techniques to track and map the KM process across departments. Regular feedback loops

can help refine KM strategies.

5. Knowledge Processing/Codification

Leverage Core Competencies: Organizations should codify best practices, customer feedback, and internal expertise into structured KM

systems for reuse and training.

Leadership as a KM Catalyst: Strong leadership is the foundation of effective KM. Champion leaders should drive KM initiatives, enabling
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knowledge creation, mapping, and codification. Leadership also shapes a positive KM culture and drives systemic knowledge growth.

CONCLUSION

This research studied the KM practice tools adopted by Indian IT organizations, focusing primarily on sectors such as IT consulting, services, software,

BPO, IT education, application development, and others. The KSHOP framework provided a structured lens to evaluate KM practices from creation to

codification.

While consulting and software firms are KM-mature, sectors like BPO and IT education still lag behind in leveraging KM tools. The insights drawn from

this study can guide organizations in other sectors to develop or refine their KM strategies. Although the study's scope was limited to Indian IT sectors

due to time constraints, the implications can be extended to other industries as well.

By aligning KM efforts with the KSHOP components, organizations can ensure a comprehensive and systematic approach to knowledge management,

fostering innovation, efficiency, and sustained competitive advantage in their knowledge journey.
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