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Abstract 

Purpose of the Study: The term “Knowledge” is measured as the most sig-
nificant asset in every educational Institution and managing the knowledge is 
considered tough to succeed in the Educational Institution status. If the pro-
fessors or lecturers have to use the best insights of knowledge sharing, then 
they have to learn how the knowledge is gathered, transferred and used in the 
Educational Institution. Data/Methodology: The intention of this study is to 
represent the conditions in which the development of new knowledge arises 
across the academic organizational borders and the factors that influence this 
process. Primary data are collected for this study. 18 questions are designed 
to ascertain the views of the academic faculties on the significance of know-
ledge transfer, strategies to encourage knowledge transfer, strategies to iden-
tify the barriers in knowledge sharing. The t-test is engaged to find the need 
for knowledge sharing is better communicated in engineering Colleges or in 
arts & science colleges. Findings: The respondent’s view was also examined 
to reveal the most agree as for the determining factors of knowledge sharing 
and its barriers. This result also provides the respondents feel that there is a 
scarcity of knowledge sharing approaches, a lack of knowledge archives, and 
also an inadequacy of awareness of the benefit of KS in their organizations. 
Originality: The key objective of the paper is to scrutinize the determinant 
factors of knowledge sharing amid academic faculties working in engineering 
and Arts & Science Colleges situated in the Chennai zone.  
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1. Introduction 

In our present economy, new emerging factors play a determinant role in the 
business environment. In developing countries, cost is not only the key parameter 
of the business environment nowadays, but also it should base on the development 
and production of Knowledge-based services and products. At present scenarios, 
knowledge has primarily measured a factor of production, laterally with labor, 
land, and capital. Knowledge will become the main key factor of the new economy 
as the world focuses on the “knowledge-based economy” [1]. The economic suc-
cess in the future is going to be fully depended on how organizations or compa-
nies obtain, utilize and influence knowledge efficiently and effectively. 

However, understanding the concept of knowledge has become a dilemma 
due to the lack of theories on the subject. This is primarily because of its intangi-
ble nature as it makes very tough to understand the concept of tacit knowledge. 
Likewise, companies or organizations may find it hard to handle knowledge ef-
fectively. Hence, a lot of investigation has to undertake in this domain so that a 
framework can be created to guide or support future research works. Generally, 
the significant area of knowledge management filed requires more attention in 
knowledge sharing [2]. Knowledge sharing is rooted within the knowledge- 
processing scope where knowledge is produced and effective knowledge man-
agement procedures must accentuate the knowledge sharing role to increase the 
topnotch outcome for the organizations. 

Objective 

Knowledge is seen as an important input in educational institutions since it al-
lows the development and creation of competitive advantage. Organizations that 
can exploit the use of knowledge effectively can remain competitive. Effective 
knowledge management strategies can enhance efficiency, productivity and ul-
timately achieve long-term corporate goals. However, more importance is given 
on the knowledge enablers, so-called tangible features in studies about know-
ledge management. Currently, most knowledge-based organizations may have 
knowledge management strategies that are too general. Knowledge management 
procedures must be broken down into precise procedures such as knowledge 
sharing procedures. Knowledge management is the key parameters to increase 
individual performance and also organizations. This paper will help the readers 
to understand the importance of Knowledge management and Knowledge shar-
ing parameters and to implement the same. 

The unique of this paper is to trained services organization, revealed that the 
“knowledge is power” mentality between the Faculties were a key obstacle hin-
dering effective KS. Academicians were found to oppose the knowledge sharing 
because of lack of time and fear of losing importance within the organization 
and many real-time implications. This study examines the Art & Science Colleg-
es and Engineering Colleges; since there are vast different parameters from these 
two educational sectors such as working culture, code of conduct, Knowledge 
Receiving & Knowledge Donating. 
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2. Literature Review 

Zhang, X. and Jiang, J. Y. [1] in their study examined knowledge-sharing phe-
nomena from the perspective of recipients’ characteristics. Particularly, this 
study tests the impact of knowledge receivers’ expertise, personal relationship 
and learning attitude through knowledge sharer on knowledge sharers’ readiness 
to share. And the outcome says that recipients’ characteristics play various roles 
in many situations (proactive and responsive knowledge sharing) in stimulating 
the knowledge sharers’ inducement to share. In responsive knowledge transfer, a 
learning attitude of the recipient and individual relationship with the knowledge 
sharer influences the sharer’s readiness to share. In proactive knowledge trans-
fer, professional skill and an individual relationship of the receiver with the 
sharer considerably influence the sharer’s readiness to share. 

Al-Busaidi, K.A., Olfman, L. [3] in their research focus on Inter-organizational 
knowledge sharing systems. (IOKSS) is crucial for scientific, economic and social 
improvement, particularly in knowledge-intense sectors. Knowledge sharing 
systems and processes refused only is conflicting with organizational and indi-
vidual aspects, but also by technical, political and social inter-organizational fa-
cet [3]. This paper meant for investigating the knowledge worker impacts, 
IOKSS, peer, sector factors and organization of knowledge workers’ target to 
transfer knowledge through IOKSS. Knowledge workers are the key sharehold-
ers that allow the IOKSS survival, and this study establishes that the human ele-
ments have an important direct effect on the aim to transfer knowledge through 
IOKSS. Further reasons, such as the IOKSS system, the organization and divi-
sion factors showed indirect effects on knowledge workers’ intention to transfer 
knowledge through IOKSS.  

Chin; Yee & Geok [4] in their study tried to investigate the knowledge-sharing 
barriers and strategies of academic faculties in Malaysia public and private uni-
versities which have acquired relatively small research consideration to date, and 
The general conclusion shows that private universities are more efficient and are 
more enthusiastic to transfer knowledge. Linking knowledge transfer with fair 
performance appraisals and nonmonetary rewards is robustly suggested in pri-
vate universities, while recognition, monetary rewards, publication of knowledge 
on newsletters and websites and the use of suitable expertise tools and systems 
are powerfully suggested in public universities. 

Roger Fullwood, Jennifer Rowley, Rachel Delbridge [5] showed in their study 
the limited previous research on knowledge sharing in universities, by prevailing 
the attitudes of and intentions towards knowledge transfer of UK studies, and by 
analyzing their views of some of the reasons that might be likely to effect on 
knowledge transfer activities, Respondents had optimistic attitudes towards 
knowledge sharing and their intents in this extent were also worthy. This may be 
related to their belief that knowledge sharing will improve and extend their rela-
tionships with colleagues, also offer opportunities for internal promotion and 
external appointments. Respondents are comparatively neutral concerning the 
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approach in which they’re led, and the function of the information technology 
(IT) and organizational structure in knowledge transfer. They have a compara-
tively stumpy level of affiliation to their university, lofty level of autonomy in-
sights, attached to a great level of affiliation with their regulation.  

The obstacles that reduce knowledge sharing can be categorized into the bar-
riers at the organizational level and at the individual level. One of the key bar-
riers that have been outlined frequently in the literature on knowledge manage-
ment is culture [6]. Knowledge sharing was not successful in educational institu-
tions as they are likely to alter their organizations’ customs to adopt KS plans 
and practices. Organizations should come up with KS strategies that fit the ex-
isting organization’s culture [7]. KS is also viewed alone as a special activity and 
not a division of the organization’s goals. At the individual stage, it was observed 
that barriers to KS consist of the following, deficiency in communication skills 
and social networks, variations in culture, lack of time and lack trust [8]. 

Pauline and Mason [9] have done an empirical study in New Zealand on ob-
stacles of Knowledge Management (KM) shows that the barriers are mainly in-
side the firms. Organizational culture, leadership, and management practices 
and lack of awareness and vision about KM were the main barriers inhibiting 
KM implementation. 

3. Methodology 
3.1. Data Collection & Analysis 

Two types of colleges have been considered for this study. First one is an Engi-
neering college and another is an Arts and Science College from the Chennai re-
gion. 250 out of 300 academic faculties were selected from both the engineering 
colleges and arts & Science College in Chennai. This was using a simple random 
sampling technique. Total Questionnaires for Analysis is 250; Out of which, 204 
questionnaires were getting replies from the targeted population, from this, 4 
questionnaires were considered not appropriate for the analysis. Finally, 200 
questionnaires were considered for analysis. 

3.2. Instrument for Primary Data Collection 

1) To gather data for the A questionnaire analysis was adopted to gather the 
primary data in this review, the questionnaire comprises of two sections, and the 
first section covers the demographic information (Gender, Age, Designation 
Marital Status, and Type of Institution).  

2) The second section comprises of 18 questions designed to ascertain the 
views of the academic faculties on the significance of knowledge transfer, strate-
gies to encourage knowledge transfer, strategies to identify the barriers in know-
ledge sharing.  

3) These were developed by the researcher relied on the theoretical back-
ground and literature review were appraised using a Likert-type scale which in-
cludes five points (ranging from 1 strongly oppose to 5 strongly have the same 
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opinion) [10]. 
Respondent’s profile and background information. The demographic and 

background variables used in this analysis are gender, age, status, designation 
and type of institution as per the data collected from Arts & Science and Engi-
neering college academicians (Table 1). 

Based on the demographics data analysis and other profile information ob-
tained, a majority of the respondents were female (60%). The respondents are 
mostly from the age of 31 to 40 years (40%), married (73.5%), and are secure 
with a Lecturer/Senior Lecturer’s position (64.5%). 50% of the participators are 
presently working for engineering college. 

3.3. Importance of Knowledge Sharing 

One of the aims of the research was to establish the degree to which KS was con-
sidered significant by the Respondents. This survey states that 59.5% of the res-
pondents stating “strongly agree” and 37.5% stating “agree” to the statement. No 
respondents strongly disagreeing or disagree with the statement. As per the 
Questionaries’ are collected from the Arts & Science and Engineering college 
academicians, the outcomes of the survey are mentioned in Table 2. 
 
Table 1. Respondents’ demographic profile. 

Respondents’ Profile Classification Frequency Percentage 

Gender 
Male 80 40 

Female 120 60 

Age 

21 - 30 40 20 

31 - 40 80 40 

41 - 50 45 22.5 

Above 50 35 17.5 

Status 
Married 147 73.5 

Unmarried 53 26.5 

Designation 

Asst. Lecturer 31 15.5 

Lecturer 129 64.5 

Associate. Professor 28 14 

Professor 12 6 

Type of Institution 
Arts & Science 100 50 

Engineering 100 50 

 
Table 2. The significance of KS for the success & growth of an educational institution. 

 Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Agree 119 59.5 

Agree 77 37.5 

Neutral 4 2 

Total 200 100.00 
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Respondents were furthermore asked to reply, whether the importance of KS 
is clearly communicated in their university/college. Around 63% of respondents 
said that they “agree” or “strongly agree” with the statement, as compared to 
15.5% who “disagree” or “strongly disagree”. A lot of respondents, 21.5% were in 
doubt. Results are provided in Table 3. This table data analysis is purely done by 
the feedback from the Chennai region, Arts & Science and Engineering college 
academicians.  

The t-test is engaged to find the need for knowledge sharing is better commu-
nicated in engineering Colleges or in arts & science colleges. The requirement 
for sharing knowledge was much better communicated in art colleges than en-
gineering colleges. The performance of t-test is found in Table 4. 

The t-test for comparing two sample means is given by following 

1 2
2 2
1 2

2 2

−
=

−

x xt
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n n

 

As per the data collected from Arts & Science and Engineering colleges, to 
find the significant difference with T-Test and to understand the requirement 
for Knowledge management. 

3.4. Views on Knowledge Receiving and Knowledge Donating 

Respondents were inquired to indicate the degree to which they were willing to 
share the knowledge and also the degree to which their colleagues were ready to 
distribute the knowledge. In Table 5, the first two statements relate to know-
ledge, donating and the last two statements relate to knowledge receiving. It can 
be observed that the self-motivated biases are apparent from the views expressed 
by the respondents. They have given a better rating when it comes to their  
 
Table 3. Is the significance of Knowledge Transfer clearly communicated? 

 Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Agree 41 20.5 

Agree 85 42.5 

Neutral 43 21.5 

Disagree 27 13.5 

Strongly Disagree 4 2 

Total 200 100 

 
Table 4. T-test for a significant difference between arts & science and engineering col-
leges. 

T-Test 

College Type N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Arts & Science 100 1.6000 0.75210 0.07521 

Engineering 100 1.4200 0.49604 0.04960 
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Table 5. Views on knowledge receiving and knowledge donating. 

Survey Questionnaires SA A N D SD 

I am willing to share information  
with my colleagues 

79 (39.5) 103 (51.5) 12 (6) 4 (2) 0 

I am willing to share my lecture notes, 
Powerpoint slides and other  
resources with my colleagues. 

86 (43) 92 (46) 17 (8.5) 5 (2.5) 0 

My colleagues are willing to  
share information with me. 

44 (22) 82 (41) 37 (18.5) 30 (15) 7 (3.5) 

My colleagues are willing to share  
their notes, powerpoint slides,  
and other resources with me. 

40 (20) 75 (37.5) 38 (19) 25 (12.5) 22 (11) 

 
readiness to share knowledge and a lower rating to when it comes to sharing of 
knowledge with their colleagues.  

On a Likert’s five-point scale value of 1 was assigned to “strongly agree”; as 
such, a low mean score represents the high intensity of that variable in terms of 
barriers. The barriers have been set in order of the mean value from small to big 
value. It can be seen that lack of rewards and recognition, lack of time, and lack 
of informal and formal activities to cultivate knowledge sharing, have been 
identified as the strongest barriers, and while poor communication skills of the 
faculties and lack of IT systems were rated low in terms of barriers to KS.  

Refer the Table 6, very strong case was observed for KS through regular em-
phasis by the top management of the Colleges. This means that people would be 
more willing to share their knowledge if they felt that the top management wants 
it. It can also be observed from this table that there is a strong case for linking KS 
with rewards and performance appraisal. Besides, respondents experience a great 
need for the Colleges to motivate academicians to transfer knowledge on its in-
ternet site and make use of newsletters to spread the knowledge. This result also 
provides the respondents feel that there is a scarcity of knowledge sharing ap-
proaches, a lack of knowledge archives, and also an inadequacy of awareness of 
the benefit of KS in their organizations. 

4. Conclusions 

Academic Institutions were considered as the huge repository of knowledge. 
Academic Institutions like any organization which is paying much attention to 
knowledge, are increasing the efforts in enhancing their quality of education 
performance. Doing so requires the availability of adequate knowledge, where 
the academic faculties play a major role in helping the colleges to acquire ade-
quate knowledge. Based on this research, KS should be continuously promoted 
and barriers should be limited. The strategies for promoting knowledge sharing 
may be specific. Assistance from the top management in cheering academi-
cians to publish and distribute the knowledge through several available me-
thods is highly suggested. More awareness must be created to ensure that  
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Table 6. Methods to improvise knowledge sharing. 

Promotion of Knowledge Sharing 
Mean 
Scores 

% of “SA” 
and “A” 

Knowledge sharing can become a culture in the organization  
if top management often displays and strength the theme that  
“knowledge is the lifeblood of an organization’ 

1.50 87.3 

Technology plays an essential role in encouraging Knowledge Sharing 1.516 86.4 

The University/College should encourage the faculties to publish  
their knowledge on the university/college website or pool it  
in the library from where others could access it. 

1.515 84.5 

The university/college must use its circular or other similar tools to  
spread knowledge and encourage knowledge sharing among the faculty 

1.504 81.6 

Knowledge sharing can be encouraged if it is linked to the  
performance assessment of the faculty. 

1.50 79.6 

Knowledge sharing could be encouraged if it is clearly linked to rewards. 1.473 76.0 

Nonfinancial rewards (appreciation, recognition) shall be more  
efficient in encouraging knowledge sharing than financial rewards. 

1.498 69.7 

Knowledge sharing can be encouraged if there is a designated  
knowledge officer at the university/college. 

1.504 61.7 

There is raising awareness of the gain of knowledge  
sharing in my organization. 

1.503 57.7 

There exists a knowledge database in my organization. 1.477 51.6 

There occurs a knowledge sharing plan for my organization. 1.625 46.1 

 
people understand the benefits of knowledge sharing. A decent knowledge flow 
in working groups and collaborative societies of faculty members within a de-
partment or through different university departments would lead to better re-
search and education management. 

Previous studies regarding Knowledge Management across institutions as a 
common whole. Instead, Arts & Science and Engineering colleges are completely 
different in the perspective of organizational structure, Code of conduct and 
knowledge management too. In this paper, we analyzed the various factors of 
Knowledge sharing and Knowledge Creation. It takes a comprehensive view on 
knowledge and argues that defining knowledge management through Arts & 
Science and Engineering Colleges are different. The conversion between infor-
mation and knowledge is best accomplished through social and Economic ac-
tors. The roots of this view can be implemented in theoretical and technological 
subsystems; that is one of the reasons we believe that knowledge management is 
best and it’s carried out through the knowledge optimization in the perspective 
of the organization. 
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