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Abstract

Purpose:  This research paper focuses on the difficulties of college education with respect to  Knowledge
Management Tools in the colleges.

Methodology/ Design/ Approach: This paper work is based on the survey questionnaire designed to obtain the
information on Knowledge Management initiatives administered to random sample of 200 Teachers of Arts and
Science Colleges in Puducherry.

Findings: Outcome of empirical research identified the factors of barriers in application of Knowledge
management Practices in the College Education.

Research Implication: Barriers are emerging in the knowledge activities in the structural and normative Reason.
College Education needs systematic practices, which offers a free flow of knowledge transfer activities at the
academic institutions.

Originality/Value: The present research paper assesses the factors of barriers in application of KM System on the
development of college education.

Keywords: Knowledge Management, Knowledge Management Initiatives, Knowledge Management practices,
Higher Learning Institutions, Puducherry.
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Introduction

Knowledge Management (KM) is a key element in finding, organizing, filtering, storing
and presenting information in a method that improves the employee’s comprehension. KM
assists any type of institutions to get understanding from its own experience. KM initiatives help
the organisation in acquiring, storing and utilizing knowledge for dynamic problem solving and
also strategic planning. It also enable to hold intellectual assets of an organisation from decay,
adds to firm intelligence and provides increased flexibility. KM includes activities like
discovering, capturing, sharing, and applying knowledge in the forms of resources, documents,
and people skills, so as to enhance, the knowledge impact on the organisation’s goal achievement
in a cost-effective manner.

Knowledge Management (KM) may simply be defined as doing what is required to get
the most out of available knowledge resources. Peter Drucker (1992), considered as the father of
KM gives more Barriers to knowledge than the resources such as land, labour, and capital.

Further he adds that the knowledge society highly dependent on two factors viz., systematic
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work on the quality of the knowledge and productivity of knowledge. KM focuses on organizing
available knowledge in an organization. It enables to transform data and information and makes
them available to the users for effective productivity.

Nowadays Knowledge management tools is used in all types of organisations and
extended to private enterprises and international charities. Knowledge management initiatives
result in the attainment of organizational objectives. It enables an organisation not only to
become more knowledgeable, but also to create, transfer and apply knowledge for better
achievement of objectives. Efficient use of KM process will improve the of products quality.
Research Objectives of the Study

This study has identified the objectives for the purpose of assessing the KM status of
HLIs with the help of Teachers’ perception.

1. Toassess the major factors in the on Barriers of KM.
2. To assess the difference exists between Gender, Types of Institution, Age of Institution and

Teachers’ Experience on Barriers of KM.
Data Collection
A structured questionnaire was distributed by personal visits and by post for the colleges that are
situated far away from the state headquarters. In the 8 Arts and Science Colleges, the
questionnaires were distributed to 215 respondents with a return of 200 questionnaires.
Profile of the Respondents
The profile of the respondents covers the backdrop of the respondents. Since the study is related
to the Teachers’ perception on KM, it contains the Barriers of KM,. The above said perceptions
may vary on the basis of the profile of the respondents. The profile includes Respondents’
Gender, Institution type, Age of Institution and Respondents’ Experience.
Gender of Respondents

Table 1 Gender Of Respondents

S.No Gender Number of Respondents
1 Male 135
2 Female 65
Total 200

Source: Computed from Primary Data
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Type of Institution
In the type of institution is categorized as Government, Government-aided and Private.

The distribution of respondents on the basis of type of institution is shown in the Table placed

below.
Table 2 Type Of Institution
S.No. Type Of Institution Number of College
1 Government 04
2 Government-aided 03
3 Private 01
Total 08

Source: Computed from Primary Data

50 per cent of the respondents were from Government institutions.
Age of Institution
Based on the years of existence, the institutions are categorised as < 5 years, 5-10 years, 10-15
years, 15-20 years and >20 years. The distribution of respondents on the basis of Age of
Institution is presented in the table below.
Table 3 Age Of Institution

S.No Years Number of respondents
1 <5 08
2 5-10 16
3 10- 15 20
4 15-20 36
5 > 20 120
Total 200

Source: Computed from Primary Data

The above Table shows that majority of the respondents working in the fourth category.
Experience of the Respondents
Table 5 indicates the respondents’ level of experience. The Teachers are classified under five

categories such as < 5 years, 5-10 years, 10-15 years, 15-20 years and > 20 years.
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Table 4 Experience of the Respondents
S.No Experience (in years) Number of respondents

1 <5 30
2 5-10 74
3 10-15 34
4 15-20 32
5 > 20 30

Total 200

Source: Computed from Primary Data
Among the total number of respondents, a higher proportion of teachers (37%) falls under the
second category of experience.
Factors Contributing to Barriers of KM
Many researchers have identified various variables signalling the Barriers of KM. Those barriers
have to be handled by the college management for the efficient utilization of KM system.
Emphasising Individual importance, Fear of losing individual importance, Fear of sharing for job
promotion, Hesitation to learn new knowledge, Inflexibility of staff behaviour and attitude, Lack
of understanding among staff, Lack of trust with colleagues, Lack of support from management,
No standardised procedure, Bureaucratic management, Work load and Lack of financial
resources are the barriers of the KM in HLIs.
Factor analysis has been applied to group the different barrier variables into right categories for
effective monitoring and intensive control of KM barriers.
Table 5 shows the results of KMO and Bartlett’s test. This test has been applied to ascertain the
sampling adequacy for applying factor analysis.

KMO and Bartlett's Test for KM Barriers

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkign Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.512
Approx. Chi-Square 465.697

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity | Df 66
Sig. 0.000

Source: Compiled from primary data
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It is clear from the table that sampling adequacy with 0.512 and chi-square value of the

Bartlett’s test of sphericity is 465.967 and they are statistically significant at 1 per cent level. In

view of the adequacy of sample, factor analysis has been made to identify the principal

component factors.

Table 6 shows the relative importance of each barrier variable through extraction values

and the percentage of variance and cumulative percentage of variance in respect of 12 barrier

variables.

Table 6 Communalities, Total Variance & Factor Loading For Barriers Of KM

o Commu
Code Difficulties 1 2 3 6 o Factor Name
nalities
dif10 | Emphasise on
. 931 874
Individual Focus
dif20 | Fear of losing
o ) .648
individual importance | .727 o
i i i Individual
difl9 | Fear of sharing for job .
) 677 .780 Barriers
promotion
dif16 | Hesitation to learn new
552 737
knowledge
dif04 | Inflexibility of staff
_ _ 933 558
behaviour and attitude
Dif09 | Lack of understanding
874 .623 Group
among staff _
i i Barriers
dif18 | Lack of trust with
697 548
colleagues
difl3 | Lack of support from
.798 872
management
dif07 | No standardised
729 642
procedure _
- i Management Barriers
difl2 | Bureaucratic
-.703 .586
management
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dif11 | Work load .634 | .598
dif03 | Lack of financial Financial & Time
446 | .566 _
resources Barriers
Eigen values 1.860 |1.397| 1.254 |1.138
Percentage of variance 11.64
16.501 L 10.446|9.484
Percentage of cumulative 16.5 |27.14| 37.58 [66.93

Source: Compiled from primary data

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization

The above table reveals that the factor loading of values of 12 variables ranging between 54.8
per cent and 87.4 per cent. The barrier variables shown in the table have been condensed into 4
major factors viz., Individual barriers, Group barriers, Management barriers and Financial and
time barriers.

The table comprises four factors with their appropriate barrier variables arranged according to
their loadings. The ‘Individual barrier’ factor includes four variables with their values in
parentheses are, Emphasise Individual Importance (0.931), Fear of Losing Individual Importance
(0.727), Fear of Sharing for Job Promotion (0.677), Hesitation to Learn New Knowledge (0.552).
The presence of any of these factors has to invite the attention of management to take appropriate
steps to check the difficulties while implementing the KM initiatives.

Factor 2 titled as ‘Group barriers’ comprises the barriers arranged according to their loading
values. A casual observation of Group barriers listed in the factor 2 clearly emphasises the need
to monitor barriers surviving among the Teachers. Inflexibility of staff behaviour and attitude
(0.933), Lack of understanding among staff (0.874), Lack of trust with colleagues (0.697) are
coming under the purview of factor 2. Among the three variables Inflexibility of staff behaviour
and attitude is the major barrier under this factor.

A close scrutiny of factor 3 titled as ‘Management barriers’ shows that the Lack of support from
management (0.798) and No standardised procedure (0.729) are the significant barrier in this
factor. However, Bureaucratic management (-0.703) is not a significant barrier which is

evidenced by the negative loading factor.
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Factor 4 (Financial and Time barriers) consists of two variables viz., Work load and Lack of
financial resources. Out of the two variables work load is the major barrier with the loading
factor 0.634.
Table 7 Mean And Standard Deviation Of Teachers’ Perception On Barriers Of Km In
Respect To Gender

Gender
Factors Total
Male Female
1B
3.38 3.32 3.34
(1.45) (1.49) (1.47)
GB 2.93 3.18 3.07
(1.14) (1.10) (1.12)
M B 3.11 3.30 3.22
(1.21) (1.12) (1.16)
FTB 3.10 3.11 2.98
(1.73) (1.17) (1.15)

Note: Figures in the parentheses are standard deviation.

Source: Computed Results based on Primary Data using SPSS.

The above table indicates that the “individual barrier” is the major barrier for KM among the

teachers of the colleges with a mean score of 3.22.

Table 8 Mean And Standard Deviation Of Teachers’ Perception On Barriers Of Km In

Respect To Type Of Institution

Factor of barrier Govt. Aided Private
1B
3.07 3.59 3.44
(1.71) (1.33) (1.47)
GB 3.07 2.98 3.07
(1.14) (0.92) (1.11)
MB 2.83 3.05 3.22
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(1.02) (0.83) (1.16)
FTB 3.00 3.18 2.98
(1.15) (1.36) (1.15)

Note: Figures in the parentheses are standard deviation.

Source: Computed Results based on Primary Data using SPSS.

Table 8 shows the mean value of individual barriers is higher than the other barriers (Mean
score: 3.22 and S.D:1.46).
Table 9 represents the mean and standard deviation score of Teachers perception on Barriers of
KM in respect of length of service of Teachers.
Table 9 Mean And Standard Deviation Of Teachers’ Perception On Barriers Of Km In
Respect Of Age Of The Institution

Age of the Institution

Eactors Below 10 - 15— | Above Total
5 5-10 15 20 20
Years | Years | Years | Years | Years
I B
3.51 3.22 3.56 3.00 3.15 3.34
(1.31) | (1.52) | (1.53) | (1.60) (1.38) (1.47)
GB 2.90 2.88 3.33 3.25 2.95 3.07
(1.16) | (1.04) | (0.99) | (1.21) (1.36) (1.11)
M B 3.10 3.48 3.42 2.73 3.15 3.22
(1.19) | (1.14) | (1.14) | (1.10) | (1.13) (1.16)
FTB 3.03 3.11 2.75 2.98 3.20 2.98
(1.19) | (2.16) | (1.07) | (1.18) (1.34) (1.15)

Note: Figures in the parentheses are standard deviation.

Source: Computed Results based on Primary Data using SPSS.

It is clear from the table that the mean score of individual barrier is more to the Teachers

with less than 5 years of experience (Mean value: 3.46).

Page | 15 Copyright @ 2020 Authors



Juni Khyat ISSN: 2278-4632
(UGC Care Group I Listed Journal) Vol-10 Issue-5 No. 20 May 2020

Table 10 Mean And Standard Deviation Of Teachers’ Perception On Barriers Of Km In
Respect To Year Of Experience

Year of Experience

Below Above

Factors . 5-10| 10-15 | 15-20 20 Total
Years | Years Years
Years Years
IB 3.60 3.35 3.33 2.96 3.67 3.34

(1.36) | (1.42) | (1.57) | (1.65) | (1.53) (1.47)

GB 306 | 303 | 326 | 2098 3.33 3.07
(1.10) | (1.09) | (0.97) | (1.21) | (1.26) (1.11)
M B 325 | 306 | 343 | 3.30 3.50 3.22
1.21) | (L.17) | (1.16) | (1.13) | (0.87) (1.16)
FTB 294 | 299 | 290 | 3.16 2.17 2.98

(1.24) | (1.19) | (1.06) | (1.07) | (1.26) (1.15)

Note: Figures in the parentheses are standard deviation.

Source: Computed Results based on Primary Data using SPSS.

The mean score for individual barrier is higher than the other barriers (Mean score: 3.22
and S.D.: 1.46).
Conclusion
The educational institutions in India may use the KM initiatives as applied in the Corporate
Sector which will facilitates a better result in the decision-making process, abridged curriculum
development cycle and process cost. The education management should make an polici to
included KM system to provide inclusive information to utilise the existing knowledge in the
organisation and add their knowledge to it. The results of the study suggest that upgrading in the
KM system by overcoming the existing barriers on the sharing of information would improve the
Teachers’ fulfillment in their performance. To a guaranteed positive outcome, notice to the
conclusions found in the study is important for the efficient functioning of the colleges.

Academic review can be characterised as two sides of the same coin, in the logic that
learning involves finding and improvement of errors to progress learning.This empirical study

attempted to find answer for the research question “how the knowledge sharing activities are
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managed in HLIs which is completely related to Teachers’ perception on their performance

outcomes”. This study has used a very explicit definition of learning which emphasises the role

of data and also provides a more detailed analysis of Teachers’ perception on the KM Status of

Educational Institutions. Further, this research work identifies the factors KM and Facilities and

Methods of KM, which robustly control the growth of the HLIs. This work also providing idea to

the Teachers that accepting the most important task of the KM Tools in the intellectual activities

may improve their performance. Moreover, the performance of the Teaches may be augmented
by identifying the areas to be improved.
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