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Abstract: The main aim of the article was to estimate select aspects of knowledge management 
quality evaluations in contemporary enterprises from theoretical and practical perspectives. 
Measuring knowledge management is the biggest challenge for both theoreticians and practitioners. 
The survey was addressed to organizations conducting business activity in Poland. The research 
was carried out in 2019 in the form of an online survey. For international organizations, the survey 
was intended for representatives of these companies’ local branches. It has been shown that the 
factors that most strongly affect the quality of knowledge are directly related to infrastructure and 
information technology systems (IT systems). The article contributes to managerial practice by 
pointing out the importance of evaluating knowledge management quality from the process 
perspective. The article’s originality lies in the contribution to the literature of evaluating knowledge 
management quality by empirically analyzing it in contemporary enterprises. The results of 
research in the field involving assessing the quality of knowledge management have shown the 
need to focus not only on information technology tools (IT tools) related to infrastructure, but also 
on the processes approach, taking into account the priority role of the employees. 
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1. Introduction 

The concept of knowledge management is currently perceived by modern organizations as an 
important element in building a competitive advantage [1–5]. Methods and strategies used until now 
to gain a competitive edge, such as launching new products and continuously improving processes, 
are becoming increasingly less effective, given that products and processes are now easier to 
duplicate. Adaptation to the needs of competitive enterprises through a knowledge-oriented 
organization management approach is aimed at increasing the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
organization [6–12]. The idea is to bring about improved effectiveness across all areas and processes, 
using to this end a specific set of instruments and tools in a continuous and permanent manner [13]. 

The fundamental approach to knowledge management is the process approach [3–5]. 
Identification of key knowledge management processes and existing relationships between them is 
extremely important for proper knowledge management in an enterprise [6]. The literature on the 
subject distinguishes various approaches to the classification of the most important knowledge 
management processes [9,11,13]. These processes are multidimensional; they relate to various aspects 
of knowledge and relate to various levels of analysis. The important area is knowledge quality, which 
is a vaguely defined concept because of its abundance and variability [14]. 

However, knowledge is an important resource in contemporary organizations; its effective use 
will depend, to a large extent, on its quality [15]. Chakrabarti, Arora and Sharma underlined that 
research on knowledge quality should grow in scope and prominence [16]. In the manuscript we 
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focus on knowledge quality within the knowledge management process in contemporary 
organizations. A framework is proposed that uses a process approach in knowledge management 
and checks some aspects of knowledge quality in a detailed process. The main research question was: 
what are the aspects of evaluating knowledge management quality in contemporary enterprises? The 
issues were discussed in both theoretical terms, by analyzing the literature, and practical terms, by 
looking into the results of empirical research studies conducted in 2019. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Knowledge Management-Process Approach 

Knowledge management is becoming an increasingly popular concept and one that is being 
eagerly implemented in contemporary enterprises. Companies are starting to recognize the 
significant resources of both internal and external knowledge that should be used to build a 
competitive position in the market. On one hand, knowledge management has become a challenge 
to be faced by modern enterprises, but on the hand, it has served as a springboard for organizational 
activities [17]. A company's success is conditional, among other factors, on its ability to use explicit 
and implicit knowledge. Implicit knowledge has a technical (know-how) and cognitive dimension, 
consisting of a belief model and perception patterns. It is the source of the company's future successes, 
which is why it is so important to reach it and use it [17–19]. 

Organizations that have implemented and consciously used knowledge management concepts 
have seen a number of benefits resulting from them [12]. Most importantly, these are: improved 
performance and target-reaching; streamlining of processes and organization-wide adoption of good 
practices; development of business activity and increase of innovation; and more ease in launching 
new products and services [20–27]. In addition, there is also: increased adaptation of 
products/services to customer requirements; better customer and employee satisfaction; increased 
employee productivity and performance; improved communication and cooperation; and finally, 
improved trust [28,29]. In what concerns knowledge management in organizations, it is necessary to 
point out aspects concerning the use of technology and the social elements of knowledge workers 
and knowledge distribution. Activities related to knowledge management should be carried out in a 
systematic and cyclical fashion; focus on processes such as the acquisition, transfer, use, identification 
and creation of knowledge; and be based on linking knowledge management processes with 
commercial processes. At the same time they cannot be independent, must align with organizational 
goals, use technology to support processes and bring benefits to the organization [13]. Noteworthy 
as well are hard elements—systems and tools; and soft elements—organizational culture [30–32]. 

In enterprises centering their activities around knowledge resources, the following aspects of 
knowledge management can be distinguished: functional, process-oriented, instrumental and 
institutional [17,33–36]. 

One of the proposed solutions for knowledge management is a process approach [33,37]. Under 
this approach, knowledge management is understood as the entire process of creating, disseminating 
and using knowledge to achieve organizational goals [37–39]. Knowledge management should thus 
include the complementary processes of creating, collecting, organizing, disseminating, using and 
exploiting knowledge in the course of business activity. Most often, processes are identified that make 
up knowledge management, such as identification, acquisition, development, distribution and 
dissemination, use and preservation [37,38]. An important aspect of the process approach applied to 
knowledge management is that it enables better operationalization of individual processes [40,41]. 

In process terms, knowledge management is a normative and disposable proceeding aimed at 
creating the right conditions that will enable efficient implementation of operational functions, 
thereby optimizing the main processes related to knowledge, climate, culture, trust, leadership and 
organizational structure [15,29,42–44]. This will then allow employees to focus on developing 
knowledge, distributing it, acquiring it and using it correctly [45,46]. 

In the instrumental approach, knowledge management consists of the appropriate selection and 
use of instruments and tools contributing to the course of major processes involving knowledge at all 
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levels and areas of the organization. The set of instruments is quite extensive, ranging from financial 
and legal to organizational and technical. These instruments may include: organizational systems, 
including an incentive, information, monitoring system, etc., plus a number of different tools, such 
as databases, IT systems and internal communication networks [13,36,47,48]. 

In the institutional approach, knowledge management includes a system of job positions and 
employee teams (strategic and operational level of the organization, formal and informal 
organization) who perform relevant knowledge management functions [17,38,49,50]. 

Strategic and operational knowledge management perspectives should also be indicated. A 
knowledge management strategy usually involves one of two approaches: codification or 
personalization, or a combination of the two. The choice of knowledge management strategy depends 
on the nature of the processes that take place within the company. When employee intuition and 
skills are used, personalization is the one that most often works given its reliance on tacit knowledge. 
Codification, meanwhile, tends to be reserved for standard products [51–53]. In the context of the 
process approach to knowledge management, the question arises: how can one measure knowledge 
management in order to obtain tangible effects of its use with reference to organizational goals? 

2.2. Knowledge Management Quality 

Evaluation of knowledge management quality and its measures is a recurring problem in the 
literature. It applies to all aspects of human life [54–57]. In this respect, the authors agree that the 
problem of defining quality is invariably an open topic for research and discussion. There is no doubt 
that each and every quality evaluation comes burdened with a certain degree of subjectivity—hence 
the necessity, as authors universally agree, to clarify the broad organizational context for knowledge 
management measurement. 

Evaluation of knowledge management quality in the literature [16,58,59] indicates the 
importance of testing data quality and information quality; knowledge codification; and the exchange 
of knowledge, experience and intuition between employees and teams, all while taking into account 
the use of information technology systems. However, the biggest challenge for managers is to 
determine measures of knowledge quality in a knowledge management system. Knowledge quality 
has different levels of detail, and depending on the situation, it can be understood as either product 
readiness, a resource for active use, compliance with requirements or a degree of proximity of 
excellence [57]. 

The literature on the subject include research on the quality of a formalized knowledge 
management system [16,58,59]. According to the Deepankar, Arora and Sharma, it is important to 
introduce the principle of basic quality management that support knowledge management processes 
[16]. The authors have created a hierarchical structure of knowledge quality and described its 
elements and their attributes, and created a valid and reliable instrument to measure the relative 
importance of the elements. This model has a hierarchical approach to address the dependence 
relationships of knowledge quality with its elements of inherent (accurate, complete, consistent, 
current, relevant), contextual (culture, structure, dependence, clarity, responsive) and actionable 
(useful, accessible, interpretable, volatile, secure) knowledge quality [16]. The research indicated that 
actionable knowledge quality is the most important area of concentration for business managers in 
the knowledge management system (KMS). The authors Deepankar, Arora and Sharma underlined 
that KMS is just a tool to support organizational knowledge processes, especially for explicit 
knowledge, but on the other hand, organizational knowledge is implicit, context-dependent, difficult 
to imitate, and noncodified [16]. 

The very evaluation of knowledge quality is invariably a subjective assessment, as in cases of 
commercial and other organizations. It is a derivative of the evaluation of employees’ abilities to 
perform tasks assigned to them. Once again referring to the arguments raised earlier in the paper, 
perceived knowledge quality can be said to be determined by knowledge management processes 
occurring in organizations [37,60–64]. Knowledge management processes and cycles consist of 
subsequent activities undertaken in organizations. These are: the search for knowledge 
(identification), acquiring knowledge resources necessary for the organization, developing 
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knowledge while adapting it to local conditions, distributing knowledge within the organization and 
using knowledge effectively. In the literature cited earlier, knowledge preservation is also indicated 
as an important aspect of the knowledge management process. All these stages constitute a closed 
management cycle found in a more or less structured way in virtually every organization (Figure 1). 

Knowledge location

Knowledge acquisition

Knowledge development Knowledge distribution 
and dissemination

Knowledge use

Knowledge preservation

Knowledge Quality

 
Figure 1. Elements of the knowledge management process Source: own elaboration based on [37]. 

In relation to knowledge management in theory, elements influencing the evaluation of 
knowledge quality were defined. Select aspects of the entire knowledge management process can be 
referred to under the process approach. 

3. Materials and Methods 

The research was carried out between November and December 2019 in the form of an online 
questionnaire. The aim of the study was to identify factors that have a positive impact on the quality 
of knowledge in knowledge management processes in the contemporary organization. The 
assessment of the quality of knowledge, which was indicated earlier in the article, is a subjective 
assessment. Tactical managers in organizations were invited to the study. The authors concluded that 
tactical managers have knowledge about the effectiveness of the implementation of the tasks 
entrusted to them and how to implement these tasks. Managers are able to assess the factors included 
in the knowledge management process, which are listed in Table 1. The authors' particular interest is 
the relationship between knowledge quality and modern IT tools and technical infrastructure 
available in modern organizations. Therefore, the research hypothesis is that the quality of 
knowledge is positively influenced by the technical infrastructure available in organizations, 
including IT tools, knowledge bases and repositories. The survey was addressed to organizations, 
both registered and conducting business activity in Poland. For international organizations, the 
survey was intended for representatives of these companies’ local branches.  

Table 1. Elements influencing evaluations of knowledge quality in knowledge management processes 
in contemporary organizations. 

Construct Characteristic  
Knowledge 
quality (KQ) 

Knowledge is evaluated taking into account aspects such as its quantity, quality and 
availability for the implementation of tasks [16,57–59,61,62,64,65] 

Identification 
(IDT) 

There are knowledge repositories (databases, IT systems, etc.) or formal job positions 
related to knowledge management, e.g., knowledge manager, knowledge management 
specialist. Informal knowledge managers or dedicated knowledge specialists may also 

appear. [62,64,66] 

Acquisition 
(ACQ) 

Managers and non-executive employees have access to knowledge bases and are able to 
use them. In addition, knowledge managers support the work of other organization 

members by showing willingness to cooperate and distribute knowledge. Knowledge can 
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be acquired from external sources (training, courses, access to external repositories). [46–
48, 65–69]. 

Development 
(DEV) 

The organization develops resources, actively responds to the training needs of employees 
and organization members. Organization supports independent acquisition of knowledge 

by members [36,63,67–71] 

Distribution 
(DST) 

The organization creates mechanisms enabling knowledge distribution and supports 
knowledge-sharing processes between employees, e.g., through a mentoring, coaching 
system or cooperation in the task or project teams. Organization also provides tools to 
support distribution and exchange of knowledge between employees. [33,36,62,68–71]. 

Use (USE) 
The organizational knowledge, including employee knowledge, is properly used to carry 

out specific tasks. Tasks are assigned based on employee competences, enabling full use of 
their knowledge and of the knowledge existing in repositories [36,66,68,69] 

The companies invited to the study were organizations with which the authors of the article had 
previously collaborated. The key criterion that was used to select the organizations invited to 
participate in the survey was the economic efficiency of the organization. The initial assumption 
verifying economic efficiency was obtaining a positive financial result for the last 3 years, i.e., in the 
period 2016–2018. All organizations invited to the study met this condition, which indicates effective 
management of resources in the organization, including knowledge resources. The requirement of 
achieving economic efficiency during a period of three consecutive years was the criterion for 
choosing an organization for research. For this reason, the research sample cannot be considered as 
completely random and it has been chosen in a targeted manner. 

The companies invited all operate in modern industries (Table 2). Such activity requires them to 
have extensive experience and process efficiency, but also to continually develop knowledge 
resources. They are both international and Polish enterprises. They differ not only in industry, but 
also in organizational structures, market coverage and size. Both small companies, i.e., those 
employing up to 25 employees, and large companies, i.e., those employing more than 250 employees, 
were invited to the study. 

The aim of the study was to determine the factors influencing the quality of knowledge 
management in organizations, and to identify those of them with the strongest impacts based on 
subjective evaluation of responses. Research questions focused on factors influencing knowledge 
management in business organizations. Respondents were asked to respond using a five-point Likert 
scale, where 1 was the lowest score and 5 the highest. 

The survey was addressed to organization managers. For larger organizations, several managers 
representing different branches of the organization were allowed to complete the survey, as 
evidenced by the size of the research sample, which is larger than the number of organizations invited 
to participate in the study. A total of 58 organizations selected in a non-random way were invited. 
Out of those, 4 did not complete the survey and 12 completed it either incorrectly or not in full. The 
remaining 84 surveys were used for further analysis. Table 2 shows the characteristics of the analyzed 
organizations. 

Table 2. Description of research sample. 

Organization’s Characteristic N = 58 % 
Organization size   

Large 23 39.66% 
Medium 26 44.83% 

Small 9 15.52% 
International organization   

Yes 23 39.66% 
No 35 60.34% 

Industry   

ICT 21 36.21% 
FMCG 10 17.24% 

Manufacturing 8 13.79% 
Electric power 7 12.07% 
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Services 7 12.07% 
Pharmaceutical and cosmetics 3 5.17% 

Other 2 3.45% 
Participant’s characteristic N = 84 % 

Respondent age   

Under 30 11 13.10% 
30–40 31 36.90% 
40–55 24 28.57% 
55+ 18 21.43% 
Sex   

Female 38 45.24% 
Male 46 54.76% 

Position   

Owner/CEO 19 22.62% 
Manager 65 77.38% 

The questions addressed to survey participants were intended to indicate the factors influencing 
their perceived and subjectively evaluated quality of knowledge. For organizations whose goals 
included achieving tangible financial results, knowledge quality was evaluated through the prism of 
how effective a company is in achieving their goals. Therefore, the knowledge quality factor (KQ) is 
estimated in the study as a component of the quantity, quality and availability of knowledge for tasks 
implemented in the organization. Knowledge quality in the study is a response variable, influenced 
by the explanatory variables listed in Table 2. Each of the factors was assigned to one of the stages of 
the knowledge management cycle described earlier in the paper. The study assumes that knowledge 
management in organizations, regardless of their size or scope of activity, encompasses elements such 
as conscious identification of knowledge sources and knowledge acquisition, knowledge 
development for the needs of the organization and its processes and projects, knowledge distribution 
within the organization and its effective use. Since the vast majority of respondents were managers 
performing job duties at the tactical level of the organizational structure, the survey was completed 
by team managers, functional managers and project leaders in organizations. It was therefore not 
addressed to those involved in organizational management at the strategic level (management board, 
senior management). The survey does not cover knowledge preservation issues, as this element is 
directly related to the implementation of organizational strategy. 

4. Results 

According to obtained responses, knowledge quality scores highest in small organizations and 
lowest in large organizations. Figure 2 shows the weighted averages of the responses to the question 
about the quality of knowledge that each organization has and manages. The measure of the 
coefficient defining the quality of knowledge (KQ) is a value that is the arithmetic average of the 
answers given by the survey’s participants to the questions regarding the amount of knowledge 
available to the employee, the degree of matching this knowledge to the current needs of the 
employee and ease of access to the necessary knowledge. Ease of access applies to both knowledge 
accumulated in the internal repositories of the organization and access to external knowledge. 

 
Figure 2. Evaluation of knowledge management quality in organizations by size. 
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All the factors described in Table 2 sprang directly from knowledge management processes 
taking place in organizations. To indicate the existence of a linear correlation between the factors, the 
Pearson linear correlation coefficient was used. The results presented in Table 3 refer to the 
relationship between the knowledge quality variable (KQ) and the explanatory variables. The 
correlation coefficient indicates the degree and direction of correlation between the variables. 

Table 3. Results of linear correlation analysis measured with the Pearson coefficient. 

Construct KQ Knowledge Quality 
KQ Knowledge quality 1 

IDT_1 0.358366 
IDT_2 0.127963 
IDT_3 −0.14069 

ACQ_1 0.367336 
ACQ_2 −0.00077 
ACQ_3 0,311507 
DEV_1 0.497355 
DEV_2 0.099847 
DST_1 0,058817 
DST_2 0.499505 
USE_1 −0.08177 
USE_2 0.510323 

Correlation coefficient values can take values from –1 to 1, with extreme values meaning direct 
correlations between negative and positive factors. For example, the IDT_3 factor, which says that 
informal knowledge managers exist in organizations, depends on the quality of knowledge 
management. However, the value of the coefficient shows that this impact is negligible. Table 4, 
which presents the results of the correlation analysis, indicates factors whose value are > 0.25; i.e., it 
can be assumed that the coupling with them and with the response variable is visible. The analysis 
lacks coefficients for which the correlation is very strong; i.e., it is close to the value of 1, which may 
be partly explained by the limited research sample. A correlation analysis carried out in this way 
shows that knowledge quality is correlated significantly and also positively with the following 
factors: 

• IDT_1—knowledge repositories (databases, IT systems, etc.) exist in the organization and 
employees are aware of the need to use them as part of duties arising from their job position 

• ACQ_1—organization members have access to knowledge bases, and more importantly, are able 
to use them  

• ACQ_3—organization enables members to acquire knowledge from external sources. In 
practice, this means the organization conducts training and courses, while employees have, if 
necessary, access to external knowledge repositories. 

• DEV_1—organization actively responds to the training needs of employees, organization 
members. This is when employees have the opportunity to indicate to the employer a type of 
knowledge that may be useful to them in order to better perform job duties. In particular, they 
may indicate courses, training or study that correspond to their career and development paths. 

• DST_2—organization provides tools to support distribution and exchange of knowledge. These 
tools can be technological solutions, networks, repositories, disks or software supporting 
knowledge and communication management within the organization.  

• USE_2—employee knowledge is well used in the implementation of tasks. This is related to the 
employee's subjective feelings and personal satisfaction with the tasks assigned to him/her, and 
the possibility of using his/her knowledge and experience in the implementation of the tasks he 
or she is entrusted with.  
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Table 4. Elements influencing evaluation of the state of knowledge management quality in 
organizations. 

Construct Questions—Elements of Quality in Processes 
Knowledge quality 

(KQ) 
Organization members are satisfied with the quantity, quality and availability of knowledge for the 

implementation of tasks 

Identification (IDT) 
IDT_1—Knowledge repositories (databases, IT systems, etc.) exist in the organization 

IDT_2—Formal knowledge manager position exists in organizations 
IDT_3—Informal knowledge manager positions exist in organizations 

Acquisition (ACQ) 

ACQ_1—Organization members have access to knowledge bases and are able to use them 
ACQ_2—Knowledge manager supports the work of other organization members (availability, 

willingness to cooperate) 
ACQ_3—Organization enables members to acquire knowledge from external sources (training, 

courses, access to external repositories) 

Development (DEV) 
DEV_1—Organization actively responds to the training needs of employees, organization members 

DEV_2—Organization supports independent knowledge acquisition by organization members 

Distribution (DST) 
DST_1—Organization supports processes of knowledge distribution between employees, e.g., 

through a mentoring system or cooperation in task teams 
DST_2—Organization provides tools to support distribution and exchange of knowledge 

Use (USE) 
USE_1—Tasks are assigned according to the employee knowledge criterion 
USE_2—Employee knowledge is well used in the implementation of tasks 

Factors that correlate the most strongly with knowledge quality perceived by organization 
members can be divided into two basic groups: one is knowledge repositories and systems 
supporting knowledge management in the organization, and the other is factors directly related to 
employees—the fact of appreciating and using their knowledge and experience, along with each 
employee’s ability to influence their further development path. This is reflected in those factors that 
pointed to the importance of choosing training, developing and using individual knowledge. Tools 
and infrastructure—which includes knowledge bases, repositories and software—support individual 
employees in their work and can help improve workplace performance overall, but they can also be 
favorable to group learning and group use of knowledge. However, while the correlation only shows 
the relationship between the factors, it fails to clarify the underlying causal relations between them. 
To this end, a linear regression analysis was performed for the analyzed variables. Regression 
equation, taking into account all analyzed and specified factors at a coefficient level of R2 = 0.69 
(meaning that the model explains the phenomenon in 69%), is a measure of the model’s goodness-of-
fit and is shown in Table 5 with a standard error of 0.47. 

Table 5. Result of linear regression analysis for the initial model. 

 Coefficient t-stat p-value 
Intercept −0,308710889 −0.4335395 0.665937255 

IDT_1 0.121414573 1.307279 0.195335799 
IDT_2 0.127159787 1.7628235 0.082233532 
IDT_3 −0.084539155 −1.1245182 0.264580681 

ACQ_1 0.131808493 1.5799756 0.118557558 
ACQ_2 0.007576083 0.0799111 0.936532757 
ACQ_3 0.143755295 1.5631931 0.122453746 
DEV_1 0.13420902 1.3625544 0.177329519 
DEV_2 −0.053968672 −0.6171196 0.539129916 
DST_1 0.024655134 0.3469759 0.729635749 
DST_2 0.295615007 3.1969216 0.002074733 
USE_1 −0.077286052 −1.0307937 0.306136259 
USE_2 0,326967829 3.6582281 0.000484185 

As a result of subsequent iterations, the following factors were removed from the model based 
on the lowest t-statistic values (in order of removal): 

• ACQ_2—knowledge manager supports the work of other organization members (availability, 
willingness to cooperate). 
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• DEV_2—organization supports independent acquisition of knowledge by organization 
members. 

• DST_1—organization supports processes of knowledge distribution between employees, e.g., 
through a mentoring system or cooperation in task teams. 

• IDT_3—informal knowledge managers exist in organizations. 
• USE_1—Tasks are assigned according to the employee knowledge criterion. 
• IDT_1—knowledge repositories (databases, IT systems) exist in the organization and employees 

are aware of the need to use them as part of duties arising from their job position. 
• ACQ_3—organization enables its members to acquire knowledge from external sources. 
• DEV_1—organization actively responds to the training needs of employees, organization 

members. 

Let us note that the last three factors were taken into account earlier at the correlation stage. This 
means that true linear correlations exist between them and the quality of knowledge evaluated by 
the respondents, but the same cannot be said with confidence about the impact between them and 
knowledge quality. The final regression model, after the elimination of factors with the lowest values 
in Student’s t-statistics, at the level of R2 = 0,72 and with a standard error rate of 0.59, indicates three 
factors directly influencing subjective knowledge quality as evaluated by the respondents (Table 6). 

Table 6. Results of regression analysis after rejection of factors with lower significance as measures 
by Student’s t-statistics. 

 Coefficients Standard Error t-stat p-value 
Intercept 0.094806 0.426412483 0.222333 0.824621 
ACQ_1 0.214223 0.076037598 2.817336 0.006098 
DST_2 0.416954 0.082605271 5.047541 2.75E−06 
USE_2 0.352535 0.082910821 4.251979 5.7E−05 

Factors indicated in the course of regression analysis point to the existence of and employee 
access to databases and knowledge bases (ACQ_1) and to information systems supporting 
knowledge management (DST_2), also indicating the awareness that employees’ knowledge is used 
in their work in a way that satisfies them (USE_2). 

5. Discussion and Conclusions 

Knowledge management is commonly applied in both large international enterprises and SMEs 
(Small and Medium Enterprises) [72]. It is a multifaceted concept requiring the use of appropriate 
systems and tools. An important issue taken up in our theoretical and empirical deliberations was to 
examine knowledge management quality while taking into account individual knowledge 
management processes, such as knowledge identification, acquisition, development, distribution and 
use. The biggest challenge for both scholars and active entrepreneurs is measuring knowledge and 
management knowledge from a quality perspective. Knowledge quality assessment is a current issue 
in the context of new technologies (Industry 5.0, Internet of Things, Technology of Blockchain] and 
social solutions [73,74]. 

The aim of the study was to identify factors that have a positive impact on the subjectively 
evaluated quality of knowledge, against the assumption that knowledge is generally held in high 
esteem when it enables efficient and effective implementation of entrusted tasks. This selected 
representatives of business organizations answered questions related to whether knowledge 
available to them was sufficient, timely, up-to-date, appropriate and free of errors that ultimately 
affect the quality and comfort of work. An interesting conclusion that can be derived from the 
research is that companies tend to evaluate their knowledge well, and most interestingly, that 
knowledge quality scores overall higher in large than in small companies. Another thought-
provoking conclusion, which nonetheless requires further research, is that among the factors that 
most markedly affect knowledge quality are those directly related to infrastructure, i.e., access to 
knowledge bases and repositories, and to IT systems. This could be an interesting diving board for 



Information 2020, 11, 244 10 of 13 

 

more in-depth research into tools and their actual applications in business organizations. Access to 
tools supporting knowledge management is indeed a determinant of modern management, which 
fully fits into the process-oriented research stream. 

The research hypothesis that the quality of knowledge is positively influenced by the technical 
infrastructure available in organizations, including IT tools, knowledge bases and repositories, has 
been confirmed. 

Closely related to the human, the non-technical aspect was the third factor singled out in the 
analysis; namely, employee satisfaction—the awareness that their knowledge is used in a proper and 
exhaustive way that allows them to experience fulfillment with work. This indicates the need to focus 
not only on tools, but also on management processes themselves, with employees at the center of 
considerations. The findings of this study have several important implications for managers in 
contemporary organizations to measure the knowledge quality in knowledge management processes 
and initiate successful practices within their projects. 

Some limitations of the conducted research need to be acknowledged at this point, and they 
concern our examining of a specific group of respondents who were representatives of both local and 
international companies. Future research into knowledge management quality may want to draw on 
a larger sample and on issues related to the use and the actual impact of technical infrastructure on 
knowledge management processes. The issues discussed in this paper require further in-depth 
theoretical and empirical studies. 

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Methodology, Validation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Resources, 
Writing—original draft preparation, Review and editing, O.S. and A.B. All authors have read and agreed to the 
published version of the manuscript. 

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. 

References 

1. Gaviria-Marin, M.; Merigó, J.M.; Baier-Fuentes, H. Knowledge management: A global examination based 
on bibliometric analysis. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2019, 140, 194–220. 

2. Gavrilova, T.; Alsufiev, A.; Pleshkova, A. Influence of Knowledge Management Practices on Company 
Performance Results in Russian Context; Working Papers # 6 (E) Graduate School of Management, St. 
Petersburg State University: St Petersburg, Russia, 2017. 

3. Hislop, D.; Bosua, R.; Helms, R. Knowledge Management in Organizations: A Critical Introduction, 3rd ed.; 
Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2013. 

4. Ho, C.F.; Hsieh, P.H.; Hung, W.H. Enablers and processes for effective knowledge management. Ind. 
Manag. Data Syst. 2014, 114, 734–754. 

5. Nonaka, I.; Takeuchi, H. The Knowledge Creating Company: How Japanese Companies Create the Dynamics of 
Innovation; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2005. 

6. Zięba, M. Knowledge Management—Current Trends and Challenges; Fundation for the Dissemination of 
Knowledge and Science “Cognitione”: Nowy Targ, Poland, 2017. 

7. Bolisani, E.; Bratianu, C. The Emergence of Knowledge Management. In Emergent Knowledge Strategies: 
Strategic Thinking in Knowledge Management; Bolisani, E., Bratianu, C., Eds.; Springer International 
Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; pp. 23–48. 

8. Bootz, J.-P.; Durance, P.; Monti, R. Foresight and knowledge management. New developments in theory 
and practice. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2019, 140, 80–83. 

9. Koç, T.; Kurt, K.; Akbiyik, A. A Brief Summary of Knowledge Management Domain: 10-Year History of 
the Journal of Knowledge Management. Procedia Comput. Sci. 2019, 158, 891–898. 

10. Nisar, T.M.; Prabhakar, G.; Strakova, L. Social media information benefits, knowledge management and 
smart organizations. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 94, 264–272. 

11. Shujahat, M.; Sousa, M.J.; Hussain, S.; Nawaz, F.; Wang, M.; Umer, M. Translating the impact of knowledge 
management processes into knowledge-based innovation: The neglected and mediating role of knowledge-
worker productivity. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 94, 442–450. 

12. Spek, R.; von der Carter, G. A survey on good practices in knowledge management in European companies. 
In Knowledge Management, Concepts and Practices; Mertins, K., Heising, P., Vorbeck, J., Eds.; Springer: 
Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2003; pp. 191–206. 



Information 2020, 11, 244 11 of 13 

 

13. Koohang, A.; Paliszkiewicz, J.; Gołuchowski, J. Trust, Knowledge Management, and Organizational 
Performance: Predictors of Success in Leadership. In Intuition, Trust, and Analytics; Liebowitz, J., 
Paliszkiewicz, J., Gołuchowski, J., Eds.; CRC Press, Taylor & Francis Group, Auerbach Publications: Boca 
Raton, FL, USA, 2018; pp. 83–105. 

14. Poston, R.S.; Speier, C. Effective use of knowledge management systems: A process model of content 
ratings and credibility indicators. MIS Q. 2005, 29, 221–244. 

15. Donate, M.J.; de Pablo, J.S. The role of knowledge-oriented leadership in knowledge management practices 
and innovation. J. Bus. Res. 2015, 68, 360–370. 

16. Deepankar, C.; Arora, M.; Sharma, P. Evaluating Knowledge Quality in Knowledge Management Systems. 
J. Stat. Appl. Probab. 2018, 1, 75–84. 

17. Vaccaro, A.; Parente, R.; Veloso, F.M. Knowledge management tools, inter-organizational relationships, 
innovation and firm performance. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2010, 77, 1076–1089. 

18. Skrzypek, E. Qualitative dimension of knowledge management—Theory and practice. Zarządzanie i Finanse 
2012, 3, 516–530. 

19. Rehman, W.U.; Asghar, N.; Ahmad, K. Impact of KM practices on firms' performance: A mediating role of 
business process capabilities and organizational learning. Pak. Econ. Soc. Rev. 2015, 53, 47–80. 

20. Santoro, G.; Vrontis, D.; Thrassou, A.; Dezi, L. The Internet of Things: Building a knowledge management 
system for open innovation and knowledge management capacity. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2018, 136, 
347–354. 

21. Abubakar, A.M.; Elrehail, H.; Alatailat, M.A.; Elc, A. Knowledge management, decision-making style and 
organizational performance. J. Innov. Knowl. 2019, 4, 104–114. 

22. Andreeva, T.; Kianto, A. Knowledge processes, knowledge-intensity and innovation: A moderated 
mediation analysis. J. Knowl. Manag. 2011, 15, 1016–1034. 

23. Barnes, S.; Milton, N. Designing a Successful KM Strategy: A Guide for the Knowledge Management Professional; 
Information Today Inc.: Medford, NJ, US, 2015. 

24. Córdova, F.M.; Duránb, C.A.; Pincheiraa, M.; Palominosc, F.; Galindod, R. Knowledge Management of 
Intangible Actives in Service Companies. Procedia Comput. Sci. 2019, 162, 596–603. 

25. Du Plessis, M. The role of knowledge management in innovation. J. Knowl. Manag. 2007, 11, 20–29. 
26. Liao, S.H.; Wu, C.C. System perspective of knowledge management, organizational learning, and 

organizational innovation. Expert Syst. Appl. 2010, 37, 1096–1103. 
27. Lundvall, B.A.; Nielsen, P. Knowledge management and innovation performance. Int. J. Manpow. 2007, 28, 

207–223. 
28. Yin-Kuan, N.; Voon-Hsien, L.; Tun-Lee, F.A.; Pei-Lee, G. The Relationship between Knowledge 

Management Practices and Technological Innovation: A Conceptual Framework. Int. J. Manag. Knowl. 
Learn. 2012, 1, 71–89. 

29. Darroch, J. Knowledge management, innovation and firm performance. J. Knowl. Manag. 2005, 9, 101–115. 
30. Walecka-Jankowska, K. Knowledge management. In Contemporary Management Methods in Theory and 

Practice; Hopej, M., Kral, Z., Eds.; Oficyna Wydawnicza Politechniki Wrocławskiej Wrocław: Wrocław, 
Poland, 2011; pp. 191–210. 

31. Sun, P. Five critical knowledge management organizational themes. J. Knowl. Manag. 2010, 30, 507–523. 
32. Tiago, M.T.B.; Couto, J.P.A.; Tiago, F.G.; Vieira, A.C. Knowledge management: An overview of European 

reality. Manag. Res. News 2007, 30, 100–114. 
33. Żytniewski, M. Integration of knowledge management systems and business processes using multi-agent 

systems. Int. J. Comput. Intell. Stud. 2016, 5, 180–196. 
34. Davenport, T.; Prusak, L. Working Knowledge: How Organizations Manage What They Know; Harvard Business 

School Press: Boston, MA, USA, 2000. 
35. Linderman, K.; Schroeder, R.G.; Sanders, J.A. Knowledge Framework Underlying Process Management. 

Decis. Sci. 2010, 41, 689–719. 
36. Kisielnicki, J.; Sobolewska, O. Knowledge Management and Innovation in Network Organizations; IGI Global: 

Hershey, PA, USA, 2019. 
37. Probst, G.; Raub, S.; Romhardt, K. Managing Knowledge; Wiley: London, UK, 2005. 
38. Bukowitz, W.; Williams, R. The Knowledge Management Fieldbook; Prentice Hall: London, UK, 2000. 
39. Mohapatra, S.; Agrawal, A.; Satpathy, A. Designing Knowledge Management Enabled Business Strategies; 

Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2016. 



Information 2020, 11, 244 12 of 13 

 

40. Paschek, D.; Ivascu, L.; Draghici, A. Knowledge management–The Foundation for a Successful Business 
Process Management. Procedia Soc. Behav. Sci. 2018, 238, 182–191. 

41. Raudeliữniené, J.; Davidavičiené, V.; Jakubavičius, A. Knowledge management process model. Entrep. 
Sustain. 2018, 5, 542–554. 

42. Ding, W.; Choi, E.; Aoyama, A. Relational study of wise (phronetic) leadership, knowledge management 
capability, and innovation performance. Asia Pac. Manag. Rev. 2019, 24, 310–317. 

43. Naqshbandi, M.M.; Jasimuddin., S.M. Knowledge-oriented leadership and open innovation: Role of 
knowledge management capability in France-based multinationals. Int. Bus. Rev. 2018, 27, 701–713. 

44. Paliszkiewicz, J. The foundations of trust. In Intuition, Trust, and Analytics; Liebowitz, J., Paliszkiewicz, J., 
Gołuchowski, J., Eds.; Taylor & Francis Group, Auerbach Publications: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2018; pp. 69–
81. 

45. Paliszkiewicz, J.; Gołuchowski, J. The relationship between Knowledge Sharing, Use of Social Media, Level 
of Trust in Organization, and Organizational Performance: A proposal for Future Research. In Modern 
Information Systems in Management—Challenges and Solutions; Wawrzyniak, A., Wąsikowska. B., Eds.; Polish 
Information Processing Society: Warsaw, Poland, 2016; pp. 61–84. 

46. Paliszkiewicz, J. The future of knowledge management. In Proceedings of the IFLA, Satellite Meeting—
Knowledge management Section, Wroclaw, Poland, 18 August 2017. 

47. Alavi, M.; Leidner, D. Knowledge management and knowledge management systems: Conceptual 
foundations and research issues. MIS Q. 2001, 25, 107–136. 

48. Dumas, M.; van der Aalst, W.M.P.; Hofstede, A.H.M. (Eds.) Process-Aware Information Systems: Bridging 
People and Software Through Process Technology; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2005. 

49. Bartol, K.; Srivastava, A. Encouraging knowledge sharing: The role of organizational reward systems. J. 
Leadersh. Organ. Stud. 2002, 19, 64–76. 

50. Chen, C.J.; Huang, J.W. Strategic human resource practice and innovation performance—The mediating 
role of knowledge management capacity. J. Bus. Res. 2009, 62, 104–114. 

51. Leja, K. Knowledge Management Perspectives in Polish Small and Medium Enterprises; Wydział Zarządzania i 
Ekonomii Politechniki Gdańskiej: Gdańsk, Poland, 2003. 

52. Choi, B.; Poon, S.K.; Davis, J.G.; Choi, B. Effects of knowledge management strategy on organizational 
performance: A complementarity theory-based approach. Omega 2008, 36, 235–251. 

53. Wiig, K.M. Knowledge Management Methods: Practical Approaches to Managing Knowledge; Schema Press: 
Arlington, TX, USA, 2005. 

54. Rapley, M. Quality of Life Research; Thousand Oaks CA: London, UK, 2003. 
55. Ferrans, C.E. Definitions and conceptual models of quality of life. In Outcomes Assessment in Cancer; 

Lipscomb, J., Gotay, C.C., Synder, C., Eds.; Cambridge University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2005; pp. 14–
30. 

56. Barofsky, I. Quality; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2012. 
57. Hamrol, A. Quality Management with Examples; PWN: Warszawa, Poland, 2013. 
58. Hsu, S.H.; Shen, H.P. Knowledge management and its relationship with TQM. Total Qual. Manag. 2005, 16, 

351–361. 
59. Wen, Y.F. An effectiveness measurement model for knowledge management. Knowl. Based Syst. 2009, 22, 

363–367. 
60. Jemielniak, D.; Koźmiński, A. (Eds.) Knowledge Management; Oficyna Wydawnicza Wolters Kluwer: 

Warszawa, Poland, 2012. 
61. Bełz, G.; Hopej, M.; Zgrzywa-Ziemak, A. (Eds.) Knowledge in Management of a Contemporary Organization; 

Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego: Wrocław, Poland, 2013. 
62. Fazlacić, J. Innovative Knowledge Management; Difin: Warszawa, Poland, 2014. 
63. Paliszkiewicz, J.; Svanadze, S.; Jikia, M. The role of knowledge management processes on organizational 

culture. Online J. Appl. Knowl. Manag. 2017, 5, 29–44. 
64. Kisielnicki, J. Project Management. People, Procedures, Results; Oficyna Wydawnicza Wolters Kluwer 

business: Warszawa, Poland, 2012. 
65. Ghobadi, S.; D’Ambra, J. Knowledge sharing in cross-functional teams: A coopetitive model. J. Knowl. 

Manag. 2011, 16, 285–301. 
66. Davenport, T.H. Thinking for a Living: How to Get Better Performances and Results from Knowledge Workers; 

Oficyna Wydawnicza Wolters Kluwer business: Warszawa, Poland, 2007. 



Information 2020, 11, 244 13 of 13 

 

67. Kobyłko, G.; Morawski, M. (Eds.) Knowledge Oriented Enterprise; Difin: Warszawa, Poland, 2006. 
68. Kirkpatrick, D.L. Evaluating Training Programs; Wydawnictwo Studio Emka: Warszawa, Poland, 1998. 
69. Lin, H.F. Knowledge sharing and firm innovation capability: An empirical study. Int. J. Manpow. 2007, 28, 

315–332. 
70. Trocki, M. Modern Project Management; Wydawnictwo PWE: Warszawa, Poland, 2012. 
71. Bramley, P. Evaluating Training Effectiveness; Oficyna Wydawnicza Wolters Kluwer business: Warszawa, 

Poland, 2007. 
72. Uzelac, Z.; Ćelić, Đ.; Petrov, V.; Draškowić, Z.; Berić, D. Comparative analysis of knowledge management 

activities in SMEs: Empirical study from a developing country. Procedia Manuf. 2018, 17, 523–530. 
73. Aslam, F.; Aimin, W.; Li, M.; Ur Rehman, K. Innovation in the Era of IoT and Industry 5.0: Absolute 

Innovation Management (AIM) Framework. Information 2020, 11, 124. 
74. Nyame, G.; Qin, Z.; Obour Agyekum, K.-B.; Sifah, E.B. An ECDSA Approach to Access Control in 

Knowledge Management Systems Using Blockchain. Information 2020, 11, 111. 

 

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access 
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution 
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). 

 


