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Abstract

Knowledge sharing is broadly recognised as a critical factor in organisational learn-
ing, innovation, and competitiveness. However, measuring knowledge sharing proves
challenging due to the nature of knowledge, especially tacit knowledge that is hard to
formalise and pass on. This study investigates how organisations measure knowledge
sharing from the perspective of experienced Business Analysts. A qualitative research
method was adopted, based on 16 semi-structured interviews with experienced Business
Analysts who had between 4 and 16 years of professional experience in business analy-
sis. The findings reveal five themes: no formal system to measure knowledge sharing,
informal or indirect mechanisms, quantitative proxy metrics, scepticism towards existing
measures, and the role of organisational culture in knowledge sharing. Interview partici-
pants noted that organisations often rely on numerical indicators such as onboarding or
training completion. However, many questioned the validity of these metrics. The study
concludes that organisations recognise the importance of knowledge sharing but still
struggle with measuring it and therefore rely on a combination of indirect indicators
and reinforcement through organisational culture.

Keywords: knowledge management, knowledge sharing, knowledge sharing measurement,
business analyst, qualitative research

Introduction

Knowledge is inherently difficult to quantify and measure because it is intangible,
fluid and embedded in people’s minds (Nakash & Bouhnik, 2024). In addition, knowl-
edge does not conform to formal organisational structures or predefined boundaries
(Edwards & Kidd, 2003). However, according to Zeleny (2013), knowledge is a tangible
asset whose value can be evaluated, whereas the value of information is more dif-
ficult to determine. Information acquires value only when it is applied in action and
contributes to the creation or use of knowledge. In such cases, its value is assessed
indirectly through the value of the knowledge it helps create.

Knowledge sharing is recognised as a building block for organisational success
and competitiveness, serving as a crucial mechanism for survival in the knowledge-
based economy (Yesil & Dereli, 2013). Moreover, within the knowledge manage-
ment (KM) cycle, it is regarded as one of the most critical processes and forms the
foundation of effective knowledge management. Therefore, knowledge sharing has
become one of the most extensively researched topics in management (Serenko &
Bontis, 2016).

Whether knowledge sharing occurs through formal or informal mechanisms, it
follows a process. This knowledge-sharing process is viewed as a structured activity
(Chatterjee et al., 2022) that is aligned with organisational strategy, employee skills
and competencies, and established guidelines designed to support its implementa-
tion (Yeboah, 2023).

As Sveiby (2007) notes, while knowledge sharing is widely recognised as valuable in
theory, organisations often face obstacles in translating it into practice, partly because
employees perceive it as an activity outside their formally defined job responsibili-
ties. Furthermore, the phenomenon’s complexity stems from the intricate network of
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interactions and relationships among individuals and
within organisations (Yang & Wu, 2008). Moreover,
motivating employees to engage in knowledge-shar-
ing activities remains a major challenge for both
researchers and practitioners (Martinez, 2015). Lastly,
knowledge-sharing goals are often not explicitly in-
tegrated into business strategies, partly because the
impact of knowledge-sharing practices is challenging
to measure (Riege, 2005).

Literature Review

Performance measurement is a critical component
of knowledge management, as without measurement,
organisations cannot judge what to continue, what
to improve, and what to eliminate (Andone, 2009).
Knowledge by its nature is a challenging resource
to measure (Nakash & Bouhnik, 2024). As a result,
measuring knowledge management is often re-
garded as an attempt to ‘measure the immeasurable’
(Capezzuoli & Jolly, 2019, p. 4). Therefore, it is not
surprising that many authors claim that measuring
organisational knowledge is a challenging concept
to define and measure (Argote, 2011; Hargadon &
Fanelli, 2002). According to Sveiby (2010), measur-
ing social phenomena with scientific precision is
not feasible. Therefore, all measurement systems,
including conventional accounting, rely on proxy
measures, such as monetary values (e.g., dollars
or euros) and indicators that only indirectly reflect
the underlying events or actions responsible for the
phenomenon. Moreover, traditionally, knowledge
workers have placed greater emphasis on the quality
of their outputs than on the process factors involved
in their creation. While process variables, including
time and cost, can be measured relatively easily,
measuring knowledge work outputs remains difficult
(Davenport et al., 1996; Pyorid, 2005).

According to Mataskova (2016), methods of meas-
uring knowledge sharing can be divided into three
groups: (1) hard data measurement (e.g., contribu-
tions to knowledge bases), (2) opinion-based surveys
(e.g., which examine knowledge-sharing factors),
and (3) a combination of hard and soft indicators.
An example of the second approach is provided
by Usoro et al. (2007), who measured knowledge
sharing in virtual communities of practice using
a questionnaire. In their research, they examined
three aspects linked to knowledge sharing: how
often an employee takes part in a knowledge-shar-
ing process (quantity of sharing), the usefulness of
shared knowledge (quality), and the degree to which
an individual feels they engage in knowledge shar-
ing (focus). For example, Wang et al. (2014) propose
measuring tacit knowledge sharing by assessing
whether employees share and seek knowledge de-
rived from their experiences and expertise. In con-
trast, explicit knowledge sharing can be measured
by assessing whether employees share externalised
knowledge, such as reports, manuals, and other of-
ficial documents.

If managers believe knowledge sharing benefits
both individuals and the organisation and want to
reward knowledge-sharing behaviours, they must
measure those behaviours first. A challenge in set-
ting up knowledge-sharing rewards is the difficulty
of identifying and evaluating knowledge sharing
(especially tacit knowledge) at the individual level
(Ipe, 2003). For example, tracking contributions to
an online knowledge-sharing system, an example of
hard data measurement (Matoskova, 2016), is rela-
tively easy; however, monitoring whether knowledge
sharing occurs through face-to-face interactions is
much more difficult (Yi, 2009).

Despite the recognised importance of knowl-
edge sharing, understanding remains limited of
how organisations measure this process in prac-
tice, particularly tacit knowledge. Moreover, even
when knowledge sharing is measured as one of
the knowledge management processes, its assess-
ment remains inconsistent (Fan & Beh, 2024), as
no universally accepted framework for measuring
knowledge management has been established (Na-
kash, 2024). This study explores how organisations
approach measuring knowledge sharing from the
perspective of experienced Business Analysts (BAs).
Business Analysts were considered a particularly
relevant group because their role typically requires
interaction with multiple stakeholders and involves
connecting business (e.g., users) with technical staff
(e.g. IT staff) (Vashist et al., 2011). This cross-func-
tional role provides BAs with a broad perspective
on how knowledge is shared and applied across
organisational functions, making them a valuable
source of information. The objective of the study is
to identify the measurement practices currently used
by organisations and to examine how practitioners
perceive their effectiveness.

Methodology

A qualitative research approach was adopted to
understand the phenomenon under investigation. In
simplified terms, qualitative research methods gen-
erate non-numerical, non-quantifiable data, such as
interview transcripts, observations, expert insights,
and other descriptive information (Trutkowski,
2008). The present study adopted a micro-level
perspective, with the objective of gaining an in-
depth understanding of questions such as ‘what,’
‘where,” ‘how,” and ‘why,” focusing on the nature
and underlying mechanisms of the phenomenon
under investigation, rather than quantitative ques-
tions concerning ‘how many’ or ‘how much’ (Trocki
& Juchniewicz, 2013).

Semi-structured interviews were selected over
structured interviews as they provide greater flexibil-
ity and allow for deviation from a pre-defined set of
questions. Moreover, semi-structured interviews are
particularly suitable for exploratory research, as they
facilitate the collection of rich, detailed, and in-depth
data from participants (Ruslin et al., 2022).
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All interviews were conducted online. With the
participants’ consent, all interviews were recorded
and automatically transcribed using MS Teams. In
total, 16 semi-structured interviews were held. While
each interview followed a predefined interview
script, they varied due to differences in participants’
personalities, communication styles, and other fac-
tors. The estimated duration of each interview was
60 minutes.

For the qualitative analysis, data were collected
directly from 16 interviewed experts in business
analysis and business process analysis. This data-col-
lection method was appropriate because it enabled
the collection of in-depth accounts of participants’
experiences and perspectives. The present study
draws on a subset of the collected interview material
that is related to the research question addressed in
this article. The analysis focused on responses to one
main open-ended question and two follow-up ques-
tions concerning the measurement of knowledge
sharing: ‘Does your organisation measure knowl-
edge sharing?’ and ‘If yes, what indicators are used
to measure the success of knowledge sharing?’, ‘If
not, what indicators would you suggest implement-
ing?’ These questions generated a wide spectrum of
responses and provided sufficient empirical material
for the analysis.

The interview data were analysed using an induc-
tive thematic analysis, as themes emerged from the
data. Interview transcripts were manually coded by
a single researcher. Initial codes were generated
from the experts’ responses. These codes were
then compared in terms of recurring patterns and
subsequently grouped into broader clusters based
on similarities identified across the interviews.
Through this iterative process of familiarisation with
the interview transcripts, generating initial codes,
identifying recurring patterns and comparing and
grouping conceptually related codes, the codes were
consolidated into five thematic clusters derived from
the empirical material.

Although coding was conducted by one researcher,
the coding process followed a consistent analytical
procedure throughout the study. To enhance the
credibility of the findings, the coding process was
conducted iteratively by the researcher. After ini-
tial coding, the interview transcripts and assigned
codes were reviewed multiple times, with ongoing
comparison between the original interview data and
emerging categories to ensure the identified catego-
ries accurately reflected participants’ responses. This
iterative process helped improve the consistency and
trustworthiness of the analysis.

Data saturation was achieved at the 16th inter-
view, when no new substantive information emerged,
indicating that the collected data were sufficient to
address the research objectives and that additional
data collection was unnecessary.

A Business Analyst was defined as an individual
who performs business analysis activities, regardless

of their formal title or position within an organisa-
tion. This definition aligns with that of the Inter-
national Institute of Business Analysis (IIBA), which
defines business analysis as ‘the practice of enabling
change in an organisational context by defining needs
and recommending solutions that deliver value to
stakeholders’, and a Business Analyst could be any
person who performs business analysis activities,
regardless of job title (Institute of Business Analysis,
2021). Most experts carried out their professional
responsibilities in English and collaborated within
diverse, international teams. Several interviewees
occupied senior positions, such as Senior Business
Analyst, while others combined their primary role
with additional responsibilities, including Product
Owner duties.

As mentioned earlier, the research sample con-
sisted of 16 participants: 5 female and 11 male. The
privacy of interview participants was protected,
as all personally identifiable information, includ-
ing names, organisational affiliations, and contact
details, was removed or anonymised in accordance
with the requirements of the General Data Protection
Regulation (GDPR). To further prevent identification,
each Business Analyst was assigned a unique identi-
fier and was referenced exclusively by that identifier
(Table 1).

The experts were recruited through multiple chan-
nels, including the International Master of Business
Administration (IMBA) Program Network, the Cracow
School of Business (CSB) Alumni MBA Club, Linke-
dIn, professional Business Analyst networks, other
professional networks, and professional and private
recommendations. The recruitment process was con-
ducted exclusively by the author. Participant selection
followed explicitly defined inclusion criteria (Galletta,
2013): (a) participation in cross-functional initiatives,
(b) involvement in business process analysis, and
(c) at least four years of professional experience in
business analysis to ensure informed and conceptu-
ally rich data. The four-year experience threshold
is consistent with prior research (Ammann et al.,
2025) and aligns with the eligibility requirements
for the CBPP™ (Kirchmer et al., 2019) and CBAP™
(International Institute of Business Analysis, 2021)
professional certifications.

Moreover, the overall professional experience of
the experts interviewed ranges from 8 to 35 years,
while the majority have over 15 years of professional
experience. Experience in business analysis ranges
from 4 to 16 years, and most of the experts have over
7 years of experience in business analysis.

The interview process generated three primary
data sources. First, all interviews were video-record-
ed, providing a complete record of the discussions.
Second, automatic transcripts were generated, and
thirdly, observational notes were documented during
the interviews to capture contextual information,
non-verbal cues, and additional insights that were not
readily captured in the recordings or transcripts.
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Table 1
Demographic and Professional Profile of Interviewed Experts

Overall professional Professional experience Gender
No Identifier experience in business analysis (M = male,
(in years) (in years) F = female)
1 BA1 35 15 M
2 BA2 10 7 M
3 BA3 35 15 M
4 BA4 25 12 M
5 BAS 17 7 M
6 BA6 8 4 F
7 BA7 10 4 M
8 BA8 24 14 M
9 BA9 16 5 F
10 BA10 22 12 M
11 BA11 18 8 F
12 BA12 18 11 M
13 BA13 30 10 M
14 BA14 20 10 M
15 BA15 20 15 F
16 BA16 20 16 F
Results indicators exist, BA9, ‘I have never heard about it. No

Based on the data collected through the semi-struc-
tured interviews, several thematic clusters emerged
regarding the measurement of knowledge sharing in
organisations.

* Cluster 1: No formal system to measure knowl-

edge sharing

* Cluster 2: Informal or indirect knowledge-shar-

ing mechanisms

* (Cluster 3: Quantitative proxy knowledge-sharing

metrics

* Cluster 4. Scepticism towards existing knowl-

edge-sharing metrics

* Cluster 5. Knowledge sharing embedded in

organisational culture

The clusters reflect varying approaches to measur-
ing knowledge sharing, including indirect approaches,
scepticism towards existing metrics, and scepticism
towards the measurement of knowledge sharing more
generally.

The first cluster, No formal system to measure knowl-
edge sharing, shows that most interviewed Business
Analysts explicitly stated that their organisations did
not measure knowledge sharing formally and that they
were unaware of any organisational-level indicators,
metrics, or key performance indicators (KPIs) designed
to evaluate knowledge-sharing practices.

Some BAs made strong statements such as BA12:
‘There are no formal indicators like leading or lag-
ging indicators’. Other typical answers in this cluster
were related to the lack of awareness of whether such

idea’. Another interviewed expert with the identifier
BA2 noted ‘Honestly, nothing comes to mind’. These
statements suggest not only the absence of visible
measurement systems but also rather low awareness
among employees regarding existing mechanisms for
monitoring knowledge-sharing activities. The lack
of formal indicators identified by participants might
potentially reflect a wider organisational challenge.
Although knowledge sharing is frequently acknowl-
edged as a critical factor in organisational learning,
innovation, and competitive advantage, organisations
seem to struggle to translate it into measurable indi-
cators. The findings could suggest that the Business
Analysts were not aware of any formal measurement
of knowledge sharing; as a result, it remains under-
developed in many organisations.

The second cluster, Informal or indirect knowledge-
sharing mechanisms, shows that although formal
systems for measuring knowledge sharing are not
in place in most cases, the interviewed Business
Analysts shared that the organisations use a range of
indirect indicators, such as onboarding, handovers, or
performance observations. Several Business Analysts
described onboarding as one mechanism for assessing
knowledge sharing. BA12 said, ‘We have the onboard-
ing... once someone is fully onboarded... there is an
official document that this person has been through
like that.’

This could suggest that successful onboarding
is perceived as evidence that knowledge has been
transferred from an experienced employee to a new
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one. Although onboarding completion is not explicitly
designed as a knowledge-sharing metric, it functions
as an informal indicator. Other participants empha-
sised recognition and observation rather than formal
measurement. As BA11 noted, ‘It's more in the form
of a recognition. It’s not really like measured with
certain...’

This could suggest that knowledge-sharing behav-
iours may be acknowledged informally without being
incorporated into structured performance measure-
ment systems. Delegation was identified as another
indirect indicator of successful knowledge sharing.
According to BA16, ‘Indirectly more the check in how
far we are delegating.” The ability to delegate tasks
effectively may indicate that knowledge has been
shared and that dependence on specific individuals
has been reduced. Similarly, participants highlighted
handover processes as critical moments during which
knowledge-sharing behaviours become visible. BA12
said, ‘I think handover helps a lot and handover is also
a moment that you know if the person knows, if the
person is willing to share.’

The findings from the second cluster can suggest
that organisations assess knowledge sharing through
process outcomes rather than through measurement
frameworks. Successful onboarding, effective delega-
tion, smooth handovers, cross-functional collabora-
tion, and supportive employee behaviours are all
interpreted as signs that knowledge sharing is taking
place. Consequently, knowledge-sharing perform-
ance is evaluated indirectly through organisational
practices and employee interactions.

The third cluster, Quantitative proxy knowledge
sharing metrics (trainings, certifications, platform
statistics), shows that, according to the interviewed
experts, organisations attempt to assess knowledge
sharing through measurable indicators such as train-
ing completion rates, professional certifications,
employee skills profiles, repository contributions, and
usage statistics generated by knowledge management
platforms. Unlike the second cluster, in which knowl-
edge sharing was assessed informally or indirectly,
this cluster reflects the use of quantitative measures
that can be easily collected and monitored.

Several interviewed Business Analysts indicated
that organisations create key performance indicators,
such as those related to learning and upskilling. For
example, BA4 stated: ‘There is definitely a possibil-
ity to collect KPlIs, for example, how many trainings
were delivered over the year, quarter, how many
users attended etc.” This response could suggest
that organisations rely on training-related metrics as
evidence. Such indicators are relatively easy to collect
and compare across dimensions, for example, the
number of trainings per year and the average number
of trainings received per team member. However,
participation in various trainings does not necessar-
ily indicate whether knowledge has been understood
or applied.

The use of digital collaboration platforms also
emerged as a measurable indicator; some platforms

have built-in statistics, and some indicators could be
taken directly from them, for example, the number
of visited websites. One of the experts, namely, BA6,
explained: ‘For example, some stats about contribu-
tors in Confluence.” Similarly, BA3 noted, ‘You can
collect stats on how many people access the page,
how many people contribute, how many people might
download something.’

These observations show that organisations can
use platform analytics to monitor user engagement.
Metrics such as page views, document downloads,
content contributions, and active users provide
a quantifiable record of employee interactions with
various platforms. From a managerial perspective,
such indicators offer some insight into how and how
often systems are used. However, these indicators do
not present the full picture, as a visit to a page doesn’t
directly translate into reading and understanding, let
alone knowledge sharing. Participants also identi-
fied employee skills profiles and certifications. BA14
shared that employees maintain records of acquired
competencies: ‘Every employee has a profile, and
when you complete a training or gain a new skill, you
have to update it there.’ Similarly, BA15 stated, ‘The
only measure...is, for example, which skills, compe-
tencies do you have? ... or the number of certificates.’
Certifications, completed training programmes, and
competency records provide tangible indicators that
can be incorporated into various monitoring and
evaluation systems.

Building on the third cluster concerning proxy
knowledge-sharing metrics, a fourth cluster emerged:
scepticism towards existing knowledge-sharing metrics.
This cluster was defined independently, as many
interview participants showed scepticism towards
simplified quantitative metrics and questioned the
validity of knowledge-sharing measures.

Many interviewees questioned whether commonly
used quantitative indicators, such as the number of
completed training courses, were valid measures
of knowledge sharing. As BA1 noted, metrics such
as ‘how many workshops were done or how many
publications were prepared’ are ‘not a real measure,’
while BA15 said that completing a training does not
necessarily indicate learning, as participants may
not have actively engaged with the content. BA15
said, ‘What kind of measure is that you acquired
new competencies like you completed a training?
You could have slept during the training.” Moreover,
such measures could create a false impression about
knowledge sharing.

Several respondents also emphasised the difficulty
of developing meaningful quantitative measures, with
BA1 stating that ‘it’s very difficult to propose any
quantitative way of assessing effectiveness,” and BA10
admitting ‘No, actually I couldn’t imagine how we
measure it’. BA15 said, ‘[ cannot recall an organisation
that I would say that they measured knowledge shar-
ing successfully.” This cluster suggests that Business
Analysts perceive knowledge sharing as a complex,
qualitative, and context-dependent process that
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cannot be adequately captured through simplified
numerical metrics alone.

The fifth cluster, Knowledge sharing embedded in
organisational culture, highlights organisations where
knowledge sharing is primarily encouraged through
cultural values, leadership, and a focus on collabora-
tion rather than competition. The interview partici-
pants described knowledge sharing as established and
expected. BA2 said ‘there is this culture of knowledge
sharing’ and emphasised that ‘this is something that is
being mentioned on a regular basis from the manage-
ment level.’ Similarly, BA10 explained that knowledge
sharing is actively promoted within the organisation,
stating ‘We encourage it.’ BA8 pointed to the positive
career implications of collaborative behaviour in his
organisation, observing that ‘for us knowledge sharing
is better for your career than not sharing.’

The emphasis on organisational culture reinforce-
ment indicates that it may play a significant role in
motivating knowledge-sharing behaviours; however,
it is not recognised as a measure. In such an environ-
ment, employees are encouraged to share knowledge
as it is perceived as beneficial for both organisational
success and individual professional development.

Discussion

The findings of this study demonstrate that knowl-
edge sharing is valued but difficult to measure in the
organisational context. Across 16 interviews, a major
theme was a lack of formal, organisation-wide systems
to measure knowledge sharing. Most participants
were either unaware of any organisational indicators
related to knowledge sharing or stated that such
measures didn’t exist in their organisations. Conse-
quently, organisations rely on organisational practices
and employee interactions rather than direct measures
of knowledge sharing. Although knowledge sharing
is acknowledged as a critical factor in organisational
learning, organisations struggle to translate it into
measurable indicators.

The findings provide several explanations for
why organisations choose particular approaches to
measuring knowledge sharing. First, organisations
struggle to manage knowledge as a resource because
knowledge, particularly expertise-based knowledge, is
inherently intangible (Geiger & Schreyogg, 2012). This
intangible nature complicates measuring knowledge-
sharing activities, making it challenging to track com-
plete knowledge flows and evaluate their outcomes
(Danko & Crhova, 2025). This finding also supports the
related work of Pérez Lépez-Portillo et al. (2016), who
found that knowledge management is not analysed
from a market value perspective, but from knowledge
quality and quantity, KM processes, KM initiatives, KM
outcomes and potential benefits.

Second, the findings suggest that organisations
evaluate the outcomes of knowledge sharing rather
than the sharing process itself. The emphasis on
onboarding, delegation, and handover shows that
knowledge sharing is assessed indirectly through

operational continuity. Frogéli et al. (2023) claim that
formal onboarding facilitates organisational socialisa-
tion, with key indicators including role clarity, task
mastery, and social acceptance. These include suf-
ficient information about expectations and sufficient
knowledge of the behaviours needed to achieve goals.
This observation may be explained by the fact that the
effectiveness of knowledge-sharing mechanisms may
depend on broader organisational factors, including
communication quality, trust, teamwork, and manage-
rial support (Balcerzyk, 2021).

The third finding relates to the use of quantitative
proxy indicators such as completed training, certifica-
tions, skills profiles, and knowledge platform analyt-
ics, as these measures offer organisations tangible
data. However, the interviewed Business Analysts
expressed scepticism regarding their validity. While
such indicators prove participation in certain activi-
ties, they do not indicate whether knowledge has been
understood or shared with others.

The findings raise important questions regarding
the validity of these measures as proxy indicators of
knowledge sharing. Although training attendance,
professional certifications, and platform activity are
quantifiable, they do not reflect whether meaningful
knowledge sharing has actually taken place.

This scepticism is consistent with Wong et al.
(2015), who state that knowledge management is dif-
ficult to measure and is therefore evaluated indirectly
using non-monetary or ‘intermediate’ measures, such
as the number of collaborative projects. Similarly,
Dzenopoljac et al. (2023) emphasise that previous
studies focused primarily on the level of acquired
knowledge, not on the role of knowledge quality in
the context of knowledge sharing. In practice, it is
important to understand whether specific knowledge
adds value or has a positive impact. Therefore, the
present study questions the validity of proxy indicators
as they do not reflect actual outcomes and quality of
knowledge sharing.

Finally, the study highlights the importance of or-
ganisational culture in facilitating knowledge sharing.
Several interview participants described knowledge
sharing as an expected and valued behaviour within
the organisation, rather than as something enforced
through formal measurement systems. Management
support, collaboration, and recognition emerged as
important mechanisms for encouraging knowledge-
sharing behaviour. This finding supports previous
research suggesting that organisational factors can act
as both enablers and barriers to knowledge sharing
(Swigon, 2015). Sveiby and Simons (2002) propose
that the organisational context for knowledge shar-
ing, called collaborative climate, could be perceived
as the shared mental space where knowledge sharing
takes place.

The findings also reinforce the argument that
knowledge sharing is related to ‘soft factors’ such as
motivation, communication climate and organisational
culture that encourage such behaviours (Ardichvili et
al., 2006; Cabrera et al., 2006; Moffett et al., 2003).
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Moreover, in organisations with a strong knowledge-
sharing culture, cultural reinforcement through norms,
expectations, and managerial practices seemed to be
in place rather than explicit indicators. Therefore, the
choice of measurement approach reflects both the
difficulty of measuring knowledge and organisations’
preference for observable indicators.

Conclusions

This study explored how organisations measure
knowledge sharing from the perspective of expe-
rienced Business Analysts. The findings reveal that
formal, organisational measurement systems for
knowledge sharing are largely absent or not visible
to employees, and organisations instead tend to rely
on indirect or proxy indicators.

The study identified five thematic clusters: the
absence of formal measurement systems, the use of
informal and indirect mechanisms, the application of
quantitative proxy metrics, scepticism towards exist-
ing measures, and the role of organisational culture
in knowledge sharing. These findings suggest that
organisations acknowledge the importance of knowl-
edge sharing but struggle to define measures.

A managerial implication is to incorporate knowl-
edge sharing into employees’ job descriptions and per-
formance reviews. Clearly defined knowledge-sharing
objectives make it easier to assess performance against
them at the end of a performance review cycle. Manag-
ers should also use a mix of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ measures.
For example, quantitative measures of knowledge asset
usage should be complemented by qualitative meas-
ures to explain why employees use these assets and
the value they bring to the organisation (Janus, 2016).

Finally, recent studies conceptualise knowledge
sharing as distinct tacit and explicit dimensions that
contribute differently to organisational capabilities
(Dzenopoljac et al., 2023). Therefore, tacit indicators
should capture the transfer of practical know-how,
professional judgement, and contextual understand-
ing (e.g., client workstyle preferences) (Capestro et al.,
2024; Nonaka & von Krogh, 2009; Polanyi, 1967). In
contrast, indicators of explicit knowledge sharing may
include contributions to organisational knowledge
repositories, participation in communities of practice,
and the preparation of project-closing documentation,
including lessons learned (Zamiri & Esmaeili, 2024).

The main limitation of the study is that the find-
ings are based on a relatively small sample of Busi-
ness Analysts. However, the sample is sufficient from
the perspective of a qualitative methodology and
the exploratory nature of the approach, with the
main objective of gaining in-depth insight. Different
perspectives might have emerged if other Business
Analysts or additional stakeholder groups had been
included. Although the respondents represented dif-
ferent industries and organisational contexts, the data
collected were not considered sufficient to support
a reliable analysis of how these differences might
influence knowledge-sharing practices. Moreover, the

transcripts and codes were reviewed iteratively by
a single researcher to ensure consistency; the absence
of independent verification may have increased the
potential for researcher subjectivity in categorising
and interpreting the data.

Future research could therefore expand the sam-
ple to encompass a broader range of stakeholders,
compare practices across industries, and investigate
how knowledge-sharing measurement approaches
evolve over time. Despite these limitations, the study
contributes to the growing body of knowledge man-
agement literature by providing empirical evidence
that organisations do not have organisation-wide
knowledge-sharing measures.

In conclusion, the findings indicate that organisa-
tions continue to face challenges in measuring knowl-
edge sharing. While knowledge sharing is recognised
as critical, there is still no defined way to measure it. As
aresult, organisations try to combine various metrics
to assess whether knowledge sharing is occurring.

References

Ammann, J., Lohoff, L., Wurm, B., & Hess, T. (2025).
How do process mining users act, think, and feel? An
exploratory study of process mining use patterns. Business
& Information Systems Engineering, 68, 319-341. https:/doi.
org/10.1007/s12599-025-00931-9

Andone, I. I. (2009). Measuring the performance of
corporate knowledge management systems. Informatica
Economica, 13(4), 24-31.

Ardichvili, A., Maurer, M., Li, W., Wentling, T., & Stue-
demann, R. (2006). Cultural influences on knowledge
sharing through online communities of practice. Journal
of Knowledge Management, 10(1), 94-107. https:/doi.
org/10.1108/13673270610650139

Argote, L., & Miron-Spektor, E. (2011). Organizational
learning: From experience to knowledge. Organization
Science, 22(5), 1123-1137. https://doi.org/10.1287/
orsc.1100.0621

Balcerzyk, R. (2021). Intra-organizational conditions in
knowledge sharing. European Research Studies Journal, 24
(Special Issue 1), 762-775. https://doi.org/10.35808/
ersj/2072

Cabrera, A., Collins, W. C., & Salgado, J. F. (2006).
Determinants of individual engagement in knowledge
sharing. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 17(2), 245-264. https://doi.org/10.1080/09
585190500404614

Capestro, M., Rizzo, C., Kliestik, T., Peluso, A. M.,
& Pino, G. (2024). Enabling digital technologies ad-
option in industrial districts: The key role of trust
and knowledge sharing. Technological Forecasting and
Social Change, 198, 123003. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.techfore.2023.123003

Capezzuoli, S., &]Jolly, R. (2019). Measuring knowledge
management: Evidence essentials in purpose-driven
organizations. Knowledge Management for Development
Journal, 14(2), 5-20.

Chatterjee, S., Chaudhuri, R., & Vrontis, D. (2022). Kno-
wledge sharing in international markets for product and
process innovation: Moderating role of firm'’s absorptive
capacity. International Marketing Review, 39(3), 706-733.
https:/doi.org/10.1108/IMR-11-2020-0261

60 e-mentor 2 (114)



Danko, L., & Crhovd, Z. (2025). Rethinking the role
of knowledge sharing on organizational performance
in knowledge-intensive business services. Journal of
the Knowledge Economy, 16, 13873-13893. https:/doi.
org/10.1007/s13132-024-02354-5

Davenport, T. H., Jarvenpaa, S. L., & Beers, M. C. (1996).
Improving knowledge work processes. Ernst & Young Center
for Business Innovation.

Dzenopoljac, A., Dzenopoljac, V., Muhammed, S., Abi-
di, O., & Kraus, S. (2023). Intra-organizational knowledge
sharing, ambidexterity and firm performance: Evaluating
the role of knowledge quality. Journal of Knowledge Ma-
nagement, 28(11), 155-178. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-
06-2023-0533

Edwards, J., & Kidd, J. (2003). Bridging the gap from
the general to the specific by linking knowledge mana-
gement to business process. In V. Hlupic (Ed.), Knowledge
and business process management (pp. 118-136). Idea Group
Publishing. https:/doi.org/10.4018/978-1-59140-036-
3.ch008

Fan, Z., & Beh, L.-S. (2024). Knowledge sharing among
academics in higher education: A systematic literature
review and future agenda. Educational Research Review,
42, 100573. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2023.
100573

Frogéli, E., Jenner, B., & Gustavsson, P. (2023).
Effectiveness of formal onboarding for facilitating or-
ganizational socialization: A systematic review. PLOS
ONE, 18(2), e0281823. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0281823

Galletta, A. (2013). Mastering the semi-structured in-
terview and beyond: From research design to analysis and
publication. New York University Press.

Geiger, D., & Schrey6gg, G. (2012). Narratives in kno-
wledge sharing: Challenging validity. Journal of Knowledge
Management, 16(1), 97-113. https://doi.org/10.1108/136
73271211198963

Hargadon, A., & Fanelli, A. (2002). Action and po-
ssibility: Reconciling dual perspectives of knowledge
in organizations. Organization Science, 13(3), 290-302.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.3.290.2772

International Institute of Business Analysis. (2021). A
guide to the business analysis body of knowledge (BABOK®
guide) (Version 3). International Institute of Business
Analysis.

Ipe, M. (2003). Knowledge sharing in organizations:
A conceptual framework. Human Resource Development
Review, 2(4), 337-359. https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484
303257985

Janus, S. S. (2016). Becoming a knowledge-sharing
organization: A handbook for scaling up solutions through
knowledge capturing and sharing. World Bank. https:/doi.
0rg/10.1596/978-1-4648-0943-9

Kirchmer, M., Scarsig, M., & Frantz, P. (2019). BPM
CBOK Version 4.0. Guide to the business process management
common body of knowledge. Association of Business Process
Management Professionals International.

Martinez, M. G. (2015). Solver engagement in kno-
wledge sharing in crowdsourcing communities: Exploring
the link to creativity. Research Policy, 44(8), 1419-1430.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2015.05.010

Matoskova, J. (2016). Measuring knowledge. Journal
of Competitiveness, 8(4), 5-29. https://doi.org/10.7441/
joc.2016.04.01

Moftett, S., McAdam, R., & Parkinson, S. (2003). An em-
pirical analysis of knowledge management applications.

Journal of Knowledge Management, 7(3), 6-26. https://doi.
org/10.1108/13673270310485596

Nakash, M. (2024). Toward effective KMS measure-
ment: Usage statistics vs. perceived value. Knowledge
and Process Management, 31(4), 338-344. https://doi.
org/10.1002/kpm.1789

Nakash, M., & Bouhnik, D. (2024). Should knowledge
management in organizations be rebranded? VINE Jour-
nal of Information and Knowledge Management Systems,
54(2), 242-255. https://doi.org/10.1108/V]JIKMS-09-
2021-0193

Nonaka, I., & von Krogh, G. (2009). Perspective—Ta-
cit knowledge and knowledge conversion: Controversy
and advancement in organizational knowledge creation
theory. Organization Science, 20(3), 635-652. https:/doi.
org/10.1287/0rsc.1080.0412

Pérez Lopez-Portillo, H., Vazquez-Gonzilez, E. R.,
Rene, E., Hidalgo, R., & Alberto, J. (2016, April 13-15).
Knowledge management metrics for public organizations:
A literature review-based proposal [Conference paper]. 20th
Annual Conference of the International Research Society
for Public Management, Hong Kong, China. https:/doi.
org/10.48550/arXiv.1609.09541

Polanyi, M. (1967). The tacit dimension. Routledge &
Kegan Paul.
visited. Journal of Knowledge Management, 9(3), 116—-127.
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270510602818

Riege, A. (2005). Three-dozen knowledge-sharing
barriers managers must consider. Journal of Knowledge
Management, 9(3), 18-35. https:/doi.org/10.1108/1367
3270510602746

Ruslin, R., Mashuri, S., Sarib, M., Alhabsyi, F., & Syam,
H. (2022). Semi-structured interview: A methodological
reflection on the development of a qualitative research
instrument in educational studies. Journal of Research &
Method in Education (IOSR-JRME), 12(1), 22-29.

Serenko, A., & Bontis, N. (2016). Negotiate, recipro-
cate, or cooperate? The impact of exchange modes on
inter-employee knowledge sharing. Journal of Knowledge
Management, 20(4), 687-712. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-
10-2015-0394

Sveiby, K. E. (2007). Disabling the context for
knowledge work: The role of managers’ behaviours.
Management Decision, 45(10), 1636-1655. https:/doi.
org/10.1108/00251740710838004

Sveiby, K.-E. (2010). Methods for measuring intangible
assets.

Sveiby, K.-E., & Simons, R. (2002). Collaborative cli-
mate and effectiveness of knowledge work: An empirical
study. Journal of Knowledge Management, 6(5), 420-433.
https:/doi.org/10.1108/13673270210450388

Swigon, M. (2015). Dzielenie sie informacjg i wiedza.
Specyfika nieformalnej komunikacji w polskim srodowi-
sku akademickim [Sharing information and knowledge:
The specificity of informal communication in the Polish
academic environment]. Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu
Warminsko-Mazurskiego w Olsztynie.

Trocki, M., & Juchniewicz, M. (2013). Ocena projektow
— koncepcje i metody [Project evaluation: Concepts and
methods]. Oficyna Wydawnicza Szkoly Gtéwnej Handlo-
wej w Warszawie.

Trutkowski, C. (2008). On the conditions for using
qualitative methods in social and evaluation research.
In A. Haber, & M. Szataj (Eds.), Environment and evaluation
workshop (pp. 127—-143). PARP.

e-mentor 2 (114) 61



Usoro, A., Sharratt, M. W,, Tsui, E., & Shekhar, S. (2007).
Trust as an antecedent to knowledge sharing in virtual
communities of practice. Knowledge Management Research
& Practice, 5(3), 199-212. https:/doi.org/10.1057/palgra-
ve.kmrp.8500143

Vashist, R., McKay, J., & Marshall, P. (2011). How well
do we understand boundary practices? Empirical evi-

dence from a practice of business analysts. Proceedings
of the 19th European Conference on Information Systems
(ECIS 2011), 158.

Wang, Z., Wang, N., & Liang, H. (2014). Knowledge
sharing, intellectual capital and firm performance. Mana-
gement Decision, 52(2), 230-258. https://doi.org/10.1108/
MD-02-2013-0064

The full list of references is available in the online version of the journal.

Marta Krajewska-Beentjes is a PhD candidate at the Krakow University of Economics, currently prepar-
ing a doctoral dissertation on ‘The role of cross-functional knowledge sharing in business process analysis’.
Ms Krajewska-Beentjes combines extensive professional experience with academic research in management and
quality sciences. With an international background spanning the private, public, and non-profit sectors, she
specialises in business analysis, business process management, and knowledge management.

CONFERENCE REPORT

' Ministerstwo Nauki WEKTORY
PR i Szkolnictwa Wyzszego NAUKI

7th Polish BPM Symposium,
April 23-24, 2026, Wroclaw
(Poland)

The project was funded by state budget funds awarded by the Minister of Science and Higher Education
under the “Vectors of Science™ Programme (Project No. WNK/SP/0250/2025/01). The funding awarded for
the project amounts to PLN 84, 700, while the total project value is PLN 112,310.

The 7th Polish BPM Symposium was held at Wroclaw University of Economics and Business (WrUEB) on 23—-24 April
2026, providing a forum for dialogue on Business Process Management (BPM) between academia and business
[1,2]. The Symposium gathered representatives of 21 Polish higher education institutions, 5 foreign universities
participating remotely, and 8 companies. Its program included 22 paper presentations, a panel discussion, 3 doctoral
dissertation project presentations, a keynote lecture in an interactive hybrid format, and a visit to the EU Business
Process Simulation Center in Wroclaw. After the ceremonial opening by the Rector of WrUEB, Prof. C. Zajac, the
event began with the panel discussion “Science for Practice, Practice for Science”. Representatives from academia,
business, and BPM software providers discussed the foundations and practical implementation of BPM, the future
challenges for the field posed by hyperautomation, Industry 5.0, and Artificial Intelligence (Al). In the keynote
lecture, Prof. E. Mercier-Laurent from the University of Reims Champagne-Ardenne, focused on the importance
of human-Al collaboration and discussed both the opportunities Al offers, such as increased efficiency and faster
data processing, and the risks of excessive reliance on technology and algorithmic limitations. The paper sessions
addressed key BPM-related topics, including processification, digital transformation, industrial process modeling,
organizational process maturity, BPM education, knowledge sources, the changing roles of people in organizations
affected by digital transformation, the importance of transparent communication, and clear instructions for effective
process automation. A special session for doctoral students enabled young researchers to present their dissertation
projects, share achievements, and discuss challenges, and receive constructive feedback in a supportive atmosphere.
On 23 April 2026, the Founding General Meeting of the association Polish BPM Community was held, and its Steer-
ing Committee was elected. The Community aims to network BPM-related scientists and practitioners in Poland
and to support research, knowledge exchange, and the continuous improvement of BPM education [3].

The 7th Polish BPM Symposium was partially funded by the state budget, granted by the Polish Minister of Science
and Higher Education under the “Wektory Nauki” (Science Vectors) program [4].
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