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Abstract— The manufacturing industries are in a compelling situation to maintain the quality of product as well as better and trustful 

service in order to keep their sustenance.  But most of the manufacturers are not able to meet out the global competence due to lack of 

constructive conceptual model of Knowledge Management Practice (KMP) in their organizations. Therefore, after having gone through 

various related past research studies, the present authors have developed a conceptual model of KMP by incorporating with ten 

important intervening enablers, namely, Organizational Structure, Leadership, Training, Employees’ Motivation, Socialization, 

Organizational Culture, Learning Attitude and Behaviour, Commitment of the Organization, Information Technology, and Knowledge 

Management Audit. In this work, 200 leaders (senior manager, middle manager, junior manager and supervisor) from various types of 

manufacturing industries in Tamil Nadu, India, were selected as sample, and the data was obtained through their perception in respect 

of enablers based knowledge management (KM) practice in manufacturing industry. The results showed that all the ten enablers were 

positively and significantly related to KM practice and influenced the performance of manufacturing industry in Tamilnadu, India. 

Keywords— Model, Enablers, Knowledge Management Practice, Manufacturing industry. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Developing countries are very much relying on the manufacturing sector for their economic growth based on knowledge 

which helps the organizations to improve their organizational performance [1]. Knowledge can be cultivated among employees 

within the organization through proper strategic planning to transform it to practicality in various departments and jobs.  

Knowledge Management (KM) has been given importance as a topic of research and numerous empirical studies have been 

conducted to understand the relationship between financial and non–financial performance indicators [2]. KM practice is the key 

to enhance capabilities of the organizations to achieve innovation and the performance. In the situation stated above, a need for a 

constructive system to achieve excellence in performance in manufacturing industry was felt and hence the authors developed a 

new conceptual model, namely, Enablers Induced Knowledge Management Practice - EIKMP and the model has been tested 

empirically by obtaining the data in respect of the ten KM enablers, from the perceptions of the samples (200 leaders of 

manufacturing industries) through the structured questionnaire. To contemplate the above, the following five objectives have been 

framed to pursue the study further. 

 To review various research studies pertaining to knowledge management processes and to understand the influence of 

KM enablers towards the achievement of organizational performance. 

 To bring out the gap in the previous researches to proceed the study further. 

 To fill up the research gap by developing a conceptual model. 

 To validate the proposed model employing various validity parameters. 

 To spell out the KMP implementation procedure in manufacturing industry. 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

The knowledge management in manufacturing organization comprises of several processes. In this paper, selected important 

reviews from a sea of literature on KM may suffice to draw a theoretical framework and to construct the research instrument for 

testing the relationship between the process and the practice and KM enablers and the performance of organization. The KM 

practice in different organization would not be the same and it differs according to the organization [3]. The implementation of 

knowledge processes (KP) through a definite strategy in an organization in order to achieve performance excellence is otherwise 

called as KM practice.  The development of KM practice from KM processes through various stages could be understood from the 

Table 1. 
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TABLE 1.   KNOWLEDGE PROCESS TO KNOWLEDGE PRACTICE - DIFFERENT VIEWS OF DIFFERENT AUTHORS 

Authors KM Processes 

Dalmarco et al., [4]; Nonaka, [5]. Early conceptualization studies of KM Practice focused on the processes of 

Creation and Transfer which mainly emphasized on Tacit and Explicit 

knowledge. 

Alegre et al., [6] Dissemination and storage of knowledge as main. 

Xie, et al., [7] Acquisition, Assimilation, Transformation and Exploitation. 

Lai and Lin, [8] Knowledge Creation and Knowledge Acquisition, Knowledge Diffusion and 

Integration, Knowledge Storage. 

Al-Emran et al., [9] Knowledge Creation, Knowledge Transfer and Knowledge Application. 

Costa and Monterio, [10] Knowledge Acquisition, knowledge Storage, knowledge codification, 
Sharing, , Application and Creation. 

Spender, [11]; Davenport, et al., [12]  Capture, Transfer and Application. 

The following processes, namely, Knowledge Creation, Knowledge Capture, Knowledge Organization, Knowledge 

Storage, Knowledge Dissemination, Knowledge Transfer, Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Application are widely and 

broadly spoken by several authors. Drivers are the enablers of knowledge management processes, when applied integrated way 

in KM practice, tent to achieve performance in an organization through their power of influence. They are the mechanisms for 

organizations to develop it as a knowledge organization and act as stimulator for the knowledge creation within the 

organization besides helping the organization to share and protect it [13-14]. Few studies available on KM enablers and their 

contributions were compressed in an author-wise Table 2.  

TABLE 2. KM ENABLERS 

Authors Enablers  

Rumo et al.,[15] Studied the effect of the Culture, and Conducive Environment. 

Abubakar et al., [16] Employee Engagement, Employee Commitment. Structure, Culture and Technology. 

Allameh., et al., [17] Technology, Structure and Culture. 

Beijerse, [18] Used sources of information viz., Learning, Experience, Skills, Culture and Character to 

enhance strategy driven Motivation and Facilitation of knowledge workers. 

Cong and Pandya., [19] Suggested to establish Reward (incentive) System, Recognition System to develop KM 

leaders. 

Rainey and Bozeman ,[20] Suggested Goal Complexity, Organizational Structure, Work-related Attitude, Values and 

Leadership. 

Singh & Sharma, [21] Organizational Culture to be positively and highly correlated with KM in Indian 

telecommunication organizations-a public enterprise. 

Chong & Choi, [22] Identified 11 key enablers: Training, Involvement, Team work, Empowerment, Top 

Management Leadership and Commitment, Information Systems Infrastructure, 

Performance Measurement, Culture, Benchmarking, Knowledge Structure and Elimination 

of Organizational Constraints. 

Nonaka & Takeuchi, [23] Socialization (tacit-to-tacit), Externalization (Tacit-to- explicit) and Internalization (Explicit 

to Tacit). 

Davenport & Prusak, [24] Generation (acquisition; dedicating resources; fusion; adaptation; and building knowledge 

networks), codification and transfer. 

Wong  & Aspinwall, [25] Management Leadership and support, Culture, Information Technology, Strategy and 

purpose, Measurement, Organizational Infrastructure, Processes and activities, Motivational 

aids, Resources, Training and education. Human Resource management. 

Lawson, [26]; Roman et al., [27] Organizational Culture. 

Ryan et al., [28]; Farkas Ference, [29] Leadership 

Syed-Ikhsan & Rowland, [30]  Organizational Culture, Organizational Structure, Technology, Human Sources and Political 

factors. 

Duplessis, [31] Human Resource Practice; Technology; Culture: Organizational Structure. 

The present authors have gone through the above studies on KM enablers, and considered few important enablers which 

shown importance in mediating the processes and the performance. Few enablers were not at all studied in detail with regard 

to Indian manufacturing industry. Further some of the important enablers have been identified and incorporated to develop the 

proposed conceptual model of knowledge management practice in manufacturing industry (Refer figure.1).   
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Fig.1  Enablers Induced Knowledge Management Practice in Manufacturing Industry. 

III. RESEARCH GAP 

It was understood from various research studies conducted in the past, the majority of studies have been focused on the 

service sector [32 – 33]. Rumo et al., [15] posit that extant literature on knowledge management within developing countries 

remains scant. However, the KM concept is still remains inactive, and the KM practice and systems are still underdeveloped in 

the Indian manufacturing sector. After reviewing a large number of related research studies, the authors understood that few 

enablers, namely, Employees‘ Motivation, Socialization, Learning Attitude and Behaviour, Information Technology, and 

Knowledge Management Audit were not yet studied in Indian context. Therefore, the present authors felt a need to develop a 

new model (Enablers Induced Knowledge Management Practice - EIKMP) by incorporating those five KM enablers, which 

Mechanism of KM Practice in Manufacturing 

Industry through KM Enablers 
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have not been empirically studied earlier along with the already selected five KM enablers, namely, Organizational Structure, 

Leadership, Training, Commitment of the Organization and Organizational Culture.    

 

3.1    Methods  
A questionnaire was constructed incorporating the ten selected enablers and few experts from academic and 

manufacturing industry were consulted to confirm the content validity. The reliability that is internal consistency of the KM 

enablers (constructs) was confirmed Nunnally, [34] by calculating Chronbach‘s alpha has been presented in Table 3. In this 

paper, 200 samples (respondents) were considered according to their cadre (Supervisor – 72, Joint Manager – 66, Middle 

Manager – 53 and Senior Manager - 9). Further, their perceptions on the significant role of the ten enablers of KM practice in 

manufacturing industry were obtained in ―five- point‖ Likert scale. The perceptions thus obtained were transformed to 

numerical data. The ‗mean‘ values of the ten KM enablers were calculated and the ranking of enablers was done according to 

the ‗mean‘ values (refer Table 4). The global data with respect to the ten KM enablers were obtained and fitted to One Way 

ANOVA in order to understand the significant influence of KM enablers in enhancing the organizational performance (refer 

Table 5). 

TABLE 3.  CONFIRMATION OF RELIABILITY 

 

Sl. 

No 

 

Enablers of KM Practice 

No of 

Variables 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Values 

1 Organizational Structure (OS) 12 0.81 

2 Leadership (LP)  15 0.86 

3 Training (TG) 10 0.74 

 4 Employee Motivation  (EM)  10 0.79 

5 Socialization (SN)  10 0.86 

6 Organizational Culture (OC) 12 0.92 

7 Learning Attitude and Behaviour (LAB)  10 0.83 

8 Commitment of the Organization (CO)  10 0.79 

9 Information Technology (IT)  10 0.94 

10 Knowledge Management Audit (KMA) 12 0.77 

 Total 111 0.83 

 
TABLE  4. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF KM ENABLERS‘ ROLE TO INFLUENCE ―ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE‖  

Sl. 

No. 

Enablers of KMP Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Rank 

1 Organizational Structure (OS) 16.69 2.32 3 

2 Leadership (LP) 19.45 2.95 2 

3 Training (TRG) 23.88 2.64 1 

4 Employees‘ Motivation(EM) 15.45 2.55 5 

5 Socialization (SN) 15.53 2.12 4 

6 Organizational Culture (OC) 11.74 1.75 6 

7 Learning Attitude & Behavior(LAB) 8.11 1.37 7 

8 Commitment of the Organization(CO) 7.95 1.42 9 

9 Information Technology (IT) 8.02 1.48 8 

10 KM Audit (KMA) 7.89 1.23 10 

 

TABLE 5.   ASSOCIATION OF KM ENABLERS WITH ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE AS 

PERCEIVED BY PROFILE FACTOR ‗CADRE‘ 

 

Sl. 

No. 

Enablers of KM 

Practice 

Mean Scores  - Cadre 
 

“F” 

Ratio 

 

“F” 

Probability 

Senior 

Manager 

N=9 

Middle 

Manager 

N=53 

Junior 

Manager 

N=66 

Supervisor 

N=72 

1 
Organizational 

Structure (OS) 
4.2871 4.6991 4.6395 4.3250 12.8747* 0.0000 
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2 Leadership (LP) 4.4124 4.6595 4.6702 4.3850 6.8981* 0.0001 

3 Training (TRG) 4.3324 4.8501 4.7927 4.1900 10.9881* 0.0000 

4 
Employees‘ 

Motivation(EM) 
4.2812 4.5679 4.6147 4.2200 6.8218* 0.0002 

5 Socialization (SN) 4.5688 4.9503 4.8869 4.4450 19.9173* 0.0000 

6 
Organizational 

Culture (OC) 
4.4853 4.9573 4.8263 4.5000 17.1564* 0.0000 

7 
Learning Attitude & 

Behavior(LAB) 
4.7647 4.9705 4.9414 4.5000 17.8635* 0.0000 

8 
Commitment of 

Organization(CO) 
4.5282 4.8335 4.7895 4.5850 13.2305* 0.0000 

9 
Information 

Technology (IT) 
4.5635 4.9692 4.9105 4.5700 32.4337* 0.0000 

10 KM Audit (KMA) 4.7600 4.9409 4.8944 4.5650 2.9932* 0.0305 

*Significant at 5 percent level 

IV. DISCUSSION 

   It is observed from Table 3 that the KM Enabler ―Training‖ has the highest Mean score (23.88), hence it was given the 

1st rank. This shows that the respondents perceived the enabler - Training as an important one to transform the employees to 

be acquainted with skills and competencies by taking proper strategies to impart right training. The respondents have given the 

2nd rank to Leadership (19.45) and the 3rd rank to Organizational Structure (16.69). This emphasizes the responsibility of the 

leaders in training the employees and organization to provide a right and suitable structure to KMP. The respondents have 

given the 4th rank to ―Socialization‖ (15.53) and the 5th rank to ―Employees‘ Motivation‖ (15.45).These two KM enablers 

were not discussed extensively in any of the KM studies. Therefore, the researcher incorporated these two KM enablers in a 

view to understand its importance in the KMP. Accordingly, both the KM enablers have been perceived by the respondents as 

important because, the role played by ―Socialization‖ process enables employees to share their knowledge in the informal way. 

The ―Employees‘ Motivation‖ is an important process to enable employees to commit themselves to the KMP. The KM 

enablers, ―Organizational Culture‖ (11.74) and ―Learning Attitude and Behaviour‖ (8.11) have been placed in 6th and 7th 

ranks respectively. This shows the importance of cultivating a good culture in the organization and to transform the employees 

learning attitude and behavior to follow strictly the KMP. The 8th, 9th and 10th ranks have been given to the KM enablers, 

―Information Technology‖ (8.02), ―Commitment of the Organization‖ (7.95), and Knowledge Management Audit‖ (7.89)  

respectively. These three KM enablers were also perceived to be important in influencing Organizational Performance through 

KMP. The KM enablers, Information Technology and the Commitment of Organization play a supportive role in 

implementing KMP. The KM Audit helps to take appropriate KMP implementation strategy. The proposed conceptual model 

took knowledge processes (five dimensions) as the base and attempted to collaborate with the knowledge practice by 

employing few selected important KM enablers to drive toward the performance of manufacturing industry.  

It was observed from table 5 that the mean scores as perceived by the different cadres of respondents in respect of the ten 

KMEs were found to be uniformly high, which emphasized that  all the ten KMEs play a significant and key role  in 

influencing Organizational Performance (OP) of Manufacturing Organization. According to the obtained ‗F‘ ratio, the ten 

KMEs were found to be statistically significant at 5% level and show the significant difference of perception among the four 

groups of respondents which confirm the close association with profile factor showing the influence over OP. Hence, it could 

be construed that the ten KMEs have a significant influence over OP. 

V. CONCLUSION 

 This model has been empirically validated for the use in manufacturing industries to achieve organizational 

performance. According to ‗mean value‘, the KM enabler, ‗Training‖ has been considered as a key enabler in the KMP; 

besides, the remaining nine KM enablers also significantly support to achieve the organizational performance. The result of 

the One Way ANOVA reveals the significant association of the ten KM enablers in influencing the organizational 

performance in manufacturing industry. It is felt that this proposed and validated model has compatibility for international 

application in manufacturing industries.  

5.1 Research Limitations and Future Research Scope 

 The area of the study is limited to Tamil Nadu, India due to operational constraints. This study is confined to the 

Leaders i.e., Senior Managers, Middle Managers, Junior Managers and Supervisors of manufacturing organizations. There is 

an ample scope to extend the research further. A comparative study can be conducted between private and government 

manufacturing organizations using this model. Cross-national studies on the KMP in various sectors of organizations can be 

conducted. 

 

 

 

 

Studia Rosenthaliana (Journal for the Study of Research)

Volume XIV, Issue II, February-2021

ISSN NO: 1781-7838

Page No:20



        REFERENCES 

 

[1]. Umamageswari, S.D., Chtra Sivasubramanian., Srikantha Dath, T.N.(2016), ―A comparative analysis of knowledge management in  Indian manufacturing 
companies‖, Journal of Manufacturing Technology Management, 28(4), 1-35. 

[2]. Massingham, P.R. and Massingham, R.K (2014) ―Does knowledge management produce practical outcomes”’, Journal of Knowledge Management, Vol. 

18, No. 2, pp.221–254. 

[3]. Afacan Finjdiki, M.;, Yozgat. U and Rofcanin, Y. (2015), “Examining organizational innovation and knowledge management capacity the central role of 

strategic human resources practices (SHRPs),” Procedia-Social and Behavioral Science, 181, 377-387.  

[4]. Dalmarco, G., Maehler, A. E., Trevisan, M., & Schiavini, J. M. (2017). “The use of knowledge management practices by Brazilian startup companies”. 

Review ofAdministration and Innovation, 14(3), 226–234. 

[5]. Nonaka, I. (1994). ―A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation‖. Organization science, 5(1), 14-37‖, http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.5.1.14O. 

[6]. Alegre, J., Sengupta, K., and Lapiedra, R. (2013), ―Knowledge management and innovation performance in a high teach SMEs industry”, International 

Small Business Journal, 31(4), 454-470. 

[7]. Xie, X., Zou, H., and Qi, C. (2018), ―Knowledge absorptive capacity and innovation performance in high-tech companies: a multi mediating analysis‖, 

Journal of Business Research, 88, 289-297. 

[8]. Lai,Y.L., and Lin, F.J. (2012), ―The effects of knowledge management and technology innovation on new product development performance an empirical 

study of Taiwanese machine tools industry‖, Procedia-Scocial and Behavioral Sciences, 40, 157-164. 

[9]. Al-Emran, M., Vitaliy Mezhuyev, Adzhar Kamaludin and Khaled Shaalan (2018), ―The impact of knowledge management processes on information 

systems: A systematic review‖, International Journal of Information Management. 43:173-187. 

[10]. Costa, V., and Monteiro, S. (2016), ―Key knowledge management processes for innovation: Systematic literature review‖, VINE Journal of Information 

and Knowledge Management System, 46(3), 386-410. 

[11]. Spender, J., & Grant, R. .‖Knowledge and the firm: Overview”. Journal of Strategic Management Journal, 1996,17: 5-9. 

[12]. Davenport, T. H., De Long, D. W., & Beers, M. C. (1998). ―Successful knowledge management projects‖. Sloan management review, 39(2), 43-57. 

[13]. Yeh, Y.J., Lai, S.Q., and Ho, C.T. (2006), ―Knowledge management enablers: a case study‖, Industrial Management & Data Systems, 106(6), 793-810.  

[14]. Lee, H. and Choi, B. (2003), ―Knowledge management enablers, processes, and organizational performance and integrative view and empirical 

examination‖, Journal of Management Information Systems, 20(1), 179-228. 

[15]. Rumo Joshua, Ndiege Arongo., and Wamuyu, Patrick Kanyi. (2019), ―Knowledge management practices and systems in country governments in 

developing countries: Perspectives from selected counties in Kenya‖, VINE Journal of Information and Knowledge Management Systems, 19(3), 420-439. 

[16]. Abubakar, A.M., Elrlehaiil, H., Alatailat, A., and Elci, A. (2019), ―Knowledge management, decision-making style and organizational performance‖, 

Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 4, 104-114. 

[17]. Allameh, Sayyed Mohsen., Zasre, sasyyed Mohsen., and Sayyed Mohammad reza davoodi. (2011), ―Examining the impact of KM enablers on knowledge 

management processes‖, Science-Direct-Procedia Computer Science, 3, 1211-1223. 

[18]. Beijerse, R. P. (1999). Questions in knowledge management: Defining and conceptualizing a phenomenon. Journal of Knowledge Management, 3 (2), 94-

109.  

[19]. Cong. X., and Pandya, K.V. (2003), ―Issues of knowledge management in the public sector‖, Electronic Journal of Knowledge Management, 1(2), 25-33. 

[20]. Rainey, G.H and Bozeman, B. (2000), ―Comparing public and private organizations: Empirical research and the power of the priori‖, Journal of Public 

Administration and Theory, J-Part 10(2), 447-469. 

[21]. Singh, A.K and Sharma, V. (2011), ―Knowledge management antecedents and its impact on employee satisfaction -A study on Indian   telecommunication   

industries‖, The Learning Organization, 18(2), 115-130. 

[22]. Choy, C. S., & Suk, C. Y. (2005). ―Critical factors in the successful implementation of knowledge management‖, Journal of knowledge management 

practice, 6(1), 234-258. 

[23]. Nonaka, I., & Takeushi, H. (1995). ―The knowledge-creating company: How Japanese companies create the dynamics of innovation‖. New York: Oxford 

University Press. 

[24]. Davenport, T.H. and Prusak, L. (1998) ―Working Knowledge: How Organizations Manage What They Know,‖ Harvard Business School Press, Boston, 

MA. 

[25]. Wong, K. Y., & Aspinwall, E. (2005). ―An empirical study of the important factors for knowledge management adoption in the SME sector‖. Journal of 

knowledge management. 9(3),64-82. 

[26]. Lawson, S. (2003). ―Examining the relationship between organizational culture and knowledge management‖. Doctoral dissertation, Nova Southeastern 

University. 

[27]. Roman, J. A., Ribiere, V. M., & Stankosky, M. (2004). ―Organizational culture types and their relationship with knowledge flow and knowledge 

management success: An empirical study in the U.S. government and non profit sectors‖. Journal of Information & Knowledge Management, 3(2), 167–

178. 

[28]. Ryan, S., Harden.G., Ibragimova, B., & Windsor, J. (2012). ―The business value of knowledge management‖, Decision support System, AMCIS 2012 

Proceedings. https://aisel.aisnet.org/amcis2012/proceedings/DecisionSupport/6. 

[29]. Farkas, F. (2003). ―The role of leadership in knowledge management and knowledge transfer. Knowledge Transfer, Small and Medium-sized Enterprises, 

and Regional Developments in Hungary”. JATE Press Szeged, 1-14. 

[30]. Syed-Ikhsasn, S.O.S and Rowland, F. (2004), ―Knowledge management in public organization: A study on the relationship between organization elements 

and the performance of knowledge transfer‖, Journal of Knowledge Management, 8(2), 95-111. 

[31]. DuPlelssis, M. (2007), ―The role of knowledge management in innovation‖, Journal of Knowledge Management, 11(4), 20-29. 

[32]. Seleim, A. and Khalil, O. (2007), ―Knowledge management and organizational performance in the Egyptian software firms‖, International Journal of 

Knowledge Management, 3(4), 37-66. 

[33]. Yang, D. (2011) ―The effect of knowledge management on product innovation-Evidence from the Chinese software outsourcing vendors‖, IBusiness, Vol. 

3, No. 1, p.16. 
[34]. Nunnally, J. C., Knott, P. D., Duchnowski, A., & Parker, R. (1967). ―Pupillary response as a general measure of activation‖. Perception & 

psychophysics, 2(4), 149-155. 

Studia Rosenthaliana (Journal for the Study of Research)

Volume XIV, Issue II, February-2021

ISSN NO: 1781-7838

Page No:21

http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.5.1.14O
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Mostafa_Al-Emran
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Vitaliy_Mezhuyev
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Adzhar_Kamaludin
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Khaled_Shaalan
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/0268-4012_International_Journal_of_Information_Management

