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Abstract

Due to constant surge in knowledge demand, it is suggested that organizations measure strategic value of their knowledge,
to separate the critical knowledge, reduce information clutter and fight cognitive overload. This is done by examining the
knowledge elements that are more critical to organizational success than others. The approach is largely based on finding
out the contribution of each knowledge element under stages of knowledge lifecycle. Accordingly, the knowledge development
capabilities can be improved. The concept serves as one approach to measure knowledge in the organizations. It identifies
high strategic value knowledge elements for each knowledge lifecycle stage based on their contribution towards building
knowledge. Similarly, low-value knowledge elements for each stage of knowledge lifecycle can be identified, and improved,
restructured or dropped. Strategic value of knowledge thus can be measured by segregating high to least contributing
knowledge elements using the knowledge lifecycle model. This will help organizations to focus on improving competitiveness
by augmenting their critical knowledge source and improving the ones that have potential to contribute more. Indian
commercial banks have been taken as an example to validate the knowledge lifecycle model using Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) for the purpose of this research. The knowledge lifecycle model that serves the basis for this research has
been developed from the literature review on Knowledge Management.

Keywords: Knowledge Lifecycle Model, Knowledge Management, Knowledge Elements, Stages of
Knowledge Lifecycle, Indian Commercial Banks, Confirmatory Factor Analysis, Strategic Value of Knowledge.

Strategic Value of Knowledge

Increasing commodification of intellectual capital has made
knowledge management (KM) a crucial function.
Globalization and market competitiveness require
organizations to become knowledge-intensive. Due to
constant surge in knowledge demand, it is suggested that
organizations measure strategic value of their knowledge,
to separate the critical knowledge, reduce information
clutter and fight cognitive overload. Thisis done by
examining the knowledge elements that are more critical
to organizational success than others. It calls for scrutinizing
what they know about their customers, products, processes,
mistakes and successes accumulated over a period of time.

This approach is largely based on finding out the
contribution of each knowledge element in building
knowledge in the organization. Accordingly, the knowledge
development capabilities can be shaped and improved (Dutt,
Jha and Qamar, 2010).In fact, it becomes more meaningful
to measure knowledge because there is a difference in
knowledge requirements for each organization. And
therefore, organizations must find out their core knowledge
activities which is evident in what they do and how (Zack,
2003). These activities reside in how products, processes,
management and technologies interact and integrated within
the organization (King, Marks and McCoy, 2002) that
helps it create strategically relevant knowledge (Hatten and
Rosenthal, 2002).
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One such approach to help organizations measure
strategic value of their knowledge, based on the
contribution of its knowledge elements, has been outlined
in this research paper. It is based on the stages of
knowledge lifecycle model wherein each stage contributes
toward building knowledge. Let us describe the knowledge
lifecycle model to understand how using its stages the
contribution of knowledge elements can be known.

Knowledge Lifecycle Model

Knowledge is constructed through a systematic set of
process defined logically, and stored as a codified object
(Murray, 2002). But the challenge is, it is intangible and
fragmented and therefore difficult to locate (Davenport,
Long & Beers, 1998). It is the ‘meaning made by the mind’
that easily becomes ‘everything and nothing’ (Despres and
Chauvel, 1999).1t has shorter life cycle due to continuous
reduction in lead time for its creation, use and share
(Birkinshaw & Sheehan, 2002). But biggest of allis that it
deals with how human understanding and mental models
are put to work to derive business value (Wiig, 1999) for
customers (Quinn, 1992) and improve organizational
pegformance (Ulrich, 1999)to symbolizea learning
organization (Senge, 1990). Its composition is agreed to be
s organized combination

value knowledge elements for each knowledge lifecycle
stage based on their contribution towards building
knowledge. Similarly, low-value knowledge elements for
each stage of knowledge lifecycle can be identified, and
improved or dropped. Strategic value of knowledge thus,
can be measured by segregating highly contributing to least
contributing knowledge elements using the knowledge
lifecycle model. This will help organizations to focus on
improving competitiveness by augmenting their critical
knowledge source and improving the ones that have
potential to contribute more. Let us discuss the relevant
literature concerning knowledge lifecycle model further to
present a detailed model.

Junnarker (1999) describes K Mas based on five
processes. These are: 1) process of connecting people to
knowledgeable people; 2) process of connecting people to
information; 3) process of converting the information into
knowledge; 4) process of codifying knowledge for transfer
and; 5) process of facilitating knowledge transfer across the
organization. Liebowitz (2000) prescribes it as a nine-step
approach whose stages are 1) transform information into
knowledge; 2) verify it; 3) capture and secure it; 4) organize
it; 5) retrieve and apply it; 6) combine it; 7) create new

knowledge; 8) learn; and 9)

Zmbf%ideas rules, procedures . .. distribute it. Sharp (2006)
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2 uman perspective together. Thus, a variety of approaches

éie%erage the knowledge between those who possess it and
th@e who use or develop it to add value to it (Assudani,
2089). Knowledge as process by definition resembles the
kndwledge lifecycle model whose stages also deal with the
same task of creating, sharing and using knowledge and
thus, fills the gap between the seeker and the producer of
the knowledge. Let us start with defining the each stage,
broadly.

Successful organizations manage a continuous cycle of
creating, managing and sharing knowledge which defines
their core-competency (Salisbury and Plass, 2001).
Managing this cycle requires an integrated process that can
address the complexity of managing the knowledge. This
integrated process broadly is referred to as knowledge
lifecycle. First stage is knowledge creation which is when
organization solves a unique problem or a big problem in
parts. Second stage is preservation of knowledge that
records the problem and its solution generated in the first
stage as a new knowledge. Third stage is dissemination of
the preserved knowledge that becomes the input for solving
problems further. Each phase thus, is the input for another
phase in a cyclical manner to build knowledge upon itself
(Salisbury, 2003).

This concept serves as one approach to measure
knowledge in the organizations. It identifies high strategic

@?i/[/'ourn@/

prescribed in the literature define KM as a process based
on the ‘stages of knowledge lifecycle’. A comprehensive
knowledge lifecycle model adapted from Bukowitz and
Williams (1999) presented in the figure I aptly defines the
knowledge lifecycle. This model serves as the basis for the

present research.
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Figure 1: A Model of Knowledge Lifecycle
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The model adequately serves as a criterion for
evaluation of the strategic value of organizational
knowledge. It explains how organizations can create and
add more value to the task of value creation — converting
the demand side (knowledge seekers) to supply side
(knowledge creators) (Metaxiotis, Ergazakis and Psarras
2005) identifying critical knowledge element that help more
than other elements in creation, use and sharing of
knowledge. Knowledge lifecycle thus, can be characterized
with KM which is a formal process of identifying the
knowledge needs, and using it to organization’s benefit and
further devising ways to make it available to the concerned
members (Singh, 2008). In other words, knowledge lifecycle
can said to the manifestation of a KM framework. This idea
has resulted in learning curves for organizations to adapt
quickly, respond faster, and to proactively shape their
business.

It will be significant here to describe broadly the
elements of knowledge
lifecycle to understand
what elements can be
characterized with what
stége. Having known the
critical knowledge
:Ele':gnents, organizations can

ilf the knowledge-based task of value creation.
Haps, discover new

E@réangements to create its knowledge-mix and acquire
&nvwledge at faster pace and at lesser costs. After an
%)V%_rview of knowledge lifecycle model, let us describe its
?léljtnents in detail to analyze the overall model.

O o

Flements of Knowledge Lifecycle

E

ﬁ(@owledge is a complex phenomenon because it comes
frcgn cognitive structure of people in organizations who re-
organize information to derive meaning (Sussman and
Seigal, 2003). This organizing of credible information into
knowledge (Hult, 2003) using technologies, information-
sharing culture, processes and management is labeled as
knowledge management (Long and Seemann, 2000). The
KM concept is based on the premise that value is extracted

e obtain
e Use
e learn

|

- e contribute
Managing
Knowledge

Knowledge lifecycle model adequately serves as a
criterion for evaluation of the strategic value of
organisational knowledge.
organisations can create and add more value to the

Creating
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from the stocks of knowledge (Curado, 2008) that gets
accumulated over a period of time. It is because knowledge
is the driver of this value creation which is extracted
externally and applied internally using knowledge
management (Mahesh and Suresh, 2009). But how this value
can be extracted rests upon the organization’s composition
of knowledge lifecycle elements. Conceptually, a
knowledge life cycle is composed of creating, managing,
sharing and measuring of knowledge. A stage-wise
classification of knowledge lifecycle is presented in the
figure 2. Knowledge is obtained from pre-accumulated data
managed through record-keeping. It is created using data
or information combined with experience, skills and
cognitive capabilities to take decisions, practicing which
organizations learn about successes and failures.
Accordingly, improvement in the body of organizational
knowledge is made through contribution of individuals and
groups who collectively build it through sharing. Sharing
allows them to assess the worthiness of knowledge to their
and organization’s context
of use. Knowledge that
produced failure, not
required or not aligned to
accomplish organisational
goals is divested
systematically, and
knowledge that matches the
core  requirement  is
collectively built in order to meet KM objectives. Measuring
outcome against the objectives is the final step that adds
to the process of value creation. The knowledge elements
under each stage are assimilated to produce a knowledge-
mix that optimally meets the strategic knowledge
requirements of the organization against the set yardstick.
Defining each of these elements will help us study their
contribution in the knowledge-mix and hence in knowing
how critical their role is in meeting organisation’s
knowledge demand. It will also throw some light on
challenges faced during each stage of knowledge lifecycle.
Let us deal with each one of these individually, starting
with managing the knowledge.

It explains how

Measuring
Knowledge

Figure 2: Stages of Knowledge Lifecycle
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Managing Knowledge

Managing as personal and intangible as knowledge is
difficult. On one side, it is largely cognitive and therefore
highly personal while on the other side top management
wants to take control of it (Lang, 2001). To obtain this
control, knowledge requires some structure to retain it
which is often termed as organisational memory. It is
because ‘a mass of knowledge goes right out of the door
with the person’ when he leaves the organization (Dunford,
2000). It is therefore, managing knowledge becomes
important. To manage this knowledge, organizations use
techniques and tools that
are concerned with
capturing explicit
knowledge (documenting
discussions and learned
lessons in databases) or
collecting the tacit
knowledge (using artificial intelligence and expert systems
that anticipates user’s need of knowledge). It needs
continuous track of discussions and decisions, assessing the
ratﬁj,onale and identifying the obsolete information.
o

Table 1: Barriers in Managing Knowledge

25-Mar-2

Costly to build knowledge-repositories

KM seen as additional work other than user’s profile
Embedding KM in daily routines is complex and time consuming
Dealing with cognitive overload

Difficult to track knowledge elements / source

Difficult to codify tacit knowledge

Management control of knowledge implies controlling people

Technology-based limitations and infrastructural bottlenecks

Another concern in managing knowledge is its being
seen as source of power or control. People with relevant
knowledge are perceived as experts and therefore gain
status that comes from being ‘owner of the knowledge’.
That is mainly the reason why people hoard knowledge —
the fear of diminished personal value due to ‘fear of losing
one’s unique value’ which is referred to as ‘social dilemma’
in knowledge sharing (Lam and Lambermont-Ford, 2010).
It has also been reported that these experts are often too
busy to help. Culture is another aspect which is needed to
create a supportive environment where people can freely
share knowledge without criticism of fear. People will not
make use of knowledge if there is lack of openness, trust
and respect within the organization culture. Many
organizations therefore have roles like - Chief Knowledge
Officers, Knowledge Managers, and Knowledge Specialists
whose dedicated role is to convert knowledge into profit
by leveraging the corporation’s intellectual assets and as
part of this responsibility transform the organization into

m?i/[/omw@/

The knowledge elements under each knowledge lifecycle
stages are assimilated to produce a knowledge-mix that
optimally meets the strategic knowledge requirements of
the organisation against the set yardstick.

learning organization and develop a knowledge-supported
infrastructure (Guns, 1998). But managing knowledge is not
free from barriers. Some of these are summarized in rable
1. Let us look at knowledge creation stage that primarily
deals with tacit-explicit based knowledge conversions.

Creating Knowledge

Knowledge may find many re-uses in different situations
through combinations of new and existing knowledge and
produces learning, with its diffusion at lower costs. It is
mostly build on organization-specific experience and prior
knowledge base by exploiting externally acquired or
assimilated knowledge. It is
therefore justified that
absorptive capacity of an
organization depends upon
both - interface of
organization with external
knowledge sources (outside
stakeholders) as well as the internal capability of the
organization to combine old and new learning to build
knowledge and its transfer across the organization vertically
and horizontally. However concern here is that knowledge
is said to be located between the two extremes — tacit and
explicit. The knowledge creation process therefore in
literature is prescribed as continuous and dynamic
interactions between tacit and explicit forms of knowledge
(Sharma and Goswami, 2009). This process based on type
of interaction between tacit and explicit knowledge
suggests four knowledge conversion modes (Nonaka &
Takeuchi, 1995). These are named as Socialization,
Externalization, Combination and Internalization (SECI
model).This is presented in figure 3.

tacit knowledge to  explicit knowleage
&
&
§ Socialization Externalization
=
g .
o
£
3 o L
= Internalization Combination
3
(=%
3

Figure 3: SECI Model for Knowledge Creation

Socialization is tacit-to-tacit conversion; Externalization or
articulation is facit-to-explicit; Combination is —explicit-to-
explicit and; Internalization is explicit-to-tacit. The spiral
process of knowledge creation starts with socialization,
moves to externalization, combination and then to
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internalization before finally coming back to socialization.
However it is be noted that before knowledge could be
applied to any context it is required to be turned into
explicit or codified knowledge (Gourlay and Nurse,
2005).According to Bereiter (2002) the limitation that SECI
model have is that it recognizes the knowledge abstracted
from a context, but it does not say anything about how it
can be managed.

Some methods to share explicit knowledge are through e-
mail, forums, and knowledge
repositories that reduce time
and space between two units of
an organization and some
methods to share tacit
knowledge are apprenticeships,
brainstorming camps, use of metaphors and analogies, social
network, and learning by doing. Table 2 lists down some
of the barriers in creating knowledge. Let us look at some
methods of knowledge sharing that is dependent upon
developing a learning culture and facilitating the use of
technology, chiefly.

Table 2: Barriers in Creating Knowledge

pr-2013

Organization’s inability / in-sensitiveness towards re-use of’
existing knowledge

Inability to capture knowledge of employees leaving the
organization

Knowledge hoarding
Employee’s commitment X competence
Top management leadership efforts to set up KM practice

Organization’s ‘absorptive capacity’

<}
o

Sharing Knowledge

Knowledge sharing (or transfer) has been referred to as
transmission of knowledge to the user and its absorption
by him. This transmission is mostly facilitated using IT-
tools that provides for exchange for both — tacit and
explicit (codified) knowledge. The tacit is decoded by the
human user for whose absorption the knowledge has been

In India, knowledge management-based development
has primarily started with corporate (private) sector and
now being adopted by the public sector increasingly.

transmitted. The other way to share knowledge without
having to use IT tools is through interactions or
conversations, which is simplest as well. Knowledge
sharing, thus, is largely dependent upon the interplay
between culture and information technology (technical
factors). It is here leadership (motivation) plays a crucial
role in establishing the effective assimilation of KM
practice. Without trust people are not motivated to share,
and it is leader’s role to build trust to encourage people to
share. This sharing has
to be on-going on
regular basis because
knowledge is dynamic
and knowledge sharing
is a process of
continuous learning. It
therefore becomes imperative for an organization to track
its ability to share knowledge and measure organizational
learning with respect to knowledge management strategies
(Vorakulpipat and Rezgui, 2008).

Success of knowledge sharing is based on organization’s
ability to share knowledge embodied and embedded
(Madhvan and Grover, 1998) in routines and continuously
improving the capabilities to respond quickly to change,
innovate and achieve competitiveness (Jasimuddin, 2008).
Creation and sharing of knowledge however must visualize
5-key questions (Eppler and Burkhard, 2007): what type of
knowledge; why i.e. the purpose and process; for whom i.e.
intended users; when i.e. situations, participants, and media;
and how i.e. method and format. This is presented in figure
4.

But knowledge sharing has some barriers too. Few of
these are presented in figure 5 as prescribed by Riege
(2005). It is therefore knowledge sharing requires a
mechanism to check the success of knowledge sharing. In
fact without measuring all the stages of knowledge lifecycle
(i.e. managing, creating and sharing knowledge) with
respect to their functions as discussed in the subsequent
sections above; the effectiveness of KM cannot be known.
Measurement provides a yardstick to measure the
knowledge gaps, number of knowledge assets developed
and the overall benefits yield. Let us therefore proceed
further to understand how knowledge can be measured in
general as the literature prescribes.

What? Why? Whom?
Know-what To create For self
Know-how To codify For others
Know-why To transfer For team
Know-where To learn For CoP
Know-what if To measure For stake-holders

When? How?
In repositories Mapping
In conversations Storytelling
In presentations Text/ Tables/Metaphors
In virtual environment| Image/Visual
In reports Interactive mode

Figure 4: A Model for Knowledge Sharing

_|_
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Individual-level barriers

Organisational-level barriers

Technology-based barriers

lack of time to identify who need
knowledge

fear that sharing may reduce job
security
unclear benefits
knowledge
neglecting tacit side of knowledge
large hierarchies

different education, experience, skill-
sets

less interaction with knowledge sources

lack of trust — misuse of knowledge

of possessed

reward for sharing knowledge —

lack of direction from top
management

lack of awareness about benefits of
sharing

shortage of tools for access and
sharing

sharing culture missing / not
stressed

KM not a priority

no or limited information exchange
with external stakeholders

no internal competitiveness among
functions

non-integration of IT systems to
communication mediums and
work routines

lack of training and technical
support

compatibility between tools,
platform and individual’s
knowledge requirements

compromise quality at the cost of
quantity

Figure 5: Barriers in Sharing Knowledge

Measuring Knowledge

Tacitness serves as a barrier to measurement in terms of
identification and evaluation of knowledge created by
individuals. Most often knowledge is measured as
de%elopment of new or differentiated ideas, objects or
%pléboration or enrichment of existing ones; method or

fm@&ans using which knowledge is created for a certain
soutput; difference between what is known and what must
ebecknown. In nutshell it can

L?oe(%defined as any ‘value-

Sadding’ object to

organizational performance.

Mitchell and Boyle (2010 .

%féa cure KM as _ya p(mcesg knowledge lifecycle model.
sk or activities to

g skeps
2ex%rnalize knowledge), as an output (like a new idea) and
as:Ean outcome (a value-adding object like changed routine
or8product prototype).

Knowledge audits to measure organization’s KM
initiatives are normally carried out to assess the kind of
knowledge is needed, available, missing, applied and
contained within the organizations. This requires finding
out source of knowledge, kind of knowledge its people
possess and its quality, and the infrastructure that unites
culture and business needs by identifying the processes KM
should focus upon. It starts with finding out the knowledge
needed and how further could it be developed, transferred,
used and measured (Levy et al., 2010).

The research centers around measuring the strategic
value of knowledge based on knowledge creation
abilities of Indian commercial banks using the

Mostly, measuring knowledge emphasizes on four areas
— 1) top and down monitoring and facilitation of knowledge
related activities; 2) creation and maintenance of knowledge
infrastructure; 3) renewal, organization and transformation
of knowledge assets; and 4) leverage of knowledge assets
for value (Ajmal, Helo and Kekale, 2010). Ambos and
Schlegelmilch (2009) recommends measuring the usage of
documents in knowledge repositories (like number of
documents read or the
adoption of content from
documents); assessing the
number of contributions and
reviews; quality of stored
objects; actions taken on
knowledge shared and how
it is used; and the return on investment in terms of revenue,
time and cost saved. Chua and Lam (2005) give three
criteria as measurement for knowledge. These are — 1)
growth in the resources (multiplication in human capital,
increase in knowledge assets); 2) growth in volume of
knowledge content and usage (number of documents added,
searched, discussed in the repositories); and 3) evidence of
increase in financial returns. Thus, KM failure can be
described as the practice that has few or none of the above
characteristics. But the above criterion does not reflect upon
causes of failure or how these factors have been measured
to rate the impact in some order. Some of the barriers in
measuring knowledge are prescribed in table 3.

Table 3: Barriers in Measuring Knowledge

Tacit nature of the knowledge

Benefit of knowledge largely remains unnoticed

Non-availability of a standardized KM model / framework

Poor top-down monitoring of knowledge-based activities

infrastructure or unclear knowledge strategy)

Unclear differentiation between data, information and knowledge

Lack of knowledge-focused processes — what knowledge, why, for whom, when, how

Incapability to leverage knowledge assets for creating business value (for e.g. due to lack of sharing culture, poor technology

@gi/f/burn@/
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After review of literature on stages of knowledge
lifecycle and brief discussion on various methods on
measuring knowledge, next section presents an account of
knowledge management in Indian commercial banks. It
becomes significant to discuss knowledge-based
developments in banking sector sincethis research uses
Indian commercial banks as case to describe how banks can
rate strategic value of their knowledge for improving their
KM-based competitiveness. In other words, Indian
commercial banking sector has been taken as an example
to show how knowledge can be measured using knowledge
lifecycle model.

Knowledge Related Developments in Indian Banking
Sector

Information-based developments are pushing Indian
economy to maintain competitiveness increasingly.
Apparently, the role of knowledge application and it’s
dissemination for commercial and social activities for
national competitiveness has grown multifold. National
policies  centered on
enhancing productivity and
grgwth rate are demanding
kn?ﬁ‘)wledge intensive
=, ..

sqcgivities (Chandra and
_”_SKE;anijo, 2011). One such
réa is Indian commercial banking sector wherein financial
eforms as a national policy has played key role in
eig:nlating the country’s financial health and safety. In India,
mdwledge management-based development has primarily
tarted with corporate (private) sector and now being
depted by the public sector increasingly. Technology and
eifice — are recognized as its main drivers where multiple
é.e%mologies are woven into different levels of management
strgictures to create foundation for knowledge society.
K@wledge is created into skill to initiate action which
beComes a real capital.

Chattopadhyay, Krishna and Singh (2011) have
highlighted that knowledge needs to be a part of dynamic
system through networks (called as community of practices)
that ensures linkages among the people who utilize this
knowledge for organization’s development. This is how
individuals in the communities are empowered to develop
competencies to meet their personal, economic, social and
environmental needs. But for such networks to work and
linkages and become successful, ‘self-organization’ will be
important rather than relying upon technology alone. What
should be shared and what should not, flexibility, greater
tolerance for trial and error are deeper issues in knowledge
management than use of hardware, software and technical
knowledge. Such issues can be tackled by self-organization
promotion that requires understanding of cultural and social
factors impacting knowledge networks (Sankaran, 2011).

OHCOH![T]%C
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For last two decades, Indian banks have been busy in
computerizing their manual processes to meet international
standards like BASEL norms as part of banking sector
reforms. These reforms demand paradigm shifts in manpower

Banking has come a long way managing a volume
of codified knowledge on its multiple products, services
and customers across different service channels.

policy, rationalization of business operations, and rapid use
of technology(Mohan, George and Nedelea, 2006). This has
resulted in creation of multiple information systems
processing various data that has led to ‘information
overload’ over a period of time. Banks therefore, require
measuring their knowledge assets that differentiate them,
yield competitive advantage and bring operational
efficiency. Second, banks have learned that tangible assets
can help up to a certain extent and realized that they need
a broader range of resources to compete and succeed. That
is why a number of organizations are now increasingly
looking at exploring intangible assets that are mostly left
idle, unexplored and unmanaged (Ali and Ahmad, 2006).
Third reason is statutory obligations imposed on banks for
compliance to risk management. Like every business,
bankers are also under pressure to deliver. The enormous
amount of responsibility (of economic re-construction) that
is entrusted upon banks makes it hard taking decisions of
large financial implications. Baruah (2008) suggests that
the Indian banking need to explore knowledge on risk
management while dealing
with larger volume of
business. Knowledge
(management) while has
eased this to a great extent;
it has in other sense
increased the knowledge level manifold complicating the
knowledge needs of the banks. While knowledge is very
essential, the positive application of knowledge
management is most essential. KM in banks thus, can help
them become competitive on products and pricing to attract
new customers and retain existing, manage their financial
resources and networks well for greater business value, and
adapt fast to the changes in their regulatory environment
for minimizing banking risks (Goyal, 2007).

In nutshell, banking has been deemed as riskiest
business that has effects on economy while knowledge has
been recognized as engine for growth. Through information,
the banks mitigate risks, turning information into required
knowledge using collection, compilation, analysis of its
massive data. Analyzing volumes of data and information
for new products, services and strategies for growth,
knowledge management can help banks increasing their
capacities. Creating, sharing and applying knowledge helps
banks connect its knowledge sources.

The next section deals with a description of the
methodology employed in this study to measure the
elements of knowledge lifecycle for Indian banks.

Research Methodology

This study that has been conducted as part of the doctoral
research work in area of KM represents one part of a large
study which is limited to validation of knowledge lifecycle
model for Indian commercial banks practicing KM. The
research centers around measuring the strategic value of
knowledge based on knowledge creation abilities of Indian
commercial banks. Knowledge has become more valuable

© 2011, Global Institute of
Flexible Systems Management
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than labour and capital (Kumar, Sinvhal and Nangia, 2011)
and the transition is taking place from industrial to
knowledge economy where knowledge assets derive
sustainable business advantage (Prakash, 2011). This change
is apparent because knowledge as human capital is being
viewed as more an (intellectual) asset than labour or capital.
Organizations have started looking at KM as a strategy for
dealing with global competition. It is chiefly because
knowledge has an important role in considering the
direction in which the organizations and society should
move. Knowledge Lifecycle as manifestation of KM
therefore becomes significant to study. It gives the
organization necessary insights about its knowledge mix
defining:

1. What elements define knowledge in their organization?

2. What is the contribution of each element in building
knowledge?

3. How these elements should be arranged in order to meet
strategic knowledge requirements?

These questions as to creation of knowledge and its
management are debatable for long. This research attempts
to i&xamine these questions
Jsgng Indian commercial
dapking sector as case
'Eéx:gmple. The objective is

e

go Jind out contribution of
Knpwledge lifecycle
‘eléments in banks that will

nable banks to analyze their composition of knowledge
oZmeet their knowledge requirements and enhance/sustain
ompetitiveness.

L?L,The research involved a quantitative research method
enﬁ;irical in nature where relationships are determined
using numeric data that allow for presenting and
in?erpreting it. Survey method is used to assist in
determining the results. The survey was presented to
experienced knowledge management professionals in
commercial banks in India mostly at middle senior levels
in commercial banks to reflect their attitudes and opinions.
5 point based Likert-type rating scale was used to specify
the level of importance against each item on the
questionnaire. Likert-type attitude scale is a valid and
reliable survey instrument for the measurement of attitudes
and consists of a series of declarative statements. It is
relatively uncomplicated method of obtaining data on
people’s attitudes that lets the respondents give self-
reported behaviours. As per the requirement of this research,
5-point based interval measurement scale was designed
denoted through scores between 1 and 5, where I=strongly
disagree, 3=slightly disagree, and 5= strongly agree. The
respondents were asked to rate their opinion on
30knowledge elements (statements) grouped under 7 stages
of knowledge lifecycle as discussed in the literature review
presented earlier. The objective is to determine the
contribution of each knowledge element. This is presented
in the rable 4 as research design.

m?i/[/ourn@/
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All the knowledge elements used on the survey
questionnaire are valid elements of knowledge lifecycle
g because each knowledge element contributes positively
to the development of the knowledge in the banks.

The survey questionnaire is adapted from Knowledge
Management Field book by Wendi and Bukowitz (1999),
and OECD Knowledge Management Project. The survey
items and the scale of questionnaire have been generalized
as per the requirements of study. All survey items were
validated in the light of the Indian banking sector using
sigma 2-tailed correlations and negative correlations were
removed before proceeding to Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) to quantify the contribution of each manifest
variable/survey item through path-scores. The data
collection took place in the second quarter of year 2010.
The survey instrument was mainly administered
electronically using survey link and wherever required,
personally as well. Request through e-mails were sent to
the banks on their corporate websites/e-mail to participate
in the survey along with the survey-link followed by
reminder e-mails first after 10 days and then again after 5
days. Respondents were also requested to give references
to collect more samples of banking professionals in KM
roles. 360 respondents in about 26 different banks were
contacted for response out of which only 164 qualified
responses were received with validity to proceed for data
analysis. Qualified response means survey questionnaire
duly filled with the all
information required except
wherever indicated optional.
As per the research ethics
complete anonymity was
maintained about the
respondents and therefore,
both name of the respondents and the banks were kept
optional to ensure confidentiality. Further all the elements
of biasness were observed while collecting and tabulating
data for error-free results.

Banks have been considered as a case example for the
purpose of this study for primarily 3 reasons. First, with
computerization of banks as part of financial reforms and
its integration towards core banking solutions; banking has
come a long way that manages a volume of codified
knowledge on its multiple products, services and customers
across different service channels. Second, with international
norms like BASEL the demand for better technological
infrastructure to meet the competitiveness in financial
services industry is rising upwardly. Third, risk management
is another area that has statutorily required banks to
document its processes (service point interactions) and
systems (technology, software etc.) for compliance
management.

Research Question

Based on the research model described in figure I and 2
and research design in fable 4, following research question
can be formulated:

To validate knowledge lifecycle model for Indian
commercial banks by examining the contribution of obtain,
use, learn, share, assess, build and divest in developing
knowledge in the banks.
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Table 4: Research Design

~

+ £

~

b

S Latent Variables Observed Variables
No. (Stages of (Knowledge Elements)
Knowledge
Lifecycle)
1 Obtaining obtainl | Employees provide complete explanations when they make information requests.
Knowledge obtain2 | Employees routinely document and share information about their expertise.
obtain3 | Information is easy to identify because everyone knows where to look for it.
obtain4 | Employees can search for information across a wide variety of applications and databases.
obtain5 | Employees can quickly contact subject matter experts who play a role in identifying important
information and tools for people to work.
2 Using Knowledge usel We give all promising idea through consideration, no matter who they come from.
use2 Involve customer (knowledge) in developing new products / services.
use3 Mostly knowledge is used to improve the value to the customer.
3 Learning from learnl | Employees apply the ideas they developed in past work situations to new ones.
Knowledge learn2 | Lessons learned (success or failure) from work experience are documented to establish (or
o discard) practice.
3 learn3 | Our learning process often includes gathering feedback from customers.
=
gz 8 learn4 | Employees have some overlapping responsibilities, so that it is easier to learn from one another.
i *:3 Contributing contril | Dedicated roles, such as knowledge manager or coordinator, support the knowledge sharing.
: 8 Knowledge contri2 | Bank acknowledges individual contribution by linking name of the original author to the content
5 < (knowledge assets), to publicly recognize.
i g contri3 | Knowledge seeking behaviour is built into the performance appraisal system.
f o contri4 | Electronic tools are seamlessly integrated into work activities of people for contributing to the
] § knowledge.
i % Assessing assesl | We recognize customer knowledge as major strategic asset.
% Knowledge asses2 | Senior management assess what knowledge needs to be developed.
[a]
asses3 | People understand what measures are used to monitor the knowledge and its results.
asses4 | We rely on experts, such as knowledge manager or knowledge coordinator, who has expertise to
assess our knowledge (assets) and its results.
asses5 | We have been practicing knowledge management (managing, creating, sharing, measuring
knowledge) without calling it that.
6 Building buildl | It does not matter which group came up with an idea or technology, everyone collaborates to
Knowledge build it.
build2 | We find ourselves increasingly teaming up with the other organizations to bring new/innovative
products to market.
build3 | We have expert(s) appointed to lead our knowledge management effort.
7 Divesting divestl | Our decision to acquire knowledge is based on how much we can leverage it.
Knowledge divest2 | We evaluate strategic importance of knowledge in financial projections
divest3 | We routinely examine whether we are supporting non-strategic knowledge at the expense of
strategically critical knowledge.
divest4 | We outsource skills and expertise that do not support our core competencies.
divests | We regularly review our promotion practices to make sure that we are not losing people with

strategically important knowledge.

© 2011, Global Institute of
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Accordingly the associated hypotheses to the research
question can be stated as:

H,: Each element of knowledge lifecycle has contribution
in developing knowledge in the banks.

H,: The contribution of each element is equal in developing
knowledge for the banks.

The acceptance or rejection of the hypotheses can only
be said to be valid for Indian commercial banks and may
not hold true for other sectors/ organizations. A qualified
sample of 164 respondents was obtained. All respondents
were KM professionals but with different functions and roles.
21% in Information Technology role, 37% respondents as
Knowledge Managers, and 35% are Group or Function
Heads and 17% in KM role reporting to knowledge
managers, group heads or other executive levels. The total
population size considered for the study was a total of 3
public, 14 Indian-private and 9 foreign-private banks who
are implementing knowledge management — fully or
partially (like for a specific function/group/activity). The
quantity of sample was decided based on data analysis
requirements for Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) in
Stlglctural Equation Modeling (SEM) using Lisrel software.
USEé of CFA is justified because research variables are latent
ﬂmin wpature. Latent variable means its measurement cannot be
—mdone directly but through some indicators. Indicators are
wbﬁerved variables that describe the nature or aspects of the

ci

the development of the knowledge in the banks. What is
now to be found out is the contribution of these elements
to their respective stage of knowledge lifecycle and rating
them based on their strategic value towards developing
knowledge in the banks.

As based on P-value (0.05) and RMSEA value (0.03),
CFA proves that all manifest variables are valid
measurement to the main variable Knowledge Lifecycle
Model. The path coefficient shows contribution of each
manifest variable in developing knowledge management
model for banks. For example, Obtaining Knowledge is
composed of observed variables - obtainl (0.45), obtain2
(0.81), obtain3 (0.66), obtain4 (0.51) and obtain5 (0.16)
and the contribution of variable obtain2 is the highest
which represents - employees routinely document and share
information about their expertise. It means obtaining
knowledge in banks depend upon documenting and sharing
of staff’s expertise with each other. Increasing every one
unit of obtain2 will increase 0.81 units in ‘obtaining
knowledge’ for banks and to contribute more towards
developing knowledge. Accordingly, the bank can decide
which element to increase, decrease, discard or re-structure
and design its knowledge-mix depending upon its KM
goals, resources and strategy. This is how strategic worth
of knowledge can be measured using a knowledge lifecycle
model. Now, if this fact is known to the banks, they would
know which knowledge element at what knowledge

éagent variable. In this lifecycle stage contributes
O . .

gegearclh know}iedge Results provide practical insights for banks highly compared to others in
gifgceycle stages (obtain, p 1omonting KM, to improve their competitiveness 9°V¢10Ping their knowledge-
Msg, learn, share, assess, X X X base and would be in better
- Suild and divest) were through an optimal knowledge-mix design, and serves position to develop an
Ja@nt variables whose @s Start-up point for the banks looking forward to optimal knowledge-mix.
g éasurement has been done implement KM. Similarly, the highest
W1'§1 the help of observed contributor in  Using

vagables that were 30 knowledge elements grouped under
thé 7 stages of knowledge lifecycle. Measures of fit taken
are Chi-square value, P-value, and Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation (RMSEA). Small chi-square corresponds
to good fit and a large chi-square to bad fit (Joreskog and
Sorbom, 1989). RMSEA is measure of discrepancy per
degree of freedom. RMSEA value of a d” 0.05 indicates a
‘close fit’, while values up to 0.08 indicate ‘reasonable’
errors of approximation in the population. But RMSEA
value O indicates a perfect fit. P-value is another ‘measure
of fit’ this research employs. Value above 0.05 indicates
good measure. Perfect measure is obtained when p-value is
1.0000.

Research Analysis

Model validation of knowledge lifecycle is presented in
figure 6. It is clear that P-value is 0.057 which indicates a
good ‘measure of fit’ to the model. RMSEA is 0.03 which
is lower than 0.05 also indicates ‘close-fit’ to the model. It
means that the model overall fits well to the data. In other
words, all the knowledge elements used on the survey
questionnaire are valid elements of knowledge lifecycle
because each knowledge element contributes positively to

@?i/[/'ourn@/

Knowledge is use2 (0.85) which is banks involve customers
(knowledge) in developing new products/ services. In the
same way, learn3 (0.75) contributes highest to Learning
from Knowledge which confirms banks use of knowledge
mostly includes gathering feedback from customers as part
of learning process. Thus, knowledge use and learning from
knowledge greatly involves customers in case of banks.
Increment of one unit each will increase the contribution
of Using Knowledge and Learning from Knowledge by 0.85
and 0.75 units respectively. It is also evident that learn4
contributes to Divesting Knowledge as per the path
coefficient and therefore, is also the observed variable of
Divesting Knowledge.

In the same way, the score for contri4 (1.0) in
Contributing to Knowledge is the highest. It denotes that
electronic tools are seamlessly integrated into work
activities of people for contributing to the knowledge. This
is followed by contri3 (0.85) that reflects knowledge
seeking behavior is linked to the performance appraisal
system to contribute to the knowledge in banks. For
Assessing Knowledge, asses3 (0.93) contributes highest
which means people understand what measures are used
to monitor the knowledge and its results. This is in line
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with the point above and supports the argument that the
contribution to knowledge majorly takes place when linked
to appraisal system. And for that to happen, people must
know how their knowledge will be monitored and what
results to expect for sharing their knowledge. In Building
Knowledge, the highest contributor is build3 (0.89) which
confirms that banks have experts appointed to lead
knowledge management effort. However build3 (0.73) is the
observed variable not just for Building Knowledge but for
‘Contributing to Knowledge’ as well, as the path coefficient
shows. In fact similar results are shown by divest5 as well.
It also contributes (0.33) in Obtaining Knowledge besides

Downloaded From IP - 210.212.129.125 on dated 25-Mar-2013

contributing (0.41) to Divesting Knowledge. But divest3
(1.07) has the highest contribution that defines banks
routinely examine whether they are supporting non-
strategic knowledge at the expense of strategically critical
knowledge.

Decision towards the hypothesis can be tested based on
p-value from the data analysis of elements of Knowledge
Lifecycle which means our first hypothesis - each element
of knowledge lifecycle has contribution in developing
knowledge in banks — stands accepted. But the other
hypothesis — contribution of each element is equal in
developing knowledge in banks — will be rejected.

Chi-Square=303.32, df=266, P-value=0.05744, RMSEA=0.030

Figure 6: Model Validation for Knowledge Lifecycle

Concluding Results

Results conclude that staff in the banks obtains knowledge
by routinely documenting and sharing their expertise and
best part is people know where to look for this information.
This reflects that banks have a value system intended to
promote knowledge sharing. Alternatively, the banks have
also appointed the experts to lead their knowledge
management effort and staff can contact these experts for

the information required. But it is widely believed that real
experts are always too busy to help. Hence, in such a case
it becomes responsibility of the bank staff to take ownership
of their own learning and demonstrate it through sharing it
which is not really much evident in banks. For this to
happen, staff must have appropriate technological skills
and sufficient expertise so that staff could identify
information by searching for it over a wide variety of

© 2011, Global Institute of
Flexible Systems Management
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applications and databases. Mostly the use of knowledge
involves customers to develop new products and services
for them which should rather be focused around improving
the value to the customer (and not just introducing the new
products or service). In fact, using customer knowledge to
develop new product or services can be seen as a subset of
customer value. In other words, improving value to
customers (high customer value) automatically increases the
customer satisfaction that causes increment in the number
of products and services. Learning from knowledge in
banks often includes gathering feedback from customers but
generally do not involve applying the ideas developed in
the past to new situations. That means knowledge
developed in the past remains un-used which is contrary
to the principal of knowledge management that bars
organizations from ‘re-inventing the wheel’. Not applying
the practices learned in the past would mean not using the
best practices in work routines and more liable to repeat
mistakes of the past. Also stocking the information that
remains un-used (for long) will be a cost burden and
therefore, the assessment of right knowledge makes good

sense not just for the banks but for all. Not all the
knowledge can be used and it is therefore banks must first
assess their use of knowledge depending upon how much
of it can be leveraged by them. But to assess it right, banks
must have clear understanding of their knowledge
orientation.

Banks have electronic tools integrated seamlessly to
their staff work activities that contributes to knowledge.
This contribution to knowledge in banks has been linked
to performance appraisal system of the staff to inculcate the
knowledge sharing behaviour. Like for example, banks
measure the increment in the ability of the people to
capture, use and share knowledge vertically and
horizontally. The staff knows how their contribution will
be monitored and what will be its results. Ironically, the
banks do not seem to place much emphasis on having
written policies and strategies for knowledge sharing. One
step in this direction could be measuring the increment in
employee satisfaction with KM use. It becomes difficult
when staff sees KM as an additional function separate from
work.

Table 5: Rating Strategic Value of Knowledge (Elements) for Banks Using Knowledge Lifecycle Model

Knowledge Lifecycle
Stages

High Strategic Value

Medium Strategic Value

Least Strategic Value

Obtaining Knowledge Employees routinely document
and share information about

their expertise.

Information is easy to identify Employees can  quickly
because everyone knows where | contact  subject  matter
to look for it. experts who play a role in

identifying important

information and tools for
people to work.

Using Knowledge

Involve customer (knowledge)
in developing new products/
services.

We give all promising ideas
thorough  consideration, no
matter who they come from.

Mostly knowledge is used is
to improve the value to the
customer.

Downloaded From IP - 210.212.129.125 on dated 25-Mar-2013

Learning from Knowledge

Our learning process often
includes gathering feedback
from customers.

Lessons learned (success or
failure) from work experiences
are documented to establish (or
discard) practice.

People have some
overlapping responsibilities,
so that it is easier to learn
from one another.

Contributing Knowledge

Electronic tools are seamlessly
integrated into work activities of
people for contributing to the
knowledge.

Knowledge seeking (or sharing)
behavior is built into the
performance appraisal system.

Organization acknowledges
individual contribution by
linking name of the original
author to the content, to
publicly recognize.

Assessing Knowledge

People understand what
measures are used to monitor the
knowledge and its results.

Senior management  assesses
what knowledge needs to be
developed.

We recognize  customer
knowledge as major strategic
asset.

Building Knowledge

We have expert(s) appointed to

It does not matter which group

We find ourselves

we are supporting non-strategic
knowledge at the expense of
strategically critical knowledge.

importance of knowledge in
financial projections.

lead our knowledge management | came up with an idea or | increasingly teaming up with
effort. technology, everyone | other organizations to bring
collaborates to build it. new/innovative products to
market.
Divesting Knowledge We routinely examine whether | We evaluate strategic | We outsource skills and

expertise that do not support
our core competencies.
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Based on the information above, a model could be
prepared that segregates highest, medium and least
contributing knowledge elements under knowledge lifecycle
stage. This is presented in fable 5. These results provide
practical insights for banks implementing KM, to improve
their competitiveness through an optimal knowledge-mix
design, and serves as start-up point for the banks looking
forward to implement KM.
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