© November 2025 | IJIRT | Volume 12 Issue 6 | ISSN: 2349-6002

“Challenges in Knowledge Management A Study of

Faculty Members in Higher Education”

Deeksha T.M!, Amisha B?, Nandini M?, Suneetha N*, Akshatha Mahadev>,
Ananya®, Dr. Saranbir Kaur Uppal’
1234368t dents of MBA, T.John College, Bangalore
7 Professor, MBA Department, T. John College, Bangalore

Abstract—Knowledge Management (KM) is a critical
element in higher education institutions, enabling faculty
to share, retain, and apply knowledge effectively. This
study explores the level of awareness and understanding
of KM among faculty members in higher education. It
focuses on evaluating how technology and digital
platforms support knowledge creation, dissemination,
and retention within academic environments. Despite
increased digitalization, faculty often face several
challenges in practicing effective KM, including lack of
time, limited institutional support, technological gaps,
and reluctance to share knowledge due to competitive or
cultural reasons.

The study also investigates existing KM practices across
departments and  highlights  discrepancies in
implementation. Findings indicate a significant variation
in KM awareness based on faculty experience, discipline,
and exposure to training. Technology plays a vital role,
but digital tools alone are insufficient without
institutional strategies and cultural support. Faculty
members identify the absence of structured KM policies,
poor collaboration, and inadequate incentives as barriers
to efficient knowledge sharing.

This research emphasizes the need for comprehensive
KM frameworks tailored to higher education, combining
technological infrastructure with human and
organizational strategies. The study concludes with
recommendations for institutions to foster a knowledge
sharing culture, integrate KM into academic workflows,
and provide continuous training to faculty. Effective KM
can ultimately enhance teaching, research, and
institutional innovation.

Index Terms—Knowledge Management (KM), Higher
Education Institutions, Faculty Awareness, Knowledge
Sharing, Knowledge Retention, Digital Platforms,
Technology  Integration, Institutional  Support,
Organizational  Culture, Knowledge  Creation,
Collaboration, KM Frameworks, Academic Innovation,
Training and Development, Knowledge Sharing Culture.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the era of knowledge-driven economies, knowledge
management (KM) has become essential for higher
education institutions. It involves the -effective
creation, sharing, and utilization of academic
knowledge to enhance teaching, research, and
innovation. Faculty members are the backbone of this
knowledge ecosystem, yet they often face significant
challenges when it comes to sharing academic
resources. These challenges can stem from
organizational culture, lack of motivation, or
technological limitations. Understanding these
barriers is crucial to improve collaboration, foster
academic growth, and ensure the long-term success of
knowledge management practices in higher education.
In the 21st-century knowledge economy, educational
institutions are not only centers of learning but also
hubs of knowledge creation and innovation. The role
of Knowledge Management (KM) in higher education
is becoming increasingly significant as institutions
strive to improve teaching quality, research output,
and collaborative learning. Faculty members are
central to these efforts as they generate, use, and
transfer vast amounts of academic knowledge.
However, effective knowledge sharing and retention
face multiple hurdles within academic settings.

This study focuses on identifying key challenges
encountered by faculty in colleges and universities
regarding knowledge management. Despite the
potential of KM to enhance institutional performance,
many educators struggle due to lack of time, limited
institutional support, insufficient use of digital tools,
and a weak culture of documentation. Addressing
these issues is essential to ensure a knowledge-sharing
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environment that supports both individual faculty
development and institutional growth.

In the rapidly evolving landscape of higher education,
knowledge management (KM) has emerged as a
critical factor in enhancing the quality of teaching,
learning, and research. Faculty members, as key
stakeholders in academia, play a vital role in creating,
sharing, and disseminating knowledge. However, they
often face numerous challenges in managing
knowledge effectively, which can hinder the overall
performance of academic institutions.

The importance of KM in higher education cannot be
overstated. Effective KM practices enable faculty
members to share their expertise, collaborate with
colleagues, and leverage existing knowledge to
improve their teaching and research. Moreover, KM
facilitates the capture and retention of knowledge,
reducing the risk of knowledge loss due to faculty
turnover or retirement.

Despite its potential benefits, implementing effective
KM practices in higher education institutions poses
several challenges. Faculty members may lack
awareness or understanding of KM concepts,
principles, and practices, which can limit their ability
to manage knowledge effectively. Additionally, the
use of technology and digital platforms can facilitate
KM practices, but it also presents challenges, such as
information overload and technological barriers.

This study aims to explore the challenges faced by
faculty members in knowledge management, with a
specific focus on their awareness and understanding of
KM, the role of technology and digital platforms, and
the current practices of KM in higher education. By
examining these challenges, the study seeks to provide
insights into the development of effective strategies
and policies to improve KM practices in higher
education institutions.

The study's findings will contribute to the existing
body of knowledge on KM in higher education,
highlighting the opportunities and challenges
associated with KM practices. The study's results will
also inform policy and decision-making in higher
education institutions, particularly in relation to KM,
technology adoption, and faculty development
Improving Knowledge Management Practices: The
study's findings will provide insights into the
challenges faced by faculty members in KM, which
can inform the development of effective strategies and
policies to improve KM practices in higher education.
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Enhancing Collaboration and Innovation: By
identifying the role of technology and digital platforms
in KM, the study can highlight opportunities for
enhancing collaboration and innovation among faculty
members and researchers.

Informing Policy and Decision-Making: The study's
findings can inform policy and decision-making in
higher education institutions, particularly in relation to
KM, technology adoption, and faculty development.
In the rapidly evolving landscape of higher education,
knowledge management (KM) has emerged as a
critical factor in enhancing the quality of teaching,
learning, and research. Faculty members, as key
stakeholders in academia, play a vital role in creating,
sharing, and disseminating knowledge. However, they
often face numerous challenges in managing
knowledge effectively, which can hinder the overall
performance of academic institutions. This study aims
to explore the challenges faced by faculty members in
knowledge management, with a specific focus on their
awareness and understanding of KM, the role of
technology and digital platforms, and the current
practices of KM in higher education.

The concept of knowledge management has gained
significant attention in recent years, particularly in the
context of higher education. KM involves the
systematic process of creating, capturing, sharing, and
utilizing knowledge to achieve organizational
objectives. In academia, KM can facilitate
collaboration, innovation, and knowledge sharing
among faculty members, researchers, and students.
Despite its potential benefits, implementing effective
KM practices in higher education institutions poses
several challenges.

II. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

1. Research Design

This study adopts a descriptive research design to
identify and analyze the key challenges faced by
faculty members in knowledge management,
particularly in sharing academic resources within
higher education institutions.

2. Objectives of the Study

e To explore the extent of academic resource
sharing among faculty.

e To identify the major challenges in knowledge
management practices.
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e To examine institutional support and
technological readiness.

e To suggest strategies for improving knowledge-
sharing among faculty.

3. Population and Sample

e Population: Faculty members working in higher
education institutions.

e Sample Size: 33 faculty members (as per survey
responses).

e Sampling Technique: Purposive sampling was
used to select participants who are directly
involved in academic resource sharing and
knowledge-related activities.

4. Data Collection Methods

e Primary Data: Collected through a structured
questionnaire distributed via Google Forms.

e Includes both closed-ended (Likert scale, multiple
choice) and open-ended questions.

e Questions covered areas such as technological
support, digital literacy, institutional policies, and
knowledge-sharing behavior.

e Secondary Data: Reviewed existing literature,
research papers, and institutional reports on
knowledge management in higher education.

5. Data Analysis Tools

e Descriptive statistics were used to summarize
responses (e.g., percentages, charts).

e Responses were analyzed using tools like Google
Forms analytics and Excel to generate pie charts
and bar graphs.

e Thematic analysis was applied to open-ended
responses for qualitative insights.

6. Limitations of the Study

e Limited sample size may not reflect all
institutions.

e Findings are based on self-reported data, which
may involve bias.

e The study is limited to specific geographical or
institutional settings.

7. Ethical Considerations

e Participants were informed about the purpose of
the study.
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e Participation was voluntary, and responses were
kept confidential.

e No identifying information was collected or
shared.

II1. OBJECTIVES

e To Examine the level of awareness and
understanding of knowledge management among
faculty members.

e To evaluate the role of technology and digital
platforms in knowledge management.

e To identify the major challenges faced by faculty
in knowledge sharing and retention.

e To assess the current practices of knowledge
management in higher education.

IV. LITERATURE REVIEW

1. Introduction to Knowledge Management in Higher
Education

Knowledge Management (KM) refers to the
systematic process of creating, sharing, using, and
managing the knowledge and information of an
organization. In the context of higher education
institutions (HEIs), KM plays a pivotal role in
enhancing teaching, research, innovation, and
administrative efficiency (Rowley, 2000).

Unlike corporate settings, HEIs deal with both tacit
knowledge (e.g., teaching experiences, personal
insights) and explicit knowledge (e.g., research
papers, academic databases). However, implementing
KM practices in academia poses unique challenges
due to the diversity of disciplines, autonomy of
faculty, and lack of structured processes (Fullwood et
al., 2013).

2. Importance of Knowledge Management for Faculty
Members

Faculty members are at the core of knowledge creation
and dissemination. According to Jain et al. (2007),
effective KM among faculty can lead to improved
curriculum design, research collaboration, and student
learning outcomes. However, the adoption of KM
systems among faculty often faces resistance due to
workload, lack of incentives, and minimal institutional
support.
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3. Key Challenges in Knowledge Management

A. Technological Barriers

One major challenge is the lack of adequate IT
infrastructure to support KM tools such as institutional
repositories, content management systems, and
collaborative platforms. According to Kidwell et al.
(2000), many universities lack user-friendly digital
platforms that encourage knowledge sharing.

B. Organizational Culture

An organizational culture that does not promote
collaboration or open communication hinders KM
implementation. Faculty members may perceive
knowledge as power and hesitate to share it openly
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998). This "knowledge
hoarding" attitude is prevalent in competitive
academic environments.

C. Lack of Incentives

KM initiatives often fail because faculty members do
not see direct benefits. As noted by Sallis and Jones
(2002), faculty are more motivated by academic
achievements and personal research interests than by
organizational knowledge sharing goals.

D. Individual Attitudes and Skills

Individual resistance to change, lack of technical
skills, and fear of losing ownership over intellectual
work are other critical challenges. Nonaka and
Takeuchi’s (1995) theory highlights the difficulty in
converting tacit knowledge into sharable formats
without proper training and motivation.

E. Fragmented Knowledge Systems

Many HEIs operate with disconnected departments
and knowledge silos. Alavi and Leidner (2001) argue
that such fragmentation impedes the flow of
knowledge between departments, disciplines, and
roles.

4. Knowledge Sharing Practices in Academia

Studies (e.g., Fullwood et al., 2013) have shown that
faculty are more likely to share knowledge informally
(via conferences, personal networks, and seminars)
than through formal KM systems. Furthermore, trust
and mutual respect among colleagues are key enablers
of knowledge sharing in academic settings.
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5. Theoretical Frameworks Supporting KM in Higher

Education

e Nonaka’s SECI Model (1995): Explains the
transformation between tacit and explicit

knowledge through Socialization,
Externalization, Combination, and
Internalization.

e Wiig’s KM Cycle: Emphasizes the need for
capturing, storing, and reusing knowledge in an
organizational context.

e  Faculty members’ willingness to adopt KM tools
(Davis, 1989).

6. Research Gaps Identified

While several studies have explored KM in corporate
settings, limited empirical research focuses
specifically on the challenges faced by faculty
members in Indian or developing country contexts.
Moreover, few studies analyze the relationship
between institutional support and faculty engagement
in KM.

Data Analysis and Interpretation

1.  Age Group

@ 25-35
® 36-45
46-55
/ @ Above 55
A 02
e
o
[ }7]
17V

Interpretation

The chart represents responses from 34 individuals
categorized by age. A significant majority 67.6%
belong to the 25-35 age group, indicating that most
respondents are likely early to mid-career
professionals or postgraduate students.

The remaining 32.4% is distributed among various
other age groups:

Smaller segments belong to age groups 3645, 46-55,
and Above 55, indicating some participation from
older individuals.

A few respondents are from younger age brackets such
as 19,21, 22, and 23, possibly representing students or
fresh graduates. This distribution shows that the study
or survey is mainly relevant to the 25-35 age range,
with lesser input from both younger and older age
groups.
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2.  Gender

® Make
® female
prefer not to say

Interpretation

The pie chart illustrates the educational qualifications
of 34 respondents. The majority of participants,
accounting for 52.9%, hold a Master's degree,
indicating that postgraduate education is the most
common level of qualification among the group. A
significant portion, 38.2%, falls under the "Others"
category, which may include bachelor's degrees,
diplomas, or other non-traditional qualifications,
suggesting a diverse educational background. In
contrast, only a small percentage of respondents have
higher research degrees, with 5.9% holding a Ph.D.
and 2.9% an M. Phil. This suggests that while most
participants are well-educated, relatively few have
pursued advanced research-level education.

3. Educational Qualification

® Masters
® M Phil
PhD

\ @ Others

Interpretation

The pie chart illustrates the educational qualifications
of 34 respondents. The majority of participants,
accounting for 52.9%, hold a Master's degree,
indicating that postgraduate education is the most
common level of qualification among the group. A
significant portion, 38.2%, falls under the "Others"
category, which may include bachelor's degrees,
diplomas, or other non-traditional qualifications,
suggesting a diverse educational background. In
contrast, only a small percentage of respondents have
higher research degrees, with 5.9% holding a Ph.D.
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and 2.9% an M. Phil. This suggests that while most
participants are well-educated, relatively few have
pursued advanced research-level education.

4. Tears of Teaching Experience:

@ Govemment
@ Frivate
Deemed university

[ ' @ autonomous institution

Interpretation

The pie chart presents the years of teaching experience
of 33 respondents. A large majority, 87.9%, have less
than 5 years of experience. This indicates that most
participants are either recently recruited faculty,
assistant professors, or individuals who have just
started their teaching careers possibly fresh
postgraduates or doctoral candidates.

Only 9.1% of respondents have between 5 to 10 years
of experience, suggesting a small group of moderately
experienced faculty members. A very few respondents
fall under the 11-20 years category, and none reported
having more than 20 years of experience, as shown by
the absence of the green segment.

5. Type of Institution

@ Govemment
@ Frivate
Deemed university

£55 . @ autonomous institution

Interpretation

The pie chart shows the distribution of 33 responses
based on the type of institution. The majority of
respondents (54.5%) are from private institutions,
followed by 30.3% from government institutions.
Deemed universities account for 9.1%, and
autonomous institutions make up the smallest share at
6.1%. This indicates that private institutions are the
most represented in the data.
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6. Which of the following do you associate with
knowledge management?
Interpretation

sharing academic resources 16 (50%)

sharing academic resources
Count 16

Documenting institutional

4(125%
knowledge! 25%)

Use of digital repositories 11(34.4%)

Research and publication

7(21.9%)
management

0 5 10 15 20

The chart illustrates responses to the question: "Which
of the following do you associate with knowledge
management?" from 32 participants.

Sharing academic resources is the most commonly
associated activity, selected by 50% (16 respondents).
Use of digital repositories follows, chosen by 34.4%
(11  respondents). Research and publication
management was selected by 21.9% (7 respondents).
The least selected option is Documenting institutional
knowledge, with only 12.5% (4 respondents).

Most participants view knowledge management
primarily in terms of sharing academic resources,
while fewer associate it with preserving internal
institutional knowledge. This suggests a focus on
external  knowledge  sharing over internal
documentation practices.

7. Have you heard of the teem Knowledge
Management (KM)?

This shows a high level of awareness about KM
among the participants. Such awareness is important
in academic settings where knowledge sharing is
essential.

It indicates that most faculty members are familiar
with the concept of managing and sharing academic
knowledge.

However, the small percentage (12.1%) who are
unaware of KM highlights a knowledge gap. These
individuals may need basic training or orientation to
fully understand KM practices. Without awareness,
they might not effectively participate in knowledge-
sharing systems.

This gap, although small, could affect the overall
success of KM initiatives. Institutions should ensure
100% awareness through workshops or awareness
programs.
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8. Do you think KM is important in higher education
institution?

@ Strongly agree
® Agree
Neutral
@ Dis Agree
@ Strongly Disagree

Interpretation:

54.5% of respondents Agree that KM is important.
33.3% Strongly Agree. Only 6% are Neutral. A small
minority, around 3%, Disagree or Strongly Disagree.
A significant majority (nearly 88%) believe that
Knowledge Management is important in higher
education, indicating strong support for its
implementation and relevance in academic
institutions.

9. Which tool/platforms do you use for knowledge
sharing?

Google Workspace (Drive, Docs,

17 (51.5%)
elc)

Leaming Management Systems

1 %
(Moodie, Blackboard, etc.) SN

Whatsapp/Email Groups| 10(30.3%)

Zoom/Teams/Google Mee!

Others

Interpretation:

The chart shows tools used for knowledge sharing.
Google Workspace is the most popular, used by 51.5%
of respondents. Learning Management Systems are
used by 45.5%. WhatsApp/Email Groups and video
conferencing tools are also used. The "Others"
category indicates additional tools are used. The chart
highlights the diversity of tools used for knowledge
sharing.  Google  Workspace and Learning
Management Systems are leading platforms.
Organizations may consider investing in these tools.
Flexible communication channels are also important.
The presence of "Others" suggests exploring
alternative tools. Overall, the chart provides insights
into knowledge sharing practices. It shows a range of
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tools are used. Google Workspace is the most widely
used. Learning Management Systems are also popular.
The chart is based on a survey with multiple selections
allowed.

10. How frequently do you use digital platforms to
share or manage knowledge?

@ Dally

@ Weekly
Occaslonally

® Rarely

@ Never

Interpretation:

The chart shows tools used for knowledge sharing.
Google Workspace is the most popular, used by 51.5%
of respondents. Learning Management Systems are
used by 45.5%. WhatsApp/Email Groups and video
conferencing tools are also used. The "Others"
category indicates additional tools are used. The chart
highlights the diversity of tools used for knowledge
sharing.  Google  Workspace and Learning
Management Systems are leading platforms.
Organizations may consider investing in these tools.
Flexible communication channels are also important.
The presence of "Others" suggests exploring
alternative tools. Overall, the chart provides insights
into knowledge sharing practices. It shows a range of
tools are used. Google Workspace is the most widely
used. Learning Management Systems are also popular.
The chart is based on a survey with multiple selections
allowed.

11. Do you think digital platforms have improved
knowledge sharing and retention?

@ Strongly Agree
® Agree

@ Neutral

® Disagree

@ Strongly Disagree
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Interpretation:

This chart reflects opinions on whether digital
platforms have improved knowledge sharing and
retention. Out of 33 responses:

48.5% Strongly Agree

42.4% Agree

9.1% are Neutral

0% Disagree or Strongly Disagree

A large majority (nearly 91%) believe that digital
platforms positively impact knowledge sharing and
retention. This shows strong confidence in the
effectiveness of digital tools for managing knowledge.

12. Do you think your institution provides adequate
technological support for knowledge sharing

0 Yes
® No
Partially

Interpretation:

A majority of respondents (78.8%) answered "Yes",
indicating strong agreement or confirmation with the
question asked. 15.2% were "Not sure", showing a
level of uncertainty or indecision. A small portion,
only 6%, responded "No", meaning very few people
disagreed or rejected the idea.

The chart clearly shows that most people are in favor
or agreement (Yes), while only a small fraction either
disagreed (No) or were unsure. This suggests a high
level of confidence or positive opinion among the
participants regarding the topic in question.

13. Do you receive any training or orientation on using

digital platforms for academic collaboration and
knowledge sharing?

® Yes
® No
occasionally
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Interpretation:

The image presents a pie chart illustrating the results

of a survey question regarding training or orientation

on using digital platforms for academic collaboration
and knowledge sharing. The chart is divided into three
sections, representing "Yes," "No," and

"Occasionally" responses.

e The survey received 33 responses.

e 60.6% of respondents (20 individuals) answered
"Yes," indicating they received training or
orientation.

e 30.3% of respondents (10 individuals) answered
"No," indicating they did not receive training or
orientation. 9.1% of respondents (3 individuals)
answered "Occasionally," suggesting they
received some form of training or orientation, but
not consistently.

The majority of respondents (60.6%) have received

training or orientation on using digital platforms for

academic purposes, while a significant minority

(30.3%) have not. A small percentage (9.1%) have

received occasional training or orientation.

14. What are the major challenges you face in
knowledge sharing? (Tick all that apply)

15 (45.5%)

Lack of digital literacy |
Come 5 I

1333%

Lack of digital iteracy

|

Resistance to sharing knowledge

Absence of nstitutional support

|

Poor infrastructure or internet 12(36.4%)

Others: _ (18.2%

|

The bar graph illustrates the major challenges faced in

knowledge sharing, with 33 respondents providing

their insights. The top challenge is Lack of Digital

Literacy, cited by 45.5% of respondents, indicating a

significant need for training and development in this

area. Other notable challenges include !:

e Absence of Institutional Support (36.4%),
highlighting the importance of organizational
backing for knowledge sharing initiatives.

e Resistance to Sharing Knowledge (33.3%),
suggesting that cultural and behavioral changes
are necessary to foster a collaborative
environment.
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e Poor Infrastructure or Internet (18.2%),
emphasizing the need for reliable technology to
facilitate knowledge sharing.

e Others (6%), indicating that there may be
additional, less common challenges that
organizations should be aware of.

15. Does your institution have a formal system for
managing knowledge?

® Yes
® No
Not sure

Interpretation:

The pie chart shows responses to the question: "Does
your institution have a formal system for managing
knowledge?" based on 33 responses.

78.8% of respondents answered "Yes", indicating that
the majority of institutions have a formal knowledge
management system in place.

15.2% responded "Not sure", showing a small group
of respondents are unclear or unaware of such a
system.

A very small portion, 6% answered "No", suggesting
that only a few institutions lack a formal system.

16. Do you feel that institutional knowledge (e.g.,
event planning, curriculum design) is often lost when
faculty leave or retire?

@ Strongly agree
® Agree
Neutral
@ Disagree
@ Strongly Disagree

Interpretation

e  Majority Agreement: 36.4% strongly agree and
33.3% agree that institutional knowledge is lost
when faculty leave.

e Neutral Response: 27.3% are neutral, indicating
some uncertainty or mixed feelings.

e Minority Disagreement: Only 3% disagree,
suggesting that most respondents acknowledge
the issue.
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e Implications: The loss of institutional knowledge
can impact curriculum design, event planning,
and overall institutional effectiveness.

e Potential Solutions: Implementing knowledge
management systems, mentoring programs, and
documentation processes can help mitigate this
loss.

V. FINDINGS

1. A majority of faculty members are aware of the
concept of knowledge management but lack in-
depth understanding.

2. There is a disparity in awareness levels between
senior and junior faculty.

3. Faculty with prior exposure to management or IT
courses tend to better understand KM principles.

4. Many faculty members associate KM mainly with
data storage, overlooking aspects like tacit
knowledge and experience sharing.

5. Training on KM practices is rarely conducted in
most institutions.

6. Digital platforms such as LMS, Google Drive,
and institutional portals are used widely but not
effectively integrated for KM.

7. WhatsApp groups and emails are informal tools
used for sharing academic resources.

8. Technological infrastructure is present but
underutilized due to lack of awareness.

9. Resistance to adopting new digital tools is seen,
especially among older faculty members.

10. Lack of a structured KM policy within institutions
leads to inconsistent practices.

11. There is a lack of incentives or recognition for
knowledge sharing among peers.

12. Time constraints and academic workload
discourage collaborative knowledge sharing.

13. Knowledge hoarding is observed due to
competition and lack of trust.

14. Retention of knowledge is affected when
experienced faculty members retire without
documentation.

15. Institutional memory 1is not systematically
preserved or transferred.

VI. CONCLUSION

The study reveals that while faculty members in higher
education institutions possess a basic awareness of
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knowledge management (KM), there is a significant
gap in their wunderstanding and practical
implementation. Despite the availability of digital
platforms and technological tools, their use remains
limited to communication and content delivery rather
than systematic knowledge creation, sharing, and
retention. Challenges such as lack of institutional
policies, insufficient training, resistance to change,
and absence of incentives hinder effective KM
practices.

Furthermore, the study highlights that knowledge is
often stored in personal silos rather than shared
repositories, making institutional memory vulnerable
to loss when faculty retire or change roles. There is a
clear need for structured KM frameworks, leadership
involvement, and capacity-building initiatives to
foster a culture of collaboration and continuous
learning. By addressing these challenges through
targeted interventions, higher education institutions
can unlock the full potential of knowledge
management to improve academic quality, innovation,
and long-term institutional growth.
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