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Abstract 

There is currently an inadequate understanding of what influences an individual to 

voluntarily engage in knowledge sharing activities within an organisation. “Knowledge 

sharing in organisations is a complicated process with an infinite number of factors 

affecting how it really functions” (2007, p. 119). Thus, understanding factors that would 

encourage or inhibit the intention of employees to share their knowledge with others is 

paramount to the future success of knowledge sharing initiatives in the workplace.  

This research considers three organisational conditions (organisational commitment, 

expected rewards and incentives and trust) and one personal characteristic (learning 

orientation) that influence the intention of employees to share their knowledge with 

others within an organisation. These factors are drawn from existing empirical studies 

and are combined with new variables introduced from a social cognitive perspective of 

intention to engage in behaviour. This study used Ajzen’s theory of planned behaviour 

(TPB) to develop and test a research model to assess factors that influence knowledge 

sharing intentions. The data are derived from 287 respondents working in one of the 

leading oil and gas organisations in Australia.  

Structural equation modelling (SEM) was used to evaluate the research model. The 

analytical results showed that the research model fit the data well. Perceived social 

influence on knowledge sharing and personal control for knowledge sharing were found 

to significantly and directly affect intention. Contrary to common belief, attitudes toward 

knowledge sharing had no significant effect on intention to share knowledge. Learning 

orientation and trust had indirect effects on intention to share knowledge through 

personal control whereas expected rewards and incentives had indirect effects on 

intention to share knowledge through perceived social influence. Another surprising 

result is that, whilst organisational commitment positively influenced attitudes toward 
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knowledge sharing, it had no significant effect on perceived social influence or personal 

control.  

When almost all respondents have positive attitudes toward knowledge sharing, what 

brings some but not others to share their knowledge? Why are perceived social 

influences and personal control important? A key insight from this research was that, 

sharing knowledge is governed by the strength of perceived social influence and 

supported by personal control in the form of adequate skills and capability rather than 

from having positive attitudes toward knowledge sharing. This research has also shown 

that employees who feel the organisation continues to reward them, who are confident 

in their ability to share, who can trust their work colleagues and management, and who 

have high aspirations for acquiring and developing new skills, are more willing to 

engage in knowledge sharing activities.  
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Chapter 1:  In troduction  

1.1  Background  

It is reasonable to suggest that an organisation’s success is fundamentally due to its 

people. Success is derived from a skilled workforce guided by its many years of 

training and experience. Yet what the experienced workforce knows is not entirely 

reflected in a repeatable, sustainable process where knowledge is documented, 

retained, used, re-used and above all shared widely throughout an organisation. A 

significant portion of an experienced workforce’s knowledge is tacit knowledge and this 

tacit knowledge is difficult to articulate and replicate from one person to another. A 

consequence of this is that past performance is no guarantee of future success. In fact, 

if an organisation loses the knowledge of its current workforce, it is likely that 

performance of the whole organisation will suffer accordingly. 

With the increasing rate of change and new demands that stretch limited or decreasing 

resources, people in organisations are faced with new work challenges that require 

different skills in the ways they network, collaborate, learn and share their knowledge 

with each other on an ongoing basis. For example, over the past five years, the 

business environments in the oil and gas sector have evolved. This evolution included 

internationalisation of many businesses and moving from a workforce characterised by 

low turnover and close relationships to high turnover and loose affiliations. It also 

included the introduction of the ‘matrix’ structured organisation, where individuals work 

across multiple projects with multiple reporting relationships against a significantly 

more complex business environment.  

To combat these work challenges, a response that has become fairly typical in 

organisations is to implement a knowledge management (KM) program. The attractive 

nature of implementing a KM program lies in its perceived ability to create relationships 

and networks that are capable of leveraging the vast collective knowledge that exists 

within an organisation, thus not only keeping employees at all levels up to date with 
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existing and emerging knowledge, but keeping ahead of it. Therefore the focus of KM 

is in improving organisational capabilities and competitiveness. Success in this 

endeavour requires creating new ways of working where knowledge is shared freely 

and widely across all parts of an organisation. Whilst there is an expectation, from an 

organisational perspective, that a successful KM program would allow an organisation 

to move away from relying solely on ‘what an individual knows’ and personal 

networking, to a position where it starts relying more on ‘organisational knowledge’ and 

formal networking. However, Yang (2008) argues that knowledge sharing appears to 

be unnatural and from the employees’ perspective, that the new ‘KM’ ways of working 

can become another source of confusion by establishing new requirements and 

practices that can potentially conflict with human nature and long held beliefs.  

To help understand the concept of knowledge and the challenges associated with 

sharing it, it is best to explain it through its dimensions or types. Some authors identify 

various types of knowledge (these are explained in more detail in chapter 2), but for 

this introduction, the two types which are widely used in the field of KM are those of 

Polanyi (1967) and Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995): explicit and tacit. Put simply, explicit 

knowledge can be documented and shared systematically throughout the organisation 

without the need for direct interactions between people, whereas tacit knowledge, 

which is found in the heads of employees, is hard to document and can be shared, in 

the main, only through direct interactions between people (Nonaka & Konno, 1998).  
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1.2 Research problem 

Knowledge has been considered by many researchers as the most strategically 

significant resource of the firm, the most stable source of competitive advantage and 

normally applicable to meeting organisational performance goals (Bixler, 2005; Grant, 

1996). Notwithstanding the potential benefits of knowledge sharing to the success of 

an organisation (Drucker, 1993; Nonaka & Konno, 1998; Quinn, 1992; Toffler, 1990) it 

is recognised that there are many challenges associated with its implementation in the 

workplace. Whilst advancement in information technology helped in managing the 

explicit form of knowledge and supported a level of networking across an organisation, 

success of KM initiatives is still far from being satisfactory. There is growing evidence 

to suggest that organisations spend most of their time managing explicit knowledge 

whilst neglecting tacit knowledge, which is a large and important part of organisational 

knowledge (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Lehaney, Clarke, Coakes, & Jack, 2004; 

Nonaka, Toyama, & Konno, 2000; Schultz & Leidner, 2002; Stewart et al., 2000). Tacit 

knowledge cannot be captured and represented in the same manner as explicit 

knowledge. Tacit knowledge is highly personal and hard to pin down making it more 

difficult to share with others (Buckman, 2004; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Nonaka & 

Konno, 1998; Renzl, Matzler, & Hinterhuber, 2006). Indeed, the difficulty with 

knowledge sharing seems to stem from the fact that the bulk of knowledge in most 

organisations is tacit. Sharing tacit knowledge is a difficult activity, and its long term 

success depends upon the willingness of individuals to share their knowledge on an 

ongoing basis with others in the workplace. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) argue that 

tacit knowledge is disseminated by individuals, and organisations cannot order their 

employees to share knowledge without the willingness of the individuals to take part.  

Thus, a conscious and intentional effort on the part of the organisation is required to 

improve the willingness or intention of employees to share their knowledge with others 

in the workplace. Finding compelling answers to the following two related questions 
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which were raised by Lehaney et al. (2004) would help facilitate tacit knowledge 

sharing in the workplace:  

1) If it is organisationally desirable for knowledge to be shared, then why would an 

individual not volunteer that knowledge? and  

2) When the power, money and status of professionals depends to a large extent on 

one’s expertise (i.e., knowledge), why would anyone want to see their income, 

prestige and power threatened by sharing their knowledge with others?  

Therefore, it is reasonable to suggest that the success of any knowledge sharing 

initiative is dependent on those factors that encourage or inhibit the intention of 

employees to share their knowledge with others in the workplace.  

In summary, many researchers and organisational experts agree that knowledge is one 

of the most important resources that contribute to the competitive advantage and 

success of an organisation, yet despite some individual successes, organisations 

which implemented formal KM programs may have not achieved the desired 

improvement in organisational performance.   

1.3 Research objective  

How knowledge is managed and shared across an organisation can be a focus of 

academic research as well as of interest for many organisations. In order to have a 

successful knowledge sharing program in an organisation it is logical to identify factors 

that influence the willingness of employees to share their knowledge with others in the 

workplace. Thus, this study will attempt to answer the following over-arching research 

question:  

What factors influence the willingness of employees to share their 

knowledge with others in the workplace? 
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Identifying and understanding factors that influence the willingness of employees to 

share knowledge with one another in the workplace should enhance knowledge 

sharing strategies within an organisation. In this study the terms willingness and 

intention are used interchangeably.  

1.4 Importance and implications for the research  

It is envisaged that cumulative worldwide knowledge will continue to increase many 

times over and as a result the impact on businesses and employees will be 

overwhelming (Bontis, 2001). The challenge of absorbing and effectively utilising this 

knowledge is an enormous but necessary task if organisations and their employees are 

to remain competitive. 

At the same time, many organisations face the same knowledge retention and transfer 

issues, regardless of industry, annual revenue, or number of employees (APQC, 2008). 

Retirement, rapid growth, turnover, mergers and acquisitions and internal 

redeployment all create potential knowledge loss (APQC, 2002). Thus, the potential 

loss of critical knowledge is inevitable and poses a major problem to organisations. 

This problem may manifest itself in the form of steeper learning curves for new 

employees (new hires) whilst employers look for faster revenue and higher productivity 

(APQC, 2008).  

Skills shortages have been a major constraining factor on the Australian economy over 

the last five years. With the increasing number of 55+ year-old ‘baby boomers’ retiring 

over the next 5-10 years, it is evident that accessing the youth labour market, amongst 

other markets, will become critical for industries to meet their skill requirements for 

future growth (Martin, 2009). The reliance on new employees (employees entering the 

industry for the first time) to fill knowledge gaps is not without its challenge. New 

employees do not necessarily come with the skills needed to be productive employees. 

The relatively inexperienced workforce and time-to-competency issues for new hires 
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have the potential to compromise organisations’ productivity, safety and growth 

strategies (APQC, 2008; Robertson, 2008).  

While the western world in general is suffering from an increasingly transient and aging 

workforce, the oil and gas sector in particular is shrinking and experiencing a shortage 

of key skills (2001). The recent less buoyant economic climate has not improved the 

situation. Knowledge loss, therefore, is inevitable and may be comparable to that 

resulting from general employee turnover, especially in industries such as oil and gas, 

where turnover levels are comparatively high as a result of a highly competitive market 

for personnel and its impact on the capability of internal management and retention 

levers. For example, the turnover rate in the case organisation increased from 5.5% in 

2004 to over 12% in 2007 (The Organisation Ltd, 2007). In general, Kelly Butler (2007) 

found that organisations that used to have average employee tenures of seven to 

twelve years are now experiencing twice the amount of turnover they once did. Such 

organisations, the report adds, need to train new employees in a quarter of the time in 

order for those employees to be productive. Thus, there is a pressing need for 

organisations to create an integrated workforce management and knowledge retention 

and transfer strategy in order to capture expertise from existing employees and 

maintain a diverse pool of talented workers for sustainable performance (APQC, 2005). 

Therefore, whilst this research focuses on identifying factors that influence employees 

to share their knowledge with one another in the workplace, its results may well have 

broader application in terms of the impact of organisational knowledge loss on future 

organisational effectiveness. This may be particularly relevant in coming years as large 

numbers of baby boomers depart the workforce, taking with them the knowledge and 

networks accumulated over their working lives (Parise, Cross, & Davenport, 2006). 

The result of the research should therefore provide participants, employees and 

organisations with knowledge of specific factors that are either associated with or may 

influence predicting the success of knowledge sharing initiatives in the workplace. Only 
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then can meaningful strategies be developed to improve the willingness of employees 

to share their knowledge with one another on an ongoing basis in the workplace.  

1.5 Research approach  

In order to achieve the stated objective, a questionnaire survey was developed and 

used to investigate factors that encourage or inhibit the willingness of employees to 

share their knowledge with others. It was distributed in a single organisation. The 

rationale for using a single organisation is that the case organisation is large enough 

(over 3,500 employees), is known to the researcher, provided the opportunity to gain 

insight into issues related to the social interaction of individuals within the organisation 

and allowed the researcher to gain ready access to the company’s employees in an 

unrestricted way. The unrestricted nature of that access was due in part to the 

researcher being an employee, thus having easy access to resources to implement the 

questionnaire survey.  

1.6 Organisation of the thesis 

This thesis is presented in five chapters: Introduction, Literature Review, Research 

Design and Methodology, Description of Results, and Discussion and Conclusions. 

Chapter 1 of this thesis provides a general introduction and a brief overview. It 

describes KM in general and recent changes in the business environment. It also 

highlights the importance of the knowledge sharing concept to organisational success 

and its long term competitive advantage. This chapter also provides a preview of the 

research objectives and the over-arching research question.  

Chapter 2 provides a review of the relevant KM literature, including definitions, the 

relevant organisational literature and the relevant theory. It also identifies possible 

factors mentioned in the literature that may encourage or inhibit the willingness of 

employees to share their knowledge with others in the workplace. This chapter 
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concludes with a brief summary and an introduction of the specific research questions 

that will be empirically tested in this research.  

Chapter 3 presents the research design and methodology including an overview of the 

sampling procedure and the instruments used in the survey for collection of the data. 

The case organisation is also described, along with sample size, survey administration, 

as well as data collection procedures. Ethics and potential research bias are also 

discussed. 

Chapter 4 provides the results of data analysis. The data collected from the structured 

questionnaires are analysed, scale validity and reliability are examined and the 

hypotheses are tested.  

Finally, chapter 5 considers the results of each of the hypotheses for the structural 

model and seeks explanations for the results obtained, specifically concerning 

organisational conditions and learning orientation and their impact on employees’ 

intention to share their knowledge with others in the workplace. This is followed by a 

discussion of the overall implications of the findings and the contribution of this study to 

future research and to the wider body of knowledge in the area of knowledge sharing 

intention and, eventually, behaviour.  
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Chapter 2 Lite ra tu re  Review  

2.1  Introduction 

Chapter 1 provided a background to the research described in this thesis and outlined 

the over-arching research problem to be addressed. The purpose of this chapter is to 

review the relevant organisational literature and relevant theory in the area of 

knowledge sharing, focussing on factors that encourage or inhibit the willingness of 

employees to share their knowledge with others in the workplace. This chapter 

concludes with a brief summary and an introduction of the specific research questions 

that will be empirically tested in this study.  

To ensure that the terminology used in this thesis is clear, this chapter covers the 

following key variables and terms: definition of knowledge, types of knowledge, 

definition of KM, definition of knowledge sharing, and success of KM initiatives.  

2.2  Definition of knowledge 

The literature presents a range of terms and definitions in relation to knowledge. 

Knowledge management scholars such as Nonaka and Takeuchi, Von Krogh and 

Roos, and Davenport and Prusak characterise knowledge as not absolute, but rather 

relative to cultures and contexts (cited in Jackson & Klobas, 2008). Nonetheless, in 

much of the literature, knowledge is defined through its relationship to data and 

information, as they are closely related. In an organisational context, data is most 

usefully described as structured records of business transactions such as facts, figures 

and numbers. Davenport and Prusak (1998) pointed out that there is no inherent 

meaning in data and thus data individually has little relevance or purpose. They define 

data as “a set of discrete, objective facts about events” (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p. 

2). Similarly, various other authors define data as “unorganised and unprocessed facts 

that just sit there” (Awad & Ghaziri, 2004, p. 37), statements about reality (Acharya, 

2001), and unsorted bits of fact (Dixon, 2000).  
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Information, on the other hand, is data that has been sorted, analysed, displayed and 

put into context. It only becomes information when individuals add context (meaning) to 

it (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Standards Australia, 2005). 

Awad and Ghaziri (2004, p. 36) defined information through its origin: “the word 

information is derived from the word inform, which means ‘to give shape to’; 

information means shaping the data to arrive at a meaning in the eyes of the 

perceiver”. Thus, unlike data, information has meaning, purpose and relevance and 

has a shape because it is organised for a particular purpose.  

Knowledge goes beyond information, as it is derived from information in the same way 

information is derived from data. Knowledge encompasses human qualities that add 

value such as the experience, judgement and instinct of people and it is intimately tied 

to human actions and interactions with reality for its continued development and 

management (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Gupta, Sharma, & Hsu, 2004; Nonaka & 

Takeuchi, 1995). Amrit Tiwana (2002) views knowledge as actionable information. That 

is, information available to take action or make a decision. Nonaka and Takeuchi 

(1995) are perhaps more philosophical when defining knowledge as “justified true 

belief”. They explain: knowledge is “a dynamic human process of justifying personal 

belief toward the ‘truth’” (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995, p. 58). 

In summary, knowledge is neither data nor information, though it is related to both. 

Data and information are viewed as preliminary stages of the knowledge development 

process. Knowledge development is distinguished by human intervention (Davenport & 

Prusak, 1998). For this study, knowledge is defined as organisational knowledge - the 

combination of information and human context that improves the capacity for action 

(Nonaka & Konno, 1998). This definition was chosen over other definitions in the 

literature because it encompasses both types of knowledge, i.e., tacit and explicit 

knowledge which are critical for organisational knowledge retention and transfer as 

explained further in the following section.  
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2.3  Types of knowledge  

As noted in chapter 1, knowledge management researchers and practitioners classify 

knowledge in a number of ways.  Some distinguish between five different forms of 

knowledge, namely: know who, know how, know why, know where and know when 

(Baumard, 1999; Collison & Parcell, 2001; Lundvall and Johnson 1994 cited in Foray & 

Lundvall, 1998; Lehaney et al., 2004). Firstly, ‘know who’ refers to understanding 

knowledge sources within an organisation (e.g., people, groups or organisational units) 

and knowing those who are willing or unwilling to help, knowing who would hinder etc. 

Secondly, ‘know how’ refers to the application of knowledge to carrying out a particular 

task or activity. Thirdly, ‘know why’ refers to the wider context, the vision and the ability 

to evaluate and review options in order to identify an appropriate action or solution. 

‘Know where’ refers to the capacity to identify, evaluate and access appropriate 

knowledge sources. Know where can also mean knowing where things are and where 

things are best carried out. Lastly, ‘know when’ refers to the sense of timing: i.e., 

knowing when to do something, to stop doing something or when to apply strategies to 

balance competing demands. 

Baumard (1999) proposed two additional forms of knowledge, coined ‘know what’ and 

‘know if’. ‘Know what’ refers to knowledge of the various sources, systems and 

processes which may be found in the organisation and their usefulness. It is the sort of 

information needed in order to take action or make a decision. ‘Know if’, on the other 

hand, refers to the capacity to anticipate future possibilities and plan for them, i.e., the 

kind of anticipating scenarios and testing them before going to a full-scale 

implementation.  

Other authors refer to two different types of knowledge. For example, Kimble, Hildreth, 

& Wright (2001, p. 217) differentiate between “hard” and “soft” knowledge. They view 

hard and soft knowledge as being “two parts of a duality”, i.e., all knowledge, to some 

degree, is both hard and soft. Hard aspects of knowledge, according to Kimble et al. 



12 

are those which are more formalised, structured and captured. Soft aspects, on the 

other hand, are implicit and not easily captured and articulated; for example, a person’s 

experience which allows them to make new inferences when presented with a new 

situation is soft knowledge. Similarly, Boisot (1995) classifies knowledge as codified or 

un-codified, codified being knowledge that can be stored or put down in writing without 

incurring undue losses of information and un-codified being the informal knowledge 

which can not be captured in writing or stored without losing the essentials of the 

experience it relates to. Polanyi (1967) and Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) also divided 

knowledge into two dimensions, explicit and tacit. These two dimensions, which are 

used widely in the field of KM, will be used throughout this study to help understand the 

concept of knowledge. How knowledge can be managed and above all shared within 

an organisation will depend on whether the knowledge is tacit or explicit.  

2.3.1 Explicit knowledge  

Explicit knowledge tends to be about hard facts, figures, quantifiable information, 

books, reports, policies, procedures, training courses and the like. These documents, 

whether stored in the form of hard copies, electronically in databases or on the 

organisation’s intranet, tend to reflect the practices of an organisation. The unique 

aspect of this type of knowledge is that it can be easily processed, documented, stored 

and readily shared between individuals within an organisation without the need for 

direct interactions between people (Awad & Ghaziri, 2004; Kimble et al., 2001; 

Lehaney et al., 2004; Nonaka & Konno, 1998; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).  

In this study, explicit knowledge is defined as knowledge codified in documents that 

can be retrieved and transmitted to others through demonstration, explanation and 

other forms of sharing (Debowski, 2006). 

2.3.2  Tacit knowledge  

In this study, tacit knowledge is defined as informal knowledge stored in people’s 

heads (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). In contrast to explicit knowledge, tacit knowledge is 
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highly personal and hard to codify (document) as it is normally embodied in the 

expertise and experience of individuals. Because it is mainly stored in people’s heads, 

this makes it more difficult to express in formalised ways (1995). As Polanyi (1967, p.4) 

noted, “we know more than we can tell” and therefore by inference, we know more than 

we can possibly express in writing. Thus, unlike explicit knowledge, tacit knowledge is 

shared mainly through direct interaction between the knowledge sharers and 

knowledge seekers (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Lehaney et al., 2004; Nonaka & 

Konno, 1998). 

In short, tacit knowledge is complex, personal and context specific. It is normally 

developed and mastered by the knower over many years and therefore is hard to 

codify, duplicate or reproduce in a document or store in a database. It can, however, 

be disseminated or shared if the knowledge sharer is willing and committed enough to 

overcome considerable difficulties through direct sharing, perhaps in the form of 

dialogue, scenarios, storytelling and use of metaphors.  

Now that the differences between these two types of knowledge have been explained, 

attention can be given to definition and the process of knowledge management.  

2.4 Definition of KM  

Many scholars and practitioners agree that there is no one common definition or 

unifying approach to KM (Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001; Lehaney et al., 2004; 

Stankosky, 2005). In academic and business literature, there are many contested 

definitions of KM. For example Dalkir (2005) found over 100 published definitions of 

knowledge management, and of these, at least 72 were considered by the author as 

very good. The precise definition of KM is still elusive and difficult to establish, since 

the various meanings of KM are often derived from the ways people use the concept 

(Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Standards Australia, 2005).  
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Dalkir (2005) identified three distinct perspectives on KM, and each leads to a different 

definition. From the business perspective, KM is considered as a collaborative and 

integrated approach to the creation, capture, organisation, access and use of an 

enterprise’s intellectual assets. From the cognitive science perspective, over time, 

considerable knowledge is transformed into other manifestations such as books, 

technology, and practices within organisations. From a process/technology 

perspective, KM refers to how information is turned into actionable knowledge and 

made available effortlessly in a usable form to the people who can apply it. Awad and 

Ghaziri (2004, p. 2) agree that “KM involves people, technology and processes in 

overlapping parts”.  

The following provides a brief summary of KM definitions: 1) the art of creating value 

from an organisation’s intangible assets (Sveiby, 2001); 2) a deliberate strategy of 

getting the right knowledge to the right people at the right time and helping people 

share and put information into action in ways that strive to improve organisational 

performance (O'Dell, Grayson, & Essaides, 1998); 3) the process of gathering an 

organisation’s collective expertise, whether it resides in databases, on paper, or in 

people’s heads, and distributing it to where it can help produce the biggest payoff 

(Hibbard, 1997); 4) an approach to improving organisational outcomes … which 

involves the design, implementation, and review of social and technical activities and 

processes to improve knowledge creation and sharing (Standards Australia, 2005); 5) 

a business-focused approach that facilitates the sustainable transfer of knowledge and 

the flow of knowledge in its explicit, tacit and implicit forms (Burstein et al., 2003); and 

6) the process of gathering and making use of organisational knowledge wherever it 

resides: on paper, in databases, or in people’s heads (Awad & Ghaziri, 2004).  

There are many more definitions, the majority of which revolve around simplifying and 

improving the process of capturing, storing, sharing, distributing, creating and using 

organisational knowledge in order to improve competitiveness and value creation 
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(Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Lehaney et al., 2004; Nonaka & Konno, 1998; O'Dell & 

Grayson, 1998; G. Von Krogh, 1998). In short, there are many definitions of KM and 

many related terms are used in discussing it. The term knowledge management seems 

to be the most widely accepted term in academic and business literature to encompass 

the related terms: knowledge creation, knowledge sharing, knowledge as an asset, as 

an intellectual asset, as intellectual capital, as an intangible asset, and organisational 

and personal learning.  

Drawing from the above discussion, KM is defined in this study as a method for 

simplifying and improving the process of sharing organisational knowledge in order to 

achieve strategic aims, such as improved competitiveness and long term business 

performance. Organisational knowledge is defined in this study as the collective sum of 

tacit and explicit knowledge within an organisation (Ale, Chiotti, & Galli, 2008; 

Debowski, 2006).  

In addition, at least three inferences can be drawn from the above discussion: 1) KM 

processes are strongly linked to business performance and value creation; 2) KM 

occurs within a complex social context; and 3) KM is a framework or a process of 

facilitating knowledge creation, capture and above all, sharing. The following sections 

expand on the concepts and definitions of knowledge sharing and explore the social 

and human factors associated with knowledge sharing in the workplace.  

2.5  Definition of knowledge sharing 

According to Boer, Van Baalen, & Kumar (2002a), what makes it difficult to study 

knowledge sharing as an empirical phenomenon is the problem of defining it. For 

example, while Hooff and Ridder (2004), defined knowledge sharing as the process in 

which individuals mutually share their tacit and explicit organisational knowledge, Awad 

and Ghaziri (2004, p. 28) defined it as “a process of transferring human knowledge 

about a process or a procedure to others in the organisation”. More simply, Bartol and 

Srivastava (2002, p. 65) defined knowledge sharing as “individuals sharing 
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organisationally relevant information and expertise with one another”. Building on the 

Bartol and Srivastava definition, in this study knowledge sharing is defined as 

individuals sharing organisationally relevant knowledge with others in the workplace. 

The knowledge shared is both explicit and tacit, and the sharing might be done directly 

through actual contact between the knowledge sharer and the knowledge seeker or 

indirectly via knowledge repositories or other documented processes. 

Thus, when knowledge is perceived by many employees as something they own, why 

would anyone want to share it? This study will therefore investigate factors that 

encourage or inhibit the willingness of employees to share their knowledge with others 

in the workplace. 

In summary, sharing knowledge is not a straightforward process and many issues need 

to be considered in order to ensure the success of knowledge sharing initiatives in the 

workplace.  

2.6  Success of KM initiatives 

Success of KM initiatives is by no means certain or guaranteed. Storey and Quintas 

suggest that for KM to be successful employees must be “willing to share their 

knowledge and expertise” (Storey & Quintas, 2001, p. 359). This assertion is supported 

by a number of researchers into knowledge sharing. For example, Malhotra (2001) 

noted that despite the advancement in information technology that has supported rich 

information exchange and collaboration among individuals within an organisation, the 

success of KM initiatives is still limited. Whilst a large and important part of knowledge 

in an organisation is tacit, there is growing evidence in the literature to suggest that 

organisations spend most of their time focusing on codifying explicit knowledge and 

neglecting tacit knowledge (Nonaka, Toyama, & Konno, 2000; Schultz & Leidner, 2002; 

Stewart et al., 2000). For example, Kimble et al. (2001) noted that much of the KM 

literature still takes the view that knowledge is explicit and concentrates on a cycle they 

describe as capture – codify – store. As a result, they claim that KM has not moved on 
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from what was previously termed information management and as a consequence any 

expected benefits from the application of KM principles and practices may have been 

missed. They stress that the tacit knowledge embedded in the day-to-day working 

practices of individuals is less amenable to a capture – codify – store approach. 

Davenport and Prusak (1998) and Lehaney et al. (2004) made similar observations 

and warned organisations not to focus their KM effort solely on developing 

technologies to manage knowledge, but rather to focus on developing the conditions 

that enable knowledge sharing to take place, using technical tools where appropriate. 

Knowledge sharing at the individual level is therefore critical to the success of any 

knowledge sharing effort in the workplace and, without sharing, the outcome of any KM 

effort will be compromised (Calantone, Cavusgil, & Zhao, 2002; Law & Ngai, 2008). 

Despite these observations, many KM initiatives still rely solely on information 

technology as a means to manage the explicit form of knowledge. Perhaps the term 

management (in knowledge management) implies control of processes that may be 

naturally uncontrollable. Tacit knowledge, which is a key component of organisational 

knowledge, cannot be captured and represented in the same manner as explicit 

knowledge. Indeed, it has been suggested that “converting tacit knowledge into explicit 

knowledge is a wasted effort as it means finding a way to express the inexpressible” 

(Nonaka & Konno, 1998, p. 31).  

In this thesis, I assume, however, that it is possible to develop the means that foster 

knowledge sharing, even if the bulk of knowledge in most organisations is tacit. For 

example, Dalkir (2005) estimates that explicit knowledge accounts only for 15 to 20 

percent of valuable knowledge in most organisations, thus, by inference, 80 percent of 

organisational knowledge is tacit in nature. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) asserted that 

tacit knowledge is disseminated informally by individuals through processes of 

socialisation and internalisation and organisations cannot order their employees to 

share their knowledge without the willingness of the individuals to take part. This 
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assertion suggests that the success of any knowledge sharing initiative is dependent 

on the factors that encourage or inhibit the willingness of employees to share their 

knowledge with others in the workplace. Thus, a conscious and intentional effort on the 

part of the organisation is required to improve the willingness or intentions of 

employees to share their knowledge with others in the workplace.  

2.7  Theoretical perspective  

Most research fails to consider that knowledge sharing is a fundamental social process 

and rather than focusing on whether people can share knowledge, the emphasis 

should be on whether they want to share their knowledge (Boer, Van Baalen, & Kumar, 

2002b). Thus, recognising that knowledge sharing in an organisation is a function of 

human agency and social interaction, the research proposed here addresses individual 

and his or her intention to engage in knowledge sharing activities in the workplace. The 

rationale is that forming an intention to perform a particular behaviour is about planning 

for action, which has more to do with thinking and perceiving than carrying out the 

behaviour itself (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). 

The formation of intention can therefore be viewed as a cognitive process in which the 

existing beliefs and experiences of an individual can be presumed to have an influence 

upon the intention. Thus, the strength of an employee’s intention to engage in 

knowledge sharing behaviour is more than a simple decision based upon the cognitive 

processing of available information. The perceptions, expectations and motivation of 

the employee are presumed to have an influence upon the strength of their intention to 

undertake any particular behaviour. This suggests, too, that social interactions with 

others in the organisation are influenced by the individual employee’s perception of the 

outcome of the particular type of interaction based on his or her previous experience. It 

follows that any theory proposed for knowledge sharing and the motivational and 

cognitive processes associated with employee intention to share knowledge must 

include some recognition that individual motivation and cognitions exist in a social 
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context. The fields of human motivation, social cognition and social exchange are 

therefore reviewed as potential theoretical frames for this research on knowledge 

sharing. The following sections address each frame in more detail. 

2.7.1  Human motivation 

A well-known human motivational theory is Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Maslow, 

1970). This theory argues that people are motivated by inner needs and it is often 

depicted as a pyramid consisting of five levels of basic needs, level five of which is the 

highest need. These are 1) physiological needs, 2) safety, 3) love, 4) esteem and 5) 

self-actualisation. Maslow’s theory postulates that if immediate needs are met then 

higher needs emerge. Conversely, higher-order needs become important only after 

lower-order needs have been met. 

The physiological need is the most important of all needs. It is a self preserving need. If 

someone is lacking food, safety, love and esteem it is food that they would value more 

strongly than anything else (Maslow, 1970). When a need is satisfied it no longer 

becomes a need. Thus, if hunger is satisfied it becomes unimportant, and people may 

even forget that once they were hungry. The most immediate need will dominate 

consciousness, while the less immediate needs are minimised.  

Maslow’s work can be considered as a good guide for human motivation (rather than a 

scientifically proven one). Nonetheless, it could serve as a tool for understanding 

knowledge sharing. If the need for self preservation is what occupies our mind most of 

the time, and if, for example, someone’s job is on the line (say during a restructuring or 

downsizing cycle) issues such as knowledge management or knowledge sharing are 

likely to seem irrelevant or even great threats to one’s long term job security. From this 

point of view, the main concern of employees could be characterised as: will I hold onto 

my job so I can provide food and shelter to my family (i.e., the first two basic needs)? If 

the answer is not clear or negative, then organisational knowledge sharing initiatives 

are not only unimportant but can be rather threatening.  
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In short, Maslow’s theory implies that any programs or initiatives such as knowledge 

sharing must not disadvantage employees in any way. They must not restrict an 

employee’s ability to meet lower-order needs (e.g., job security). Furthermore, 

knowledge sharing is most likely to occur when it is motivating to the extent that it 

would help employees pursue higher-order needs. Knowledge sharing is likely to be 

de-motivating if it impinges upon an employee’s capacity to meet daily living needs 

(e.g., knowledge is power and if this power is shared then people may feel insecure in 

the job). 

2.7.2  Social cognition 

Social cognition theorists study how people make sense of other people and 

themselves and how cognitive processes influence social behaviour (Fiske & Taylor, 

1991). The social cognition approach attempts to understand the storage of potential 

social behaviour in our cognition, the aspects or dimensions of stored social knowledge 

that affect our information processing, decisions, and actions, and the factors that 

influence changes in stored social information or knowledge (Sherman, Judd, & Park, 

1989).  

The social cognition perspective assumes that individuals rationalise their social and 

personal circumstances to find a practical explanation for situations, events or 

outcomes (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). This common-sense explanation forms part of the 

input to the cognitive assessment of whether knowledge sharing will be encouraged or 

inhibited within the organisation. From this point of view, the knowledge sharer is 

assessing the expected benefits, social support, or barriers associated with promoting 

knowledge sharing within the organisation and that assessment will influence the 

strength of intention to engage in knowledge sharing activities. 

Social cognition is an ongoing cognitive process that focuses upon the social interplay 

between individuals in an organisation. The implication of the social cognitive 

perspective for this research is that knowledge sharing intention is part of a dynamic 
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process, and the strength of intention will vary over time with either personal or social 

circumstances as they evolve or change within the organisation. What organisations 

and knowledge managers do to create an environment suitable for the social action of 

knowledge sharing can, therefore, make a difference to cognitions about knowledge 

sharing. 

2.7.3  Social exchange 

Social exchange refers to the voluntary actions of individuals who are motivated by the 

returns they are expected to obtain from others (Blau, 1964). The concept of social 

exchange directs attention to the emergent properties in interpersonal relations and 

social interaction (Blau, 1964). In this setting, individuals choose between alternative 

potential associations or courses of action by evaluating and ranking the experiences 

or expected experiences and then selecting the best alternative. Thus, the process of 

social exchange may originate in pure self interest (Blau, 1964).  

Knowledge sharing consists fundamentally of human activity and therefore is ultimately 

subject to human perception and agreement (Lehaney et al., 2004). When work 

colleagues are in need of advice and others have the knowledge and expertise to 

provide this advice, a relationship tends to develop in which knowledge is exchanged 

for some form of return or benefit. The expected benefit, at the very least in the form of 

acknowledgement or expressions of gratitude and appreciation, implies that social 

exchange always entails elements of intrinsic significance for the participants (Blau, 

1964).  

Given the above, it can be argued that social exchange tends to engender feelings of 

personal obligation, gratitude, and trust. Following on from this, one can assume that 

knowledge sharers, when sharing their knowledge with others in the workplace, 

obligate the recipients of their knowledge to return favours. If knowledge recipients fail 

to reciprocate, this engenders loss of trust and the individual who is doing the sharing 

probably has no other option but to stop sharing his or her knowledge with others. 
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Thus, social exchange requires trusting others to reciprocate. Since trust is essential 

for stable social relations, and since exchange obligations promote trust, social 

exchange involves unspecified obligations, the fulfilment of which depends on trust 

because it cannot be enforced in the absence of a binding contract. But the trust 

required for social exchange is generated by its own gradual expansion in a self-

adjusting manner (Blau, 1964). In short, it is reasonable to suggest mutual relationship 

of reliability (trust) among knowledge sharers and seekers may also increase the 

willingness to engage in knowledge sharing activities (Widén-Wulff, 2007).  

2.8  Limitation of motivation, social cognition and social exchange 
theories 

Whilst the reviewed human motivation, social cognition and social exchange theories 

provide a good starting point for understanding motivation, attitudes and behavioural 

intentions, they are not without limitations. For example, Maslow seems to rely more on 

intuition than data to substantiate his theory, owing to the complex nature of the 

relationship between relevant variables. Despite the seeming viability of Maslow’s 

theory, it seems to have only face validity and it fails to identify many other factors 

affecting human motivation. Heylighen (1992) argues that Maslow’s ideas (variables) 

have been criticised for their lack of an integrated conceptual structure and therefore 

are difficult to reproduce. Similarly, Robert Ewen (1988, p. 435) also criticised Maslow’s 

theory on methodological grounds as he found the theoretical constructs to be “vague, 

equivocal and untestable”. Thus, Maslow’s theory has limited benefits in explaining the 

motivation of employees to share knowledge.  

The social cognitive perspective is helpful in understanding that the organisational 

knowledge context will affect what people think about knowledge sharing, but does not 

offer specific explanations about the nature of the link between these cognitions and 

knowledge sharing. Social exchange theory offers a partial explanation, but since this 

research is interested in understanding actions an organisation can take, the 

explanation seems incomplete. Thus, a more complete theory that enables application 
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of the insights gained from reviewing Maslow’s motivational theory, Fiske and Taylor’s 

social cognition perspective and Blau’s social exchange theory is needed.  

A possible avenue to approach these theoretical limitations might be found in a well-

known model of human behaviour, the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and its 

extension, the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB). The TRA (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) 

and the TPB (Ajzen, 1987, 1991) are among the most comprehensive recent theories 

of human attitudes and behaviour.  

2.9  TRA and TPB 

Both the TRA and the TPB assume that behaviour is determined by an individual’s 

intention to perform a given behaviour. The TRA (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) posits that 

intention is determined by two variables: attitudes and subjective norms. While 

attitudes focus on a positive or negative evaluation of performing the behaviour, 

subjective norms reflect the perceived social pressure that individuals may feel to 

perform or not perform the behaviour. Recognising that human behaviour is subject to 

obstacles, Ajzen (1991) introduced the TPB, which adds a third perception, perceived 

behavioural control (PBC). This third, conceptually independent variable refers to the 

perceived ease or difficulty of performing the behaviour. Ajzen’s argument is that, in 

addition to knowing a person’s attitudes, subjective norms, and behavioural intentions 

with respect to a given behaviour, one needs to know his or her perceived behavioural 

control over that action. In support of this and in a test of the TPB model, Fiske and 

Taylor (1991), reported that individuals needed not only to hold a behavioural intention 

toward a particular attitude object, but also needed to feel they were capable of 

performing the action. This work ties in with Bandura’s (1986) self-efficacy framework. 

Self efficacy is defined as “the expectations that people hold about their abilities to 

accomplish certain tasks” (Bandura, 1986, p. 198).  

Both the TRA and the TPB are recognised in the literature and have been found to be 

very useful in predicting a wide range of behavioural intentions and behaviours, 
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including knowledge sharing. For example, the TRA has been successfully applied to 

examine the role of expected rewards in affecting an individual’s knowledge sharing 

behaviour (Bock & Kim, 2002), the role of extrinsic motivators, social psychological 

forces and organisational climate on knowledge sharing intentions (Bock, Zmud, Kim, 

& Lee, 2005) and more recently, the role of social network, social trust and shared 

goals in organisational knowledge sharing (Chow & Chan, 2008). 

The TPB has been used extensively to predict and explain behavioural intention and 

actual behaviour in a number of professional settings. For example, Chau and Hu 

(2001) successfully applied the TPB in the healthcare area, investigating telemedicine 

technology acceptance by physicians practising in public tertiary hospitals in Hong 

Kong. In the knowledge management domain, Lin and Lee (2004) found the TPB 

appropriate to assess the factors that influence encouragement of knowledge sharing 

intentions and behaviour by senior managers. The current study goes beyond the Lin 

and Lee study to investigate factors that encourage or inhibit the willingness of 

employees (as distinct from senior managers) to share their knowledge with others 

within an organisation.  

In an effort to compare the validity of the TRA and the TPB as explanations of 

knowledge sharing, Ryu et al. (2003) used both the TRA and the TPB to empirically 

examine the knowledge sharing behaviours of over 200 physicians’ practices in a 

number of hospitals in Korea. The TPB out-performed the TRA in predicting physicians’ 

knowledge sharing behaviour. It is reasonable to conclude that the TPB provides a 

better model of knowledge sharing than the TRA because the TRA does not take the 

available resources and opportunities into account in predicting behavioural intentions 

and voluntary behaviour. It follows that, for this study, a model based on Ajzen’s TPB 

should be appropriate for predicting an employee’s intention to engage in knowledge 

sharing activities and their subsequent knowledge sharing behaviour.  
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2.9.1  A brief description of the TPB model 

The TPB suggests that the best way to predict behaviour is to measure behavioural 

intentions. Ajzen argues that “a person’s intention to perform (or not to perform) a 

behaviour is the most important immediate determinant of that action” (Ajzen, 2005, p. 

117). According to the TPB, intentions are seen to be a function of three basic factors, 

one personal in nature termed attitude toward the behaviour; one reflecting social 

influence termed subjective norm and a third dealing with the issue of control termed 

perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991). The TPB is presented in figure 2.1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Briefly, at the initial level of the model, human behaviour is guided by three kinds of 

considerations: beliefs about the likely outcomes of the behaviour and the evaluations 

of these outcomes (behavioural beliefs), beliefs about the normative expectations of 

others and motivation to comply with these expectations (normative beliefs), and 

beliefs about the presence of factors that may facilitate or impede performance of the 

behaviour and the perceived power of these factors (control beliefs) (Ajzen, 1991). At 

the next level, the behavioural beliefs produce a favourable or unfavourable attitude 

toward the behaviour, normative beliefs result in perceived social pressure or 

subjective norm, and control beliefs give rise to perceived behavioural control. In 

combination, attitude toward the behaviour, subjective norm, and perception of 

Figure 2.1: The theory of planned behaviour (based on Ajzen, 1991) 
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behavioural control lead to the formation of a behavioural intention. Another feature of 

the TPB is the possibility of a direct link between perceived behavioural control and 

behaviour. Ajzen explains that “perceived behavioural control can also be used to 

predict behaviour directly because it may be considered a proxy or partial substitute for 

a measure of actual control (2005, p. 119).  

In summary, people generally intend to perform a behaviour when they evaluate it 

positively, when they experience social pressure to perform it and when they believe 

that they have the means (resources and opportunities) to do so (Ajzen, 2005).  The 

relative importance of attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioural  control in 

the prediction of intention is expected to vary across behaviour and situation (Ajzen, 

1991). For example, for some behaviours, attitudinal considerations are more important 

than normative considerations, while for others, normative considerations predominate.  

To conclude, the TPB is a general model that has been well researched and therefore 

it can be considered as a suitable theoretical framework for evaluating knowledge 

sharing behaviour along with the strength of an individual’s intention to share 

knowledge. The TPB incorporates some of the central concepts in the social and 

behavioural sciences, and it seems to define these concepts in a way that permits 

prediction and understanding of a wide range of behaviours. Attitudes toward the 

behaviour, perceived social pressure to perform or not perform the behaviour, and 

perceived control over the behaviour are usually found to predict behavioural intentions 

with a high degree of accuracy (Ajzen, 1991).  

2.9.2  A conceptual model of intention to share knowledge 

Ajzen’s TPB is proposed in this study as the foundation of a conceptual model of 

intention to share knowledge. Figure 2.2 depicts Ajzen’s TPB as it applies to 

knowledge sharing. Each of the three basic antecedents of intention, within the context 

of knowledge sharing, is discussed in more detail in the following sections. 
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Attitude towards knowledge sharing 

Inferring other people’s attitudes is not an easy task because attitude cannot be 

observed directly. Ajzen (1991) argues that a person’s attitude towards behaviour is 

determined by his or her salient beliefs (i.e. beliefs that are readily accessible in 

memory) about the consequences of performing the behaviour and by evaluation of 

those consequences. Thus, attitudes are essentially evaluative. 

Research concerning the factors affecting the success of knowledge sharing initiatives 

has identified attitude as an important variable, motivating people to engage in 

knowledge sharing activities. Hislop (2003) focused on attitude when he argued that 

human resource management practices could be utilised to improve our understanding 

of what shapes the willingness (or reluctance) of employees to share their knowledge 

with others in the workplace. He concluded that an employee’s attitude is an important 

factor in predicting knowledge sharing intentions. Similarly, Chow and Chan (2008) 

asserted that intention to share knowledge is determined by a person’s attitude toward 

knowledge sharing. This assertion is supported by a number of empirical studies into 

Figure 2.2:  The theory of planned behaviour (based on Ajzen, 1991) 
applied to knowledge sharing 
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knowledge sharing, most, if not all, of which have found that individual attitudes 

influence knowledge sharing (Bock & Kim, 2002; O'Dell & Grayson, 1998; Szulanski, 

1996; Yang, 2008). 

Bock and colleagues (2005) define attitudes toward knowledge sharing as the degree 

of one’s positive feelings about sharing one’s knowledge with others in the workplace. 

Because personal attitude towards knowledge sharing is considered an important 

predictor of intention to share knowledge, it can be argued that individuals who foster 

positive personal attitudes toward knowledge sharing are more likely to intend to share 

their knowledge with others in an organisation and subsequently to act on that 

intention.  

Subjective norm (Perceived social influence) 

Subjective norms (also called social norms) refer to a person’s beliefs that important 

others (other people who are important to them) want them to perform the behaviour 

(Ajzen, 1991, p. 188). According to Chang (1998), studies using the TPB have often 

found social norms do a better job in predicting behavioural intentions than other 

models. Other authors have observed that social norms influence knowledge sharing 

intentions (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002; Ruggles, 1998) and Malhotra and Galletta (2003) 

found that some employees use knowledge management systems (KMS) because 

they want important others to think well of them. Nonaka et al. (2000) argued that the 

promotion of social norms among employees is one of the most important conditions 

for knowledge sharing in organisations. They asserted that the culture (articulated in 

the form of social norms) of an organisation has the potential to allow individuals to 

regulate their own behaviour, including when to share and cooperate with others.  

This work suggests that knowledge sharing is motivated by virtue of social obligations 

and to a greater or lesser extent by power relationships (e.g., my supervisor wants me 

to share my knowledge and therefore I am doing so). Therefore, it can be argued that 

the strength of the employees’ intention to share their knowledge is increased by the 



 

29 
 

perceived strength of the social norms toward knowledge sharing. Subjective norms 

are referred to in this study as perceived social influence. 

Perceived behavioural control (Personal control) 

Perceived behavioural control (PBC) is the extent to which a person feels able to 

perform the behaviour of interest. It refers to “the extent to which people believe that 

they are capable of, or have control over, performing a given behaviour” (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 2010, p. 155). The PBC can be considered from two points of view: 1) 

controllability: how much control a person has over the behaviour (e.g., does he or she 

have the resources and opportunities to successfully perform the behaviour?); and 2) 

self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997): how confident a person feels about being able to perform 

or not perform the behaviour (e.g., does he or she have the necessary skills and 

capabilities to perform the behaviour?). Thus, employees who have the resources and 

opportunities and are confident in their ability to share their knowledge with others are 

more likely to form a strong intention to engage in knowledge sharing activities in the 

workplace.  

PBC has been found to add explanatory power in predicting a number of behavioural 

intentions. For example, results from Chang’s (1998) study of unethical behaviour 

showed that PBC was the most important predictor of intention to use illegal software 

copies. Similarly, Lin and Lee (2004) in a study of the factors that influence 

encouragement of knowledge sharing intention among senior managers found PBC to 

affect intentions. Furthermore, both Ryu et al. (2003), in a study of knowledge sharing 

behaviour among physicians in hospitals, and Chau and Hu (2001), in a study of 

physicians’ intentions to use telemedicine technology, found that PBC affects intention 

to share knowledge, though in some instances to a lesser degree than social norms 

and attitudes. In addition, Bandura (1986, 1997) argues that whether or not people will 

undertake particular actions, attempt to perform particular tasks, or strive to meet 

specific goals, depends on whether or not they believe they will be effective in 
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performing those actions. Thus, it can be argued that the strength of an employee’s 

intention to share knowledge is increased by increased PBC. Perceived behavioural 

control is referred to in this study as personal control. 

2.10  Organisational conditions and the TPB 

According to Bock et al. (2005), knowledge sharing is the most important part of KM. 

While this assertion recognises the importance of knowledge sharing to an 

organisation’s knowledge management success, little is known about the enabling 

organisational conditions that motivate people to share their knowledge with others in 

the workplace. The difficulties, on the other hand, are quite well documented. Gupta et 

al. (2004), for example, pointed out that creating knowledge-based organisations is 

difficult because organisations have to overcome tremendous hurdles (barriers) in 

bringing their employees to share and learn from one another. This assertion is 

supported by Jackson et al. (2006), who observed a complex, pervasive web of 

integrated and overlapping constraints for sharing knowledge and collaborating in the 

workplace. These constraints, according to the authors, are numerous, diverse, fluid 

and complementary.  

Whilst the three immediate antecedents of intentions in the TPB model (attitude, 

subjective norm, and perceived behavioural control) go a long way toward explaining 

what might influence one’s intention and behaviour, there is the potential for a 

multitude of variables, that may be related to or influence these antecedents in various 

ways and degrees. To illustrate further, there are numerous instances, drawn from the 

fields of health and social science, where people behave contrary to their beliefs. For 

example, Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) pointed out that, despite some people having the 

same attitudes toward religion, they may hold different intentions concerning religious 

behaviours. Other examples are drawn from blood donation and environmental 

responsibilities. Whilst the majority of people hold a positive attitude towards blood 

donation, only a small number of these people actually do donate blood (Giles, 
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McClenahan, Cairns, & Mallet, 2004; Godin et al., 2005). Similarly, in a study reported 

by Mohr and Smith (2006), some 500 people were interviewed and asked about 

personal responsibility for picking up litter. The vast majority acknowledged that 

individuals bore a responsibility for picking up litter yet, when leaving the interview, only 

2% picked up litter that had been planted by the researcher. These examples provide 

support for the idea that there may be a variety of factors that can stand in the way of 

engaging in a desired behaviour.  

2.10.1 Organisational conditions 

In an effort to summarise the most common success factors in the KM literature, 

Jennex and Olfman (2004), found that organisational commitment was among the top 

success factors. Cabrera, Collins, & Salgado (2006) also suggest that organisational 

commitment may have a significant impact on people's intention to participate in 

voluntary knowledge sharing. Hislop (2003), who modified Guest and Conway’s (2001) 

model of the psychological contract to link organisational commitment with knowledge 

sharing attitude and behaviour, also found that the level of commitment employees feel 

for their organisation is closely linked to their attitudes to, and behaviours within the 

workplace. Similarly, Hooff and Ridder (2004) found that there is a relationship 

between commitment to the organisation and employees’ intentions to share their 

knowledge. Therefore, it is reasonable to suggest that commitment is an important 

organisational condition that may be considered to affect the intention of employees to 

share their knowledge with others in the workplace. Organisational commitment is 

defined as the degree of one’s attachment to, identification with and involvement within 

the organisation (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). 

Another organisational factor that might influence knowledge sharing is suggested by 

expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964). According to expectancy theory, individuals may 

look at the relationship between what is expected and what is received for their effort 

and those who perceive that expected rewards exceed costs are more likely to be 
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motivated to undertake a behaviour (Milkovich & Newman, 1996). This view is 

supported by Cabrera et al. (2006, pp. 250-251), who argue that  

Intentions to perform a certain action are in part determined by 

consequence expectations. The more positive outcomes are perceived 

by a person to be associated with a given action, the more inclined the 

person will be to perform that action. Therefore, sharing knowledge may 

be in part determined by the rewards an employee perceives are 

associated with such behaviour.  

Thus, it might be assumed that knowledge sharing will occur when its rewards exceed 

its costs and that any increase in knowledge sharing efforts must be matched by due 

rewards and incentives. If rewards and incentives do not match the knowledge sharing 

effort, employees may react negatively towards knowledge sharing. Bartol & Srivastava 

(2002) found expected rewards and incentives to play a role in knowledge sharing 

behaviour. Carter & Scarbrough (2001) argue that organisations should have in place a 

strategy to reward employees for their knowledge sharing effort. Thus rewards and 

incentives are therefore important organisational conditions that may affect the 

intention of employees to share their knowledge with others in the workplace.  

A third organisational condition of interest is trust. Trust has also long been recognised 

as a fundamental feature of interpersonal relationships in a number of social settings, 

including knowledge sharing (Gold et al., 2001; Politis, 2003). For example, Bartol and 

Srivastava (2002) found that there are consistent arguments in the social exchange 

literature to suggest that interpersonal trust (trust in management and work colleagues) 

is a major facilitator of social exchange transactions. Knowledge sharing is a fragile 

process and potentially risky because it has the potential to produce mistakes, and 

these mistakes may bring harm to the individual doing the sharing (Nonaka & 

Takeuchi, 1995).  
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Arising from motivation, equity, expectancy and exchange theories, it can be argued 

that individuals behave according to rational self-interest. For example, Maslow’s 

theory implies that any programs or initiatives such as knowledge sharing must not 

impinge upon an employee’s capacity to meet daily living needs and therefore 

knowledge sharing initiatives should not produce a sense of insecurity in the job. In an 

era marked by seemingly endless rounds of restructuring and downsizing, knowledge 

sharing has the potential to affect job security and because of this it is not unusual to 

see some employees become increasingly anxious about giving away unique value in 

the form of their knowledge. Trust is therefore a key element of the interaction between 

individuals who will benefit from cooperating with one another, but who also worry 

about being taken advantage of by others, including management (Hwang & Burgers, 

1997). In the knowledge sharing domain, Davenport and Prusak (1998) argue that, 

without trust, knowledge sharing processes will not function effectively because 

employees will be afraid of sharing their knowledge with others in the workplace. 

Huemer, Von Krogh, & Roos (1998, p. 140) put it more bluntly: “no trust equals no 

action, equals no observation, equals no knowledge development, equals no 

knowledge transfer”.  

Empirical research indicates that knowledge sharing is positively related to the level of 

trust in senior management (Panteli & Sockalingam, 2005). A recent study by Renzl 

(2008) found trust to affect workplace attitudes toward knowledge sharing. Similarly, 

Rosen, Furst, & Blackburn (2007) found that lack of trust among team members was 

the most cited barrier for knowledge sharing. Thus, an employee can be expected to 

be more willing to share knowledge if they hold a belief that knowledge sharing will not 

bring them harm. It can therefore be argued that the level of trust is another important 

organisational condition that is likely to affect the intention of employees to share their 

knowledge with others in the workplace.  
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To summarise, organisational conditions such as organisational commitment, rewards 

and incentives, and trust are factors that are likely to affect the intention of employees 

to share their knowledge with others in the workplace. These organisational conditions 

will be considered in this study in order to identify any causal links between these 

factors and the three immediate antecedents of intentions within the TPB model. The 

proposed relationship between these organisational conditions and the elements of the 

TPB model as adapted to knowledge sharing in this study are shown in figure 2.3.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.11  Learning orientation and the TPB 

Ongoing learning associated with maintaining work knowledge is a fundamental 

expectation of all employees and therefore organisations should not only provide their 

employees with learning opportunities but also encourage their employees to 

continually learn and develop new skills and capabilities (Debowski, 2006). However, 

while it is one thing for organisations to provide the opportunity for people to learn, it is 

another thing for people to seize that opportunity. Beliefs about one’s ability to learn 

and willingness to commit to the process of learning and various personal 

characteristics are also likely to influence how a person approaches a learning 

opportunity. For example, high career aspirations may encourage a focus on learning 

(Debowski, 2006). Thus, how individuals approach learning depends upon their 
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knowledge sharing, mapped to Ajzen’s (1991) TPB 
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learning orientation, or how they understand and manage their learning. Sinkula, 

Baker, & Noordewier (1997) defined two components of learning orientation: 1) 

commitment to learning, and 2) open-mindedness. Matzler et al. (2008) found learning 

orientation to be a strong predictor of knowledge sharing and proposed that this is 

because openness to learning is a reflection of a person’s curiosity and originality, 

which in turn are predictors of seeking other people’s knowledge and insights. Thus, 

learning orientation can be considered as somewhat like intellectual curiosity. Indeed, 

in a qualitative study, Oliver and Kandadi (2006) found that, irrespective of 

organisational rewards, some employees may involve themselves in knowledge 

sharing activities because of their intrinsic drive for learning. This intrinsic drive is 

similar to Bereiter and Scardamalia’s (1993) concept of intentional learning where 

employees turn learning into a goal rather than an incidental outcome.  

To conclude, learning orientation is the degree to which individuals have a desire to 

learn. Intentional learners enjoy acquiring expertise and will risk making mistakes to 

attain greater expertise. As they acquire expertise, they like to share knowledge with 

others (Martinez, 1999). It can therefore be argued that learning orientation is an 

important factor that is likely to affect the intention of employees to share their 

knowledge with others in the workplace.  

Learning orientation will therefore be considered in this study in order to identify any 

relationships between this factor and the three immediate antecedents of intentions 

within the TPB model. Its anticipated role is shown in figure 2.4. 
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2.12  Summary of literature review and research questions 

It has been suggested thus far that the relationship between the three basic 

antecedents of intention and intention to share knowledge reflects (i) a number of 

factors that may influence individual attitudes toward knowledge sharing (ii) the 

individual’s perceived social influence on knowledge sharing and (iii) their personal 

control for knowledge sharing. The three organisational conditions of organisational 

commitment, perceived rewards and incentives, and trust together with learning 

orientation are perceived to affect knowledge sharing intention in the workplace.  

In order to provide some answers to the over-arching research question introduced in 

chapter 1 - What factors influence the intentions of employees to share their knowledge 

with others in the workplace? This study will address the three specific research 

questions: 

1. To what extent is the willingness of employees to share their knowledge with others 

in the workplace influenced by attitudes, perceived social influence and personal 

control? 

Figure 2.4:  The proposed role of learning orientation in influencing 
knowledge sharing, mapped to Ajzen’s (1991) TPB 
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2. To what extent are the three antecedents of intention to share knowledge 

influenced by the organisational conditions of organisational commitment, expected 

rewards and incentives and trust? 

3. To what extent are the three antecedents of intention to share knowledge 

influenced by employees’ learning orientation? 

Chapter 2 has provided a review of the relevant KM literature including definitions, and 

theory that has a bearing on the research question. It also identified three 

organisational conditions (organisational commitment, expected rewards and 

incentives and trust) and one personal characteristic (learning orientation) all of which 

are believed to exert influence over employees’ intentions to share their knowledge 

with others in the workplace. Chapter 3 will present the research model and the 

hypotheses to be tested and describe the methodology used in this research.  
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Chapter 3 Methodology 

Chapter 2 provided a review of the relevant KM literature, including definitions, and 

theory that has a bearing on the research question. It also identified the organisational 

conditions of organisational commitment, expected rewards and incentives and trust, 

together with learning orientation, which are believed to exert influence over 

employees’ intentions to share their knowledge with others in the workplace. This 

chapter presents the research model and the hypotheses to be tested and describes 

the research strategy, including the sampling procedure and the instruments used in 

the survey for collection of the data.  

3.1 Research model 

As noted in chapter 2, Ajzen’s TPB is proposed as the foundation of a conceptual 

model of intention to share knowledge. The TPB was used extensively to predict and 

explain behavioural intention and actual behaviour in social science and psychology 

and it is therefore considered relevant to this study. Therefore, it can be assumed that 

for this study that a model based on Ajzen’s TPB would be appropriate to predict 

employees’ intentions to engage in knowledge sharing activities. The three 

organisational conditions (organisational commitment, expected rewards and 

incentives and trust) together with learning orientation are proposed to influence the 

three immediate antecedents of knowledge sharing intention (figure 3.1). Measuring 

these factors may provide insights into what encourages or inhibits the intention of 

employees to share their knowledge with others in the workplace.  
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The following section provides further elaboration of the proposed network of 

association among the variables, and introduces hypotheses to be tested. 

3.2 Towards a social cognitive model of individual intention 

The model of knowledge sharing intention together with associated hypotheses to be 

tested in the current research is shown in figure 3.2. In addition to the relationships 

shown here, the three immediate antecedents of intention (attitude, perceived social 

influence and personal control) were left free to correlate, but no hypotheses were 

tested, since the relationship between these variables is well established in the 

organisational behaviour literature. 
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3.3 Hypotheses to be tested in this research  

3.3.1 Attitudes toward knowledge sharing  

H1: The more favourable are attitudes toward knowledge sharing, the greater will be 

intention to share knowledge. 

3.3.2 Perceived social influence 

H2: The higher the perceived strength of social influence on knowledge sharing, the 

stronger will be intention to share knowledge. 

3.3.3 Personal control 

H3: The stronger is personal control for knowledge sharing, the stronger will be 

intention to share knowledge. 

3.3.4 Organisational commitment 

H4: The greater is organisational commitment, the stronger will be the attitudes 

toward knowledge sharing. 
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Figure 3.2:  The research model with hypotheses to be tested 
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H5: The greater is organisational commitment, the stronger will be perceived social 

influence on knowledge sharing. 

H6: The greater is organisational commitment, the stronger will be personal control 

for knowledge sharing. 

3.3.5 Expected rewards and incentives 

H7: The more positive is the expectation of rewards and incentives, the stronger will 

be attitudes toward knowledge sharing. 

H8: The more positive is the expectation of rewards and incentives, the stronger will 

be perceived social influence on knowledge sharing. 

H9: The more positive is the expectation of rewards and incentives, the stronger will 

be personal control for knowledge sharing. 

3.3.6 Trust 

H10: The greater is the level of trust in management and work colleagues, the stronger 

will be attitudes toward knowledge sharing. 

H11: The greater is the level of trust in management and work colleagues, the stronger 

will be perceived social influence on knowledge sharing. 

H12: The greater is the level of trust in management and work colleagues, the stronger 

will be personal control for knowledge sharing. 

3.3.7 Learning orientation 

H13: The stronger is learning orientation, the stronger will be attitudes toward 

knowledge sharing. 

H14: The stronger is learning orientation, the stronger will be perceived social 

influence on knowledge sharing. 
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H15: The stronger is learning orientation, the stronger will be personal control for 

knowledge sharing. 

3.3.8 Knowledge sharing behaviour 

H16: The stronger is personal control for knowledge sharing, the more likely 

individuals will be to engage in knowledge sharing behaviour. 

H17: The stronger is intention to share knowledge, the greater will be the knowledge 

sharing behaviour. 

The first section of this chapter outlined the basis for the research model of knowledge 

sharing intention, and presented the hypotheses that will be tested to assess the 

validity and reliability of the model. The following section introduces and describes the 

research strategy that will be pursued to examine the hypotheses. 

3.4 Research approach 

To investigate the proposed model of intention to share knowledge, a questionnaire 

survey was undertaken within a single organisation. The organisation allowed the 

researcher to gain ready access to the company’s employees and provided other 

resources to implement the survey. 

The case organisation is a large Australian energy development company. Since its 

inception in 1954, the organisation has grown to become the largest publicly traded oil 

and gas exploration and production company in Australia, with a market capitalisation 

of about $26 billion (The Organisation Ltd, 2008). During the 1980s and the first half of 

the 1990s, the organisation’s activities were concentrated on one single location in 

Western Australia. Over the decade preceding the study, the organisation grew rapidly 

and it is now operating in eleven countries over four continents.  

The company claims that its success is fundamentally due to its people. Success is 

derived from skilled workers who, through many years of experience, simply know what 
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to do. To effectively leverage its local strength and share it at a global level, the 

organisation has adopted the concept of knowledge sharing as a strategic choice. 

Thus, identifying and empirically testing factors that encourage or inhibit the intention of 

employees to share their knowledge with others in the workplace are important to the 

continued success of the organisation. 

At the time of the research, the case organisation was structured around 18 corporate 

and technical functions. Collectively these functional units employed about 3,500 

people. Some 50% of these employees were participating in a knowledge sharing 

program on a voluntary basis.  

The following sections describe the sampling frame, the sample, and the instruments 

used to measure the dependent and independent variables.  

3.5 Attitudinal belief elicitation 

A draft questionnaire was prepared from the literature, but before finalising the 

questionnaire, an attitudinal belief elicitation study was conducted with a small group of 

four participants using the method recommended by Ajzen (2006). The reason for not 

expanding the study to include a larger sample size was that most of key drivers of the 

attitudinal beliefs reported by the interviewees (Appendix A) were somewhat similar to 

what have already been incorporated in the draft questionnaire. These included drivers 

such as: improves company performance; opens lines of communication; helps people 

to develop their skills and grow (learning); knowledge sharing takes time, rewards and 

benefits are hard to see up front and people need to rely on their instincts about who 

and what to share. The study group also made the following associations with 

knowledge sharing: trust, sharing culture or lack thereof and human resource practices 

such as personal performance (end of year performance evaluation). These 

associations were consistent with the organisational conditions included in this 

research. 
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3.6 The survey 

A questionnaire survey was developed to measure each of the factors in the research 

model (Appendix B). A covering letter accompanying the questionnaire at the 

commencement of data collection was signed by the company’s Executive Vice 

President – Enterprise Capability – inviting employees to participate in the survey.  

In addition to measuring the research factors, the case organisation requested 

inclusion in the questionnaire questions about the use of collaboration tools provided 

by the company (part 8 of the questionnaire in Appendix B). The gathered information 

was analysed and reported to the company but was not used in this study. However, 

an interim report on the results of the knowledge sharing survey was compiled and 

shared with the organisation (refer to Appendix C).  

3.7 Sample 

The survey sampling frame consisted of employees of the case organisation who are 

permanent staff, fixed term employees, third party contractors and employees 

seconded from other companies. Five hundred hard copy questionnaires were 

distributed across the organisation to ensure that all 18 corporate and technical 

functions were included. The decision for limiting participants to only 500 individuals 

out of a population of approximate 3,500 employees was due to the fact that the 

company had completed a company-wide Employee Survey only few months earlier 

and it did not wish to ask its employees to complete yet another global survey. The 

sampling frame was selected so that it represented all aspects of the business and 

included those individuals participating in the knowledge sharing program, as well as 

other employees who had no formal association with or exposure to it. The sample for 

analysis comprised 287 individuals who voluntarily responded to and completed the 

questionnaire, a 57% response rate. 
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3.8 Survey instruments 

Although where possible the items used in the survey came from previously validated 

instruments, minor changes in wording were necessary to make them relevant to this 

study. Each construct is explained further below. 

3.8.1 Attitude towards knowledge sharing 

Five items were used to measure individuals’ attitudes toward knowledge sharing. The 

first three items were originally developed by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) and later 

modified by Bock and Kim (2002) to make them relevant to the knowledge sharing 

context. The fourth and fifth items (AT4 & AT5) were also inspired by the work of Bock 

and Kim (2002). The fourth item was adapted from the Bock and Kim Expected 

association scale, i.e., “my knowledge sharing would expand the scope of my 

associations with other members in the organisation” but modified slightly to fit the 

context of this study. The last item (AT5) was re-worded from the following two items 

featured in Bock and Kim’s Expected contribution instrument: “my knowledge sharing 

would increase productivity in the organisation” and “my knowledge sharing would help 

the organisation achieve its performance objectives”.  

AT1 For me to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] is: (fully 

anchored response scale ranging from 1 - extremely good to 7 - extremely bad). 

AT2 For me to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] is: (fully 

anchored response scale ranging from 1 - extremely rewarding to 7 – extremely 

thankless). 

AT3 For me to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] is: (fully 

anchored response scale ranging from 1 - extremely harmful to 7 – extremely 

beneficial). 

AT4 Sharing knowledge opens up my lines of communication with other colleagues 

in [the organisation]: (ranging from 1 - strongly disagree to 7 - strongly agree). 
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AT5 Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] helps improve 

the company business performance (ranging from 1 - strongly disagree to 7 - 

strongly agree). 

3.8.2 Perceived social influence on knowledge sharing 

Four items were used to measure perceived social influence. Items SI1, SI2, and SI4 

were taken from Bock and Kim’s (2002) “Normative beliefs on knowledge sharing 

instrument” and modified slightly to fit the context of this study. SI3 was based on the 

researcher’s experience with the concept of motivation to comply with the company’s 

polices, rules and expectations. It had not been empirically tested. All four items were 

measured using a seven point Likert scale ranging from 1 - strongly disagree to 7 - 

strongly agree. 

SI1 My immediate supervisor would be pleased if I share my knowledge on a 

regular basis with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

SI2 Members of my immediate work group would be pleased if I share my 

knowledge on a regular basis with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

SI3 I feel under pressure to share my knowledge on a regular basis with other 

colleagues in [the organisation]. 

SI4 Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] would please 

people in [the organisation] who are important to me. 

3.8.3 Personal control for knowledge sharing 

Personal control for the knowledge sharing scale was measured using seven items. 

Four items (PC1, PC2, PC5 & PC6) were originally developed by Ajzen (1991) and 

later modified by Ryu et al. (2003) to make them relevant to the knowledge sharing 

context. PC3 was requested by the organisation and was not used in the study. The 

time resource item (PC4) was inspired by the work of Pavlou and Fygenson (2006) 

who asserted that “time resource is a facilitating condition that increases the 
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controllability over behaviour” (p. 14). PC4 measures another controllability issue, ease 

of use. The last item (PC7) was a general question developed by the researcher. All 

items were measured using a seven point Likert scale (ranging from 1 - strongly 

disagree to 7 - strongly agree). 

PC1 For me to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] is easy. 

PC2 I have the resources I need to share my knowledge with other colleagues in [the 

organisation]. 

PC3 I know how to use the knowledge management system (KMS) to share my 

knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

PC4 I can find the time to share my knowledge with other colleagues in [the 

organisation]. 

PC5 I am confident that I could share my knowledge with other colleagues in [the 

organisation] if I wanted to. 

PC6 The decision to share my knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] 

is beyond my control [reverse scored]. 

PC7 In general, I know how to share my knowledge with other colleagues in [the 

organisation]. 

3.8.4 Organisational commitment 

Organisational commitment was measured using the seven positively worded items 

taken from the short form of the Organisational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) 

suggested by Mowday et al. (1979). Questionnaire length was one of the key reasons 

for using a short form of the OCQ. Mowday et al. (1979) confirmed that the internal 

consistency of the short form of the questionnaire is generally equal to the longer 

version. All items in the scale were measured using a seven point Likert scale (ranging 

from 1 - strongly disagree to 7 - strongly agree). 
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OC1 I feel deeply dedicated to [the organisation]. 

OC2 I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working for 

[the organisation]. 

OC3 I find that my values are very similar to those of [the organisation]. 

OC4 I talk about [the organisation] to my friends as a great organisation to work in. 

OC5 [The organisation] really inspires the best for my job performance. 

OC6 I really care about the future of [the organisation]. 

OC7 I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in 

order to help [the organisation]. 

3.8.5 Expected rewards and incentives 

Expected rewards and incentives were measured using six items. The last two items, 

ER5 and ER6, were weighting questions designed to measure the importance of 

receiving recognitions or being offered rewards/incentives for knowledge sharing 

actions.   

The first four items were inspired by Bock and Kim’s (2002) Expected Rewards 

instrument which measures individuals’ belief in the possibility of receiving rewards 

(tangible and intangible) for their knowledge sharing. The last two items were weighting 

questions. All items in the scale were measured using a seven point Likert scale 

(ranging from 1 - strongly disagree to 7 - strongly agree). 

ER1 I will be recognised for my action if I share my knowledge with other colleagues 

in [the organisation]. 

ER2 I will be rewarded for my action if I share my knowledge with other colleagues in 

[the organisation]. 

ER3 My career opportunities will improve if I share my knowledge with other 

colleagues in [the organisation]. 
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ER4 It will impact positively on my end of year performance review if I share my 

knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

ER5 It is important for me to receive recognition for my knowledge sharing actions. 

ER6 It is important for me to be offered rewards/incentives for my knowledge sharing 

actions. 

3.8.6 Trust 

Items to measure trust were derived from literature. Five items were measured using a 

seven point Likert scale (ranging from 1 - strongly disagree to 7 - strongly agree). The 

first three items were inspired by the work of Ardichvili, Page, & Wentling (2003) who 

argue that, among other reasons, employees could shy away from contributing 

knowledge because of fear of criticism. They asserted that  

Members would need to have trust in the integrity of the organisation as 

a whole, and the competence of its members. This is so called 

institution-based trust, based on the belief that necessary structures are 

in place which will ensure trustworthy behaviour of individual members 

and protect the members from negative consequences of administrative 

and procedural mistakes (2003, p. 73) 

The last two items, (TR4 & TR5) were inspired by the work of Riege (2005), who 

conducted a review of the knowledge sharing literature. Riege found, among other 

barriers, that “existing corporate culture does not provide sufficient support for sharing 

practices” (2005, p. 26). Thus, the last two items were designed to measure the 

prevailing supporting environment in which to seek and to share information with other 

colleagues within the organisation under investigation.  

TR1 There is no risk to me (my position, my reputation etc) in sharing my knowledge 

with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 
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TR2 I know my colleagues in [the organisation] will acknowledge my contribution 

before taking credit for knowledge shared by me. 

TR3 I can ask for knowledge (advice or opinion) from other colleagues in [the 

organisation] without any negative impact on me (e.g., being considered 

unknowledgeable). 

TR4 I consider [the organisation] to be a supportive environment in which to ask for 

information. 

TR5 I consider [the organisation] to be a supportive environment in which to share 

information. 

3.8.7 Learning orientation 

Four items designed to measure learning orientation were derived from the literature 

and measured using a seven point Likert scale (ranging from 1 - strongly disagree to 7 

- strongly agree). All four items were inspired by the work of Martinez (1999) on 

intentional learning and Cabrera et al. (2006) on Openness to experience. Cabrera and 

colleagues argue that “openness to experience, as a reflection of an individual's 

curiosity and originality could be a predictor of seeking other people's insights” (p. 248).  

LO1 Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] helps me to 

stay up to date with technological advances in my field. 

LO2 Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] helps me fill 

gaps in my own knowledge. 

LO3 Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] helps me to 

accomplish lifelong learning. 

LO4 Seeking knowledge from other colleagues in [the organisation] helps me to 

avoid repeating mistakes made by others before me. 
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3.8.8 Dependent variables 

Items used to measure the dependent variables, knowledge sharing behaviour and 

intention to share knowledge are described below. 

Knowledge sharing behaviour 

Knowledge sharing was measured using six items. The first four items were adopted 

from Lin and Lee (2004) but modified slightly to fit the context of this study. The fifth 

item was specific to the organisation and the last item was designed as a general item. 

All items were measured using a seven point Likert scale (ranging from 1 - never to 7 - 

at least once a day). 

KB1 I share knowledge from work experience with other colleagues in [the 

organisation]. 

KB2 I share knowledge obtained from education and training with other colleagues in 

[the organisation]. 

KB3 I share business knowledge obtained informally (such as news, stories and 

gossip) with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

KB4 I share business knowledge obtained from partners (such as Joint Venture 

Partners, Contractors, Suppliers and Customers) with other colleagues in [the 

organisation].  

KB5 I share knowledge with my own personal network of colleagues in [the 

organisation].  

KB6 Generally, I share what I know with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

 

Intention to share knowledge 

Intention to share knowledge scale was measured using five items which reflect the 

items 1 to 4 and 6 for measuring behaviour. They differed in that they asked about 
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intention to share knowledge in the next three to six months rather than about current 

knowledge sharing behaviour. All items were measured using a seven point scale 

ranging from 1 - never to 7 - at least once a day. 

IN1 I intend to share knowledge from work experience with other colleagues in [the 

organisation] in the next 3-6 months. 

IN2 I intend to share knowledge from education and training with other colleagues in 

[the organisation] in the next 3-6 months. 

IN3 I intend to share business knowledge obtained informally (such as news, stories 

and gossip) with other colleagues in [the organisation] in the next 3-6 months. 

IN4 I intend to share business knowledge obtained from partners (such as Joint 

Venture Partners, Contractors, Suppliers and Customers) with other colleagues 

in [the organisation] in the next 3-6 months. 

IN5 Generally, I intend to share what I know with other colleagues in [the 

organisation] in the next 3-6 months. 

On processing the data, it was not possible to discriminate two separate scales to 

measure intention and behaviour. The estimated correlation (0.87) between the two 

scales was so strong as to suggest the measures represent the same construct (refer 

to table 3.1).  
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Table 3.1:  Correlation matrix and discriminant validity with Behaviour 

Variables Mean SD 
Correlations 

BE IN AT SI PC TR ER OC LO 

Knowledge sharing behaviour 
(BE) 

5.49 1.26 0.71         

Intention to share knowledge 
(IN) 

5.29 1.11 0.87 0.73        

Attitude towards knowledge 
sharing (AT) 

5.72 0.69 0.23 0.27 0.66       

Perceived social influence on 
knowledge sharing (SI) 

4.54 0.93 0.24 0.33 0.35 0.75      

Personal control for 
knowledge sharing (PC) 

4.94 1.01 0.34 0.29 0.39 0.21 0.74     

Trust (TR) 4.95 0.95 0.11 0.13 0.56 0.23 0.49 0.72    

Expected rewards & 
incentives (ER) 

3.73 1.19 0.11 0.18 0.55 0.49 0.28 0.51 0.79   

Organisational commitment 
(OC) 

4.87 1.09 0.15 0.29 0.49 0.34 0.25 0.47 0.56 0.79  

Learning orientation (LO) 5.18 1.18 0.11 0.15 0.45 0.22 0.31 0.25 0.30 0.25 0.85 

Note: Diagonal is square root of AVE. 

 

As a result, only intention was used as the dependent variable in this study. The 

revised research model and set of hypotheses to be tested is shown in figure 3.3. (H16 

and H17 leading to knowledge sharing behaviour were removed.)  
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3.9 Survey administration 

The questionnaire was prepared for pen and paper administration. It was first pre-

tested by eight people, emulating the procedures proposed for the main study. This 

pilot group was asked to complete the questionnaire as if they received it for real and 

to highlight any problems that may be encountered or suggestions for improvement. 

Their suggestions were incorporated into the final draft and were mainly related to 

improving question clarity. The pre-testing was also allowed estimation of the time the 

questionnaire was likely to take to complete. On average, it was completed in 10 

minutes. The questionnaire was then updated and distributed in hard copy with a cover 

letter to all participants (refer to Appendix B). 

The 500 questionnaires were given to a number of focal points representing the 18 

different parts of the business for distribution across the organisation. Some focal 

points were given more copies of the survey than others depending on the size of the 

department or business group they were representing. On average each focal point 

was given between 30 to 50 surveys for distribution. An email was sent from each focal 
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Figure 3.3:  Model of knowledge sharing intention with hypotheses to be 
tested 
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point alerting all employees within their group of where the questionnaires were 

located. Those who chose to participate completed the survey on a first come first 

served basis and were asked to return the completed surveys to their focal points in a 

designated envelope or by internal mail to the researcher. In conjunction with this, 

neither names nor any other identifying data were provided by participants and 

therefore anonymity was assured. Data collection was undertaken over a period of 

three weeks with email reminders sent by the researcher to the focal points at two 

weeks and one week prior to the deadline to ask them to remind employees to 

complete the questionnaire by the due date. During the survey period, the nominated 

focal points sent two inter-departmental global emails drafted by the researcher to 

thank those who had completed and returned the survey and to remind those who did 

not to complete the survey and return it by the due date.  

Response rates were monitored daily during the survey period by the researcher. The 

first 140 questionnaires were received by the researcher via internal mail without any 

follow-up. Additional surveys were received after the email reminders were sent by the 

focal points. The majority of respondents elected to send the completed questionnaire 

to the researcher by internal mail. A thank you note together with a small token 

(chocolate bar) was sent by the researcher to each focal point thanking them for their 

assistance with the knowledge survey. Two hundred and eighty seven (287) completed 

questionnaires (a response rate of 57%) were received by the specified deadline, 

above the minimum of 200 recommended for structural equation modelling (Hair, 

Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). 

No follow-up discussions were held with non-respondents to investigate potential 

factors for the moderate level of participation, particularly as the researcher remained 

an employee, visibly present within the organisation, and any follow up approaches 

may have been perceived as unreasonable pressure. 
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3.10 Ethics 

Approval from the UWA ethics committee and the case organisation was obtained prior 

to commencing the collection of data. The organisation’s Executive Vice President – 

Enterprise Capability –signed the cover page of the questionnaire (see Appendix B).  

The information sheet required by the Human Research Ethics Committee at the 

University of Western Australia was referenced in the covering page and included as 

the second page of the questionnaire (see Appendix B). The information sheet 

provided participants with information about the aim of the research project for which 

the survey was being conducted, a general outline of the time requirement of the 

survey and participants’ rights in taking part in the survey. It also reminded recipients 

that participation in the survey was voluntary, their anonymity was assured throughout 

the study and they were free to withdraw from the survey at anytime. Recipients were 

assured that all of their responses will be collated in such a way that no individual can 

be identified. No name or any other identifying data were kept with participants’ 

responses to questions in the survey that may have allowed tracking of response to a 

particular participant. In addition, only aggregated data were made available to the 

nominated organisation management to ensure privacy and integrity of the data 

collected. Apart from the researcher, no employees of the nominated organisation had 

access to individual responses.  

All data and computer files were kept in a secure file and access to the data were 

limited to the researcher and the direct supervisor. All records will be destroyed after a 

period of five years. 

3.11 Potential bias in the research 

The issue of potential bias, since the researcher was also the knowledge manager of 

the organisation under investigation, was recognised at an early stage in development 

of the research topic. Whilst there were advantages such as access to the case 

organisation and valuable insights about who to approach to obtain permission to 



58 

conduct the survey, possible disadvantages resided in the way data might be collected 

and results might be interpreted to provide reliable and valid insights into the study of 

factors influencing knowledge sharing intentions.  

In the current study, the researcher’s objective was to undertake, as far as possible, a 

dispassionate, exploratory investigation of influences on knowledge sharing intentions. 

The potential for bias in data collection was managed by distributing the same 

questionnaire, in the same way, and through a third party, to randomly selected 

individuals, and by basing, where possible, survey questions upon existing published 

instruments. Some bias within the demographics of the sample may result if more 

recipients who were familiar with the researcher felt an obligation to undertake the 

survey, leading to a disproportionate number of responses knowledge management 

activities or colleagues from some departments or sections of the organisation. Checks 

were made for such bias and are reported with the results in chapter 4. 

3.12 Data analysis 

Structural equation modelling with AMOS 16.0 (student edition, November 2007) was 

used to estimate the measurement models for each construct of interest and test the 

hypotheses in the structural model presented in figure 3.3. A single step process of 

structural equation modelling was used in the analysis. Hair et al. (1998, p. 600) argue 

that “a single step analysis with simultaneous estimation of both structural and 

measurement models is the best approach when the model possesses both strong 

theoretical rationale and highly reliable measure”. 

Structural models represent propositions about relationships between constructs. If the 

research model is a valid representation of knowledge sharing intention, all proposed 

relationships should be significant. SEM takes measurement error into account in order 

to provide more accurate estimates of the causal relationships between the 

independent variables and knowledge sharing intention. In addition, a bootstrapping 
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method is available to deal with non-normality in measurement scales. In this case, 

500 bootstrapping runs were used in model estimation.  

3.12.1 Measurement model development 

The first stage of the analysis was assessment of the measurement model. The first 

step was examination of the loadings of observed items on the constructs (latent 

variables) to be measured. Items with non-significant coefficients were removed.   

Three estimates of reliability were calculated for each latent variable: the Cronbach 

alpha coefficient, composite reliability and average variance extracted. In this way 

convergent validity will be demonstrated. For unidimensional scales, values of 

Cronbach alpha of 0.70 or higher indicate acceptable internal consistency (Hair et al., 

2006; Nunnally, 1978).  

Composite reliability (also referred to in this study as construct reliability) is a more 

general measure of reliability than Cronbach alpha as it uses the item loadings 

estimated within the model rather than inter-item correlations. It was calculated using 

the following formula: 

Composite reliability =    
(Sum of standardised loadings)2 + Sum of indicator measurement error 

(Sum of standardised loading)2              

where standardised loadings are the standardised loadings of the indicators on the 

latent variable, and the sum of indicator measurement error is the measurement error 

for each indicator. Although composite reliability is more general than Cronbach alpha, 

the interpretation of values is similar. A commonly used threshold value for composite 

reliability is 0.70, although values below 0.70 have been considered acceptable for 

exploratory research (Hair et al., 2006). 

The variance extracted reliability measure reflects the overall amount of variance in the 

indicators accounted for by the latent construct. The variance accounted for by the 

indicators was calculated as:  
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Variance extracted =    (Sum of squared standardised loadings)  

(Sum of squared standardised loadings + Sum of indicator measurement error 
    

 

A variance extracted value greater than 0.50 indicates acceptable reliability on this 

measure (Hair et al., 2006).  

All constructs have some degree of measurement error (Hair et al., 1998), especially 

when more abstract or theoretical concepts, such as attitudes toward knowledge 

sharing or motivation for knowledge sharing behaviour are used. Thus effort was made 

to minimise the amount of measurement error in this research, initially through 

designing high quality questions to measure the research concepts. However, 

regardless of how much care one has to put into designing the best questions some 

participants would no doubt answer differently, as concepts such as knowledge and 

knowledge sharing may mean different things to different people. Thus lack of precisely 

defined concepts affects the estimation of the true structural coefficient (Hair et al., 

1998).  

3.12.2 Structural model testing 

There is little consensus about how to measure model fit, except for agreement that 

several measures of fit be used (Hair et al., 1998). None of the available measures 

(except the chi-square statistic) has an associated statistical test. Although various 

guidelines have been published, no absolute test is available, so the researcher must 

make a judgement of acceptability. For this study, two criteria were used to evaluate 

the model: goodness of fit and the amount of variance in the dependent variable 

explained by the model.  

Goodness of fit was measured by the likelihood ratio chi-square (X2), the ratio of X2 to 

degrees of freedom (X2 / df), the goodness of fit index (GFI), the adjusted goodness of 

fit index (AGFI), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and the Tucker-

Lewis index (TLI). The following recommendations which were adopted from Hair et al. 
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(1998) were used to evaluate the model fit. For the X2 goodness of fit measure a non-

significant X2 indicated good fit. A ratio of X2 to degrees of freedom (X2 / df) of value of 2 

or less is considered acceptable and a value of 5 or less is considered marginal. With 

respect to Goodness of fit index (GFI), higher values indicate better fit, and for this 

study values > 0.80 were considered acceptable. A root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) with a value of 0.08 or less is considered acceptable. For 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) values higher 

than 0.90 are considered acceptable.  

An estimate of variance explained is provided by the square multiple correlations, also 

referred to as Coefficient of Determination (R2) of the structural equations for these 

variables. Coefficient of Determination is calculated using the following formula: 

Coefficient of Determination (R2) =  Sum of squares regression   

Total sum of squares 
          

 

3.12.3 Chapter review 

In summary, chapter 3 described the research design and methodology including an 

overview of the sampling procedure and the instruments used in the survey for 

collection of the data. The case organisation was described, along with sample size, 

survey administration, as well as data collection procedures. Ethics and potential 

research bias were discussed. Also, this chapter presented the hypotheses that were 

tested and introduced, the research approach that was pursued to examine the 

hypotheses and provide the results of data analysis. Chapter 4 will analyse the data 

collected from the structured questionnaires and test the hypotheses through several 

statistical techniques and examine the scale validity and reliability. It will also describe 

how the model compares on acceptance criteria and provide the results of hypotheses 

testing. Chapter 5 will then consider the results of each of the hypotheses for the 

structural model and seek explanations for the results obtained. This is followed by a 
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discussion of the overall implications of the findings and the contribution of this study to 

future research in the area of knowledge sharing intention.  
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Chapter 4 Des crip tion  of Res u lts  

Chapter 3 described the methodology used in this study. This chapter presents the 

results of the research, including descriptive statistics, measurement scale properties 

and structural model tests and provides the results of hypothesis testing.  

4.1  Data screening 

Missing data affects the applicability and validity of the statistical techniques used in 

the analysis (Hair et al., 2006). The data set was carefully screened and nineteen 

incomplete questionnaires were excluded from the final data set which contained 268 

usable responses. 

4.2  Tests of normality 

Prior to analysis, the variables were examined for violation of non-normality. The 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic for all variables in the model (268 cases) was between 

0.153 and 0.326, p < 0.05 for all scores. Also the z-value of indices of kurtosis and 

skewness exceeded the critical value of + 1.96 at 0.05 probability. This indicates 

significantly non-normal data (Hair et al., 2006). The assumption of normality is not 

tenable and, therefore, parametric tests cannot be used. Therefore, nonparametric 

methods were used for hypothesis testing of sample differences and, in preference to 

the more commonly used (and default procedure on AMOS) maximum likelihood 

method, bootstrapping was used in the structural analysis to take account of the non-

normal data.  
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4.3 Descriptive statistics 

Table 4.1 shows the demographics of the respondents.  

Table 4.1: The demographic information of the respondents 

Measure Items Frequency Percent 
Gender Male 180 67 
 Female 88 33 
Age group Younger than 20 years 1 0.4 
 20 - 35 years 97 36 
 36 – 50 years 126 47 
 Older than 50 years 44 16 
Employment status Permanent staff 225 84 
 Fixed term staff 17 6 
 Third party contractors 21 8 
 Secondee and other 5 2 
Total years at the organisation Less than 2 years 91 34 
 2-5 years 69 26 
 6-10 years 56 21 
 11-15 years 26 10 
 More than 16 years 25 9 
 Missing 1 0.4 
Highest education level High school 14 5 
 TAFE Diploma or Certificate 26 10 
 Bachelor Degree 65 24 
 Graduate Diploma 31 12 
 Honours Degree 61 23 
 Masters Degree 47 18 
 Doctorate Degree 17 6 
 Other 4 1.5 
Members of a knowledge 
community in the 
organisation? 

Yes 
No 

192 
76 

72 
28 

Had prior experience with 
knowledge sharing prior to 
joining the organisation? 

Yes 
No 

138 
130 

52 
48 

 

Of the 268 participants in the study, 67% were males and 33% female (188 males, 88 

females). Eighty three percent (83%) were 20 to 50 years old with nearly 50% of 

participants aged between 36 and 50. Only 16% of respondents were aged over 50. 

The total years at the company ranged from less than 2 years to more than 16 years, 

with about two thirds (60%) of respondents having been less than 5 years with the 
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company. A surprising 34% of respondents had been less than 2 years with the 

company. With respect to the education level of respondents, 83% hold a bachelor’s 

degree or higher. 

The demographics of the respondents were similar to those of the organisation as a 

whole with one exception: there was a higher response from individuals who were 

members of existing organisational knowledge communities. Some 72% of 

respondents (192) were members of existing knowledge communities in the case 

organisation compared with 28% (76) who have no formal association with the existing 

knowledge sharing program. Some explanations for this result might be that the 

respondents were more interested in knowledge management than non-respondents, 

or that individuals were familiar with the researcher and therefore supported the 

survey, or they considered that the survey would have greater merit for their 

communities given the researcher was the organisation’s Knowledge Manager. 

However, Kruskal-Wallis tests for differences between two groups on ordinal variables 

indicated that there was no significant difference between members and non-members 

on any of the variables.  

4.4 Assessment of the measurement model 

As discussed in chapter 3, the items used in this study were mainly adapted from 

previous studies, but modified slightly and used to test the variables. For this study, 

items that were not appropriate for the TPB model as it applies to this research (e.g., 

those specific to the case organisation with particular emphasis on the use of existing 

collaboration tools such as the KMS) were excluded. Appendix D details the items that 

were excluded for lack of relevance (i.e., case organisation specific) or low loading on 

the construct they were defined to measure. Of the 53 items introduced earlier, 29 

items were retained in the final measurement model. All remaining items loaded 

significantly on their constructs (p < 0.01). Table 4.2 presents the loadings. 
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Table 4.2:  Summary of the model constructs 

Model construct Measurement 
item 

Standardised 
estimates* 

Organisational commitment OC1 
OC3 
OC4 
OC5 

0.72 
0.64 
0.82 
0.80 

Expected rewards & incentives ER1 
ER2 
ER3 

0.84 
0.83 
0.68 

Trust TR2 
TR3 
TR4 
TR5 

0.56 
0.65 
0.87 
0.77 

Learning orientation LO1 
LO2 
LO3 

0.83 
0.93 
0.78 

Attitudes toward knowledge sharing AT2 
AT3 
AT4 
AT5 

0.66 
0.65 
0.73 
0.58 

Perceived social influence on knowledge 
sharing 

SI1 
SI2 
SI4 

0.91 
0.56 
0.62 

Personal control for knowledge sharing PC1 
PC2 
PC5 
PC7 

0.83 
0.86 
0.77 
0.73 

Intention to share knowledge IN1 
IN2 
IN3 
IN5 

0.88 
0.68 
0.56 
0.79 

* = all items significant with p < 0.001 
 

Table 4.3 summarises the number of items retained and dropped and summarises the 

reliability measures for each construct. All constructs had satisfactory Cronbach alpha 

and construct reliability. All constructs met the guidelines of average variance extracted 

(AVE) greater than 0.50 with the expectation of attitude (AVE=0.44). This value is 

considered acceptable for exploratory research (Hair et al., 2006) and the scale was 

therefore considered satisfactory for structural equation modelling (SEM). 
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Table 4.3:  Summary of scales including reliability for retained variables 

Variables Cronbach 
alpha 

Construct 
reliability 

Average 
variance 
extracted 

Number 
of items 
retained 

Number 
of items 
dropped 

Attitudes toward knowledge 
sharing 

0.76 0.83 0.44 4 1  

Perceived social influence on 
knowledge sharing  

0.77 0.75 0.56 3 1  

Personal control for 
knowledge sharing 

0.83 0.80 0.55 4 3  

Intention to share knowledge 0.80 0.79 0.54 4 1  

Organisational commitment  0.84 0.78 0.563 4 3  
Expected rewards & 
incentives 

0.82 0.75 0.62 3 3  

Trust 0.79 0.80 0.60 4 1  

Learning orientation 0.88 0.75 0.72 3 1  

Total items: 29 14 

 

Discriminant validity was assessed using AVE. The average variance shared between 

a construct and its measures should be greater than the variance shared by the 

construct and any other constructs in the model (Chin 1998). Table 4.4 provides the 

mean, standard deviation, final construct inter-correlations and the square root of AVE 

for each construct (in bold on the diagonal). In all cases the square root of AVE 

exceeds the corresponding construct inter-correlations, thereby demonstrating 

discriminant validity.  

It is also interesting to note that the majority of respondents scored (on the seven point 

scale) above the midpoint and had a strong intention to share their knowledge with 

other colleagues in the workplace (mean = 5.29 and standard deviation = 1.1). 

In addition, the majority of respondents indicated strong positive attitude towards 

knowledge sharing (mean = 5.72 and standard deviation = 0.69). The weakest mean 

response however was expected rewards and incentives (mean = 3.73 and standard 



68 

deviation = 1.19) indicating that approximately one third of respondents scored below 

the midpoint.  

 

Table 4.4:  Correlation matrix and discriminant validity 

Variables Mean SD 

 

Correlations 

IN AT SI PC TR ER OC LO 

Intention to share knowledge 
(IN) 

5.29 1.11 0.73        

Attitude towards knowledge 
sharing (AT) 

5.72 0.69 0.27 0.66       

Perceived social influence on 
knowledge sharing (SI) 

4.54 0.93 0.36 0.35 0.75      

Personal control for knowledge 
sharing (PC) 

4.94 1.01 0.29 0.39 0.21 0.74     

Trust (TR) 4.95 0.95 0.13 0.56 0.23 0.49 0.72    

Expected rewards & incentives 
(ER) 

3.73 1.19 

 

0.18 0.55 0.49 0.28 0.51 0.79   

Organisational commitment 
(OC) 

4.87 1.09 0.29 0.49 0.34 0.25 0.47 0.56 0.79  

Learning orientation (LO) 5.18 1.18 0.15 0.45 0.22 0.31 0.25 0.30 0.25 0.85 

Note: Diagonal is square root of AVE. 

 

4.5 Structural model 

Consistent with the TPB, the model proposes that the three direct influences on 

intention to share knowledge are attitude, perceived social influence and personal 

control. For knowledge sharing, these three direct influences are hypothesised to be 

influenced by four indirect variables: organisational commitment, expected rewards and 

incentives, trust and learning orientation. 

The SEM analysis resulted in the structural model path diagram shown in figure 4.1. 

Only statistically significant paths and standardised estimated model coefficients along 

with the variance explained (R2) in the dependent variables for the hypothesised paths 

are shown. 



 

69 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Only perceived social influence and personal control had a significant direct effect on 

intention to share knowledge. Perceived social influence had a stronger effect 

(standardised coefficient 0.30, p < 0.001) than Personal control (standardised 

coefficient 0.21, p < 0.01). The model explained 18% of the variability in intention to 

share knowledge.  

Table 4.5 shows the overall fit indices for this model. It shows that the model results in 

good fit for X2 / df, GFI, RMSEA, AGFI and TLI indices. Although X2 was statistically 

significant, in large samples, a significant X2 might be found simply because of the 

sample size; however all other fit statistics work in favour of the model.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1:  Structural coefficients 
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Table 4.5:  Overall model fit indices 

Goodness of fit measures Scores Recommended cut-off 
value 

Chi-square (X2)  
Degrees of Freedom (df) 
Probability (p) 
X2/df 
Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 
Root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) 

657.13 
361 
0.001 
1.82** 
0.86* 
0.05** 
 
0.90** 

 
 
 
≤2**; ≤5* 
≥0.90**; ≥0.80* 
≤ 0.08**; ≤ 0.10* 
 
≥0.90**; 

Adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) 0.83* ≥0.90**; ≥0.80* 

Acceptability:           ** acceptable               * marginal 

 

4.5.1 Results of hypothesis tests 

The proposed model of intention to share knowledge was tested by testing 15 

hypothetical relationships (see figure 3.3). Table 4.6 summarises the results of 

hypothesis testing of the structural relationships among the latent variables presented 

in figure 4.1. Each hypothesis is discussed below. 
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Table 4.6:  Summary of hypothesis test results 

Description Hypothesis Standardised 
path 

coefficient 

Results 

Attitude → Intention to share knowledge H1 0.10NS Not supported 
Perceived social influence → Intention to 
share knowledge 

H2 0.30*** Supported 

Personal control → Intention to share 
knowledge 

H3 0.21** Supported 

Organisational commitment → Attitude H4 0.17* Supported 
Organisational commitment → Perceived 
social influence 

H5 0.12NS Not supported 

Organisational commitment → Personal 
control 

H6 0.007NS Not supported 

Expected rewards & incentives → Attitude H7 0.24** Supported 
Expected rewards & incentives → Perceived 
social influence 

H8 0.37*** Supported 

Expected rewards & incentives → Personal 
control 

H9 0.006NS Not supported 

Trust → Attitude H10 0.31*** Supported 
Trust → Perceived social influence H11 -0.06NS Not supported 
Trust → Personal control H12 0.35*** Supported 
Learning orientation → Attitude H13 0.30*** Supported 
Learning orientation → Perceived social 
influence 

H14 0.06NS Not supported 

Learning orientation → Personal control H15 0.18** Supported 
*  p < 0.05   **  p < 0.01                ***   p < 0.001              NS = Not Significant 

 

H1: The more favourable are attitudes toward knowledge sharing, the greater will be 

intention to share knowledge. 

This hypothesis was not supported. The regression coefficient was not significant. 

Attitudes had no significant impact on knowledge sharing intention.  

H2: The higher the perceived strength of social influence on knowledge sharing, the 

stronger will be intention to share knowledge. 

This hypothesis was supported. Perceived social influence positively affected intention 

to share knowledge. The regression coefficient was significant and the relationship is 
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direct. The standardised effect of perceived social influence on intention to share 

knowledge was 0.30, p < 0.001.  

H3: The stronger is personal control for knowledge sharing, the stronger will be 

intention to share knowledge. 

This hypothesis was supported. Personal control for knowledge sharing positively 

affected intention to share knowledge. The regression coefficient was significant and 

the relationship is direct. The effect of personal control on intention to share knowledge 

was 0.21, p < 0.01. 

H4: The greater is organisational commitment, the stronger will be the attitudes 

toward knowledge sharing. 

This hypothesis was supported. Organisational commitment positively affected 

attitudes toward knowledge sharing. The regression coefficient was significant. The 

standardised effect of organisational commitment on attitudes toward knowledge 

sharing was 0.18, p < 0.05. However, the survey results indicated that attitudes had no 

significant impact on knowledge sharing intention.  

H5: The greater is organisational commitment, the stronger will be perceived social 

influence on knowledge sharing. 

This hypothesis was not supported. The regression coefficient was not significant.  

H6: The greater is organisational commitment, the stronger will be personal control 

for knowledge sharing. 

This hypothesis was not supported. The regression coefficient was not significant.  

H7: The more positive is the expectation of rewards and incentives, the stronger will 

be attitudes toward knowledge sharing. 
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This hypothesis was supported. The perceived strength of the expected rewards and 

incentives positively affected attitudes toward knowledge sharing. The regression 

coefficient was significant. The standardised effect of expected rewards and incentives 

on attitudes toward knowledge sharing was 0.26, p < 0.01. However, the study results 

indicated that attitudes had no significant impact on knowledge sharing intention.  

H8: The more positive is the expectation of rewards and incentives, the stronger will 

be perceived social influence on knowledge sharing. 

This hypothesis was supported. The expected rewards and incentives positively 

affected perceived social influence on knowledge sharing. The regression coefficient 

was significant. The standardised effect of expected rewards and incentives on 

perceived social influence was 0.37, p < 0.001. The study results indicated that 

expected rewards and incentives had indirect impact (0.133, p < 0.05) on knowledge 

sharing intentions through perceived social influence.   

H9: The more positive is the expectation of rewards and incentives, the stronger will 

be personal control for knowledge sharing. 

This hypothesis was not supported. The regression coefficient was not significant.  

H10: The greater is the level of trust in management and work colleagues, the stronger 

will be attitudes toward knowledge sharing. 

This hypothesis was supported. The perceived level of trust positively affected attitudes 

toward knowledge sharing. The regression coefficient was significant. The 

standardised effect of trust on attitudes toward knowledge sharing was 0.28, p < 0.01. 

However, the survey results indicated that attitudes had no significant impact on 

knowledge sharing intention.  

H11: The greater is the level of trust in management and work colleagues, the stronger 

will be perceived social influence on knowledge sharing. 
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This hypothesis was not supported. The regression coefficient was not significant.  

H12: The greater is the level of trust in management and work colleagues, the stronger 

will be personal control for knowledge sharing. 

This hypothesis was supported. The perceived level of trust positively affected 

personal control for knowledge sharing. The regression coefficient was significant. The 

standardised effect of trust on personal control for knowledge sharing was 0.40, p < 

0.001. The study results indicated that trust had indirect impact (0.088, p < 0.05) on 

knowledge sharing intention through personal control.  

H13: The stronger is learning orientation, the stronger will be attitudes toward 

knowledge sharing. 

This hypothesis was supported. Learning orientation positively affected attitudes 

toward knowledge sharing. The regression coefficient was significant. The 

standardised effect of learning orientation on attitudes toward knowledge sharing was 

0.30, p < 0.001. However, the survey results indicated that attitudes had no significant 

impact on knowledge sharing intention.  

H14: The stronger is learning orientation, the stronger will be perceived social 

influence on knowledge sharing. 

This hypothesis was not supported. The regression coefficient was not significant.  

H15: The stronger is learning orientation, the stronger will be personal control of 

knowledge sharing. 

This hypothesis was supported. Learning orientation positively affected personal 

control. The regression coefficient was significant. The standardised effect of learning 

orientation on personal control was 0.18, p < 0.05). Learning orientation had an indirect 

impact (0.085, p < 0.05) on knowledge sharing intentions through personal control.   
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4.6 Direct, indirect and total effects on knowledge sharing 

The direct, indirect effects and total effects of the independent variables on intention to 

share knowledge are shown in table 4.7. Of the exogenous variables that measured 

organisational conditions and learning orientation, expected rewards and incentives 

had the strongest effect on intention followed by trust and learning orientation. 

Table 4.7:  Direct, indirect and total effects of standardised significant model 
constructs 

Construct Perceived social 
influence 

Personal control Intention  

Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Total 

Attitudes - - - - 0.10 NS - - 

Perceived social 
influence 

- - - - 0.30***  0.30*** 

Personal control - - - - 0.21**  0.21** 

Organisational 
commitment 

- - - - - 0.05NS - 

Expected 
rewards & 
incentives 

0.37*** - - - - 0.13* 0.13* 

Trust - - 0.35*** - - 0.09* 0.09* 

Learning 
orientation 

- - 0.18* - - 0.08* 0.08* 

* p < 0.05                     ** p < 0.01                        *** p < 0.001 NS = Not significant 

 

As can be seen from table 4.7, the results of this research contribute to understanding 

the intention of employees to engage in knowledge sharing behaviour. Perceived social 

influence on knowledge sharing and personal control for knowledge sharing directly 

affected intention. Contrary to common belief, attitudes toward knowledge sharing had 

no significant effect on intention to share knowledge. Each of these results and its 

implications will be discussed in length in chapter 5. Two of the three organisational 

conditions also influenced knowledge sharing, through their influence on perceived 

social influence and personal control. Whilst organisational commitment positively 

influenced attitudes toward knowledge sharing, it had no significant effect on either 

perceived social influence or personal control. On the other hand, expected rewards 
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and incentives had the strongest indirect impact on knowledge sharing intentions 

through perceived social influence. Trust was also found to indirectly affect intentions 

through personal control. Finally, learning orientation had a significant effect on 

intention to share knowledge, operating through personal control. 

In summary, expected rewards and incentives had indirect effects on intention to share 

knowledge through perceived social influence. Similarly, learning orientation and trust 

had indirect effects on intention to share knowledge through personal control. The 

implications of these results together with an explanation for the relatively low 

proportion of explained variance in intentions are discussed in the next and final 

chapter of this thesis.  
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Chapter 5 Dis cus s ion  and  Conclus ions   

5.1 Introduction 

This research was concerned with identifying and understanding factors that influence 

employees to engage in knowledge sharing activities within an organisation. The 

results were presented in chapter 4 and this chapter provides a discussion and 

interpretation of the results, initially addressing the three immediate antecedents of 

intention to engage in knowledge sharing behaviour: attitudes, perceived social 

influence and personal control. The chapter then considers each of the hypotheses and 

seeks explanations for the results obtained, specifically organisational conditions and 

learning orientation and their impact on influencing employees’ intentions to share their 

knowledge with other colleagues in the workplace. This is followed by a discussion of 

the overall implications of the findings and the contribution of this study to future 

research and to the wider body of knowledge in the area of knowledge sharing 

intention and behaviour.    

5.2 Results concerning the three TPB antecedents of intention 

Perceived social influence on knowledge sharing and personal control for knowledge 

sharing were found to significantly impact intention directly. Contrary to common belief, 

attitudes toward knowledge sharing had no significant effect on intention to share 

knowledge. These findings addressed the first research question referred to in section 

2.12 in this study: To what extent is the willingness of employees to share their 

knowledge with others in the workplace influenced by attitudes, perceived social 

influence and personal control? Each of these variables is discussed in more detail 

below: 

5.2.1 Attitudes toward knowledge sharing 

Attitude towards knowledge sharing is considered by many researchers to be an 

important predictor of intention to share knowledge (Bock et al., 2005; Chow & Chan, 

2008; Hislop, 2003). Similarly, in this study, it was argued that individuals who have 
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positive attitudes toward knowledge sharing are more likely to share their knowledge 

with others within an organisation. The results, however, indicated that attitudes had no 

significant impact on knowledge sharing intention. 

The majority of respondents in this study were in favour of sharing knowledge with 

others in the workplace. Indeed, about 86% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 

that sharing knowledge with others is “good”, over two-thirds of respondents agreed or 

strongly agreed that sharing knowledge with others is “beneficial” and about 73% of 

respondents agreed or strongly agreed that knowledge sharing improves company 

business performance (see table 5.1).  

Table 5.1:  Attitudes toward knowledge sharing 

No Question 
 

Agree to strongly 
agree 

AT1 For me to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation] is good. 

 
85.7% 

AT2 For me to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation] is rewarding. 

 
44.4% 

AT3 For me to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation] is beneficial. 

 
63.2% 

AT4 Sharing knowledge opens up my lines of communication 
with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

 
69.7% 

AT5 Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation] helps improve [the organisation] business 
performance. 

 
72.8% 

 

This indicates that having a favourable attitude towards knowledge sharing is not 

exactly saying: “I intend to share my knowledge with other colleagues in the 

organisation in the next 3-6 months”. Even if a great majority of employees hold 

positive attitudes toward knowledge sharing, this does not mean that these 

respondents will actually share their knowledge with others. This is consistent with the 

TPB. Ajzen (2005) pointed out that the relative importance of attitude in the prediction 

of intention is expected to vary across behaviour and situations. For some intentions, 
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Ajzen adds, “attitudinal considerations are more important than normative 

considerations while for other intentions normative considerations predominate” (Ajzen, 

2005, p. 118).  

To illustrate further, there are numerous instances from the fields of health and social 

science where people behave contrary to their beliefs and attitudes. Fishbein and 

Ajzen (1975) pointed out that, although some people have the same attitudes toward 

religion, they may hold different intentions concerning religious behaviours. Similarly, 

whilst the majority of people hold positive belief/attitude towards blood donation, only a 

small number of these people actually do donate blood. According to a study by 

France, France, & Himawan (2008) there are many barriers that can deter individuals 

from engaging in blood donation, some of which are: feelings of faintness, dizziness, 

nausea, fears of infection, fear of needles etc. all of which could stand in the way of 

carrying out the behaviour. As noted in chapter 2, Mohr and Smith (2006) found that, 

despite the vast majority of people feeling responsible for picking up litter, very few 

carried out their intention. These examples provide support for the idea that attitude is 

not necessarily strongly related to intention-behaviour and that there may be many 

factors (barriers) that are driving intentions. Similarly, attitudes toward knowledge 

sharing can be positive but barriers can prevent formation of intention and consequent 

behaviour. 

It is also feasible that: first, the current survey combined direct and belief items. For 

example, of the four attitude items retained, two (AT2 and AT3) were general 

evaluations of the behaviour (i.e., direct attitudes measures), whereas the other two 

items (AT4 and AT5) dealt with possible consequences of the behaviour. In the TPB, 

outcome beliefs contribute to holding an attitude toward the behaviour. Second, the 

attitude measure may be less than perfect in that it does not include experiential 

evaluations of knowledge sharing such as pleasant – unpleasant and interesting – 

boring. Third, some of the relatively low correlations between constructs in this study 
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may have been due to restriction of range. For example, the mean attitude score on 

the seven-point scale was 5.72 with a standard deviation of 0.69 (refer to table 4.4). 

Finally, the items used to measure perceived rewards and incentives, trust and 

learning orientation constructs were largely concerned with beliefs about the likely 

consequences of knowledge sharing. As such, they can be viewed as measuring 

behavioural beliefs that should be contributing to attitudes. The results from revised 

models that treated them as beliefs (see figure 5.1 and as explained in the next 

section) however, did not show any improvement in the predictive validity of attitudes.  

2.2.1.1  Alternate research models 

It is important to note the difference between the TPB’s three immediate predictors of 

intentions: attitude, perceived social influence, and personal control; and some of the 

organisational conditions identified in this study. Alternative roles are possible for some 

of the organisational conditions mentioned in this study as they may act as 

behavioural, normative, and control beliefs. To elaborate, if employees believe that 

knowledge sharing is rewarded in their organisation, it could be argued that they would 

hold a behavioural belief that should influence their attitudes toward the behaviour. 

Similarly, the belief that knowledge sharing will not bring harm to the knowledge sharer 

could be interpreted not just as trust but alternatively as a behavioural belief and form 

part of the TPB’s attitudinal component. Finally, learning orientation as defined in this 

study, may also involve behavioural beliefs (e.g., “sharing my knowledge with other 

colleagues in [the organisation] helps me to stay up to date with technological 

advances in my field)”. To test this alternative specification, the research model was 

revised to treat selected items used to measure perceived rewards and incentives, 

trust, and learning orientation as behavioural beliefs which conceptually form part of 

the TPB’s attitude component. 

A new attitude measure was constructed by combining all attitude related belief items. 

Of the four attitude items retained in the model described in Chapter 4, the two attitude-
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related belief measures (AT2 and AT3) were combined with other attitude related belief 

items from perceived rewards and incentive (ER1 to ER3), trust (TR2 to TR3) and 

learning orientation (LO1 to LO3). The new model is shown in figure 5.1 

K. Chiri 2008

 

 

 

This new research model was evaluated on the overall goodness of fit, its ability to 

explain the variance in the dependent variables and the significance of estimated 

model coefficients. The SEM analysis resulted in the structural model path diagram 

shown in figure 5.2. Only statistically significant paths and standardised estimated 

model coefficients along with the variance explained (R2) in the dependent variables 

for the hypothesised paths are shown. 

Figure 5.1:  New research model with new attitude constructs  
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Only perceived social influence and personal control had a significant direct effect on 

intention to share knowledge. Perceived social influence had a stronger effect 

(standardised coefficients 0.32, p < 0.001) than Personal control (standardised 

coefficients 0.24, p < 0.01). The model explained 18% of the variability in intention to 

share knowledge.  

Table 5.2 shows the overall fit indices for this new model. It shows that the model 

results in less than satisfactory goodness of fit measures for GFI, RMSEA, AGFI and 

TLI indices.  

 

Figure 5.2:  Structural coefficients of the revised model 

Attitude

R2 = .44

Perceived social 
Influence

R2 = .18

Personal 
Control

R2 = .16

Intentions to 
Share 

Knowledge

R2 = .18

Organisational 
Commitment

* P<0.05
** P<0.01
*** P<0.001

0.24**

0.32***0.35***

0.67***

0.25***
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Table 5.2:  Overall model fit indices for the new attitude construct 

Goodness of fit measures Scores Recommended cut-off 
value 

Chi-square (X2)  
Degrees of Freedom (df) 
Probability (p) 
X2/df 
Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 
Root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) 

1206.99 
320 
0.000 
3.77* 
0.74 
0.105 
 
0.69 

 
 
 
≤2**; ≤5* 
≥0.90**; ≥0.80* 
≤ 0.08**; ≤ 0.10* 
 
≥0.90**; 

Adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) 0.69 ≥0.90**; ≥0.80* 

Acceptability:           ** acceptable               * marginal 

 

Given the low standardised coefficients of the learning orientation items (table 5.3), the 

new attitude model was then revised to exclude the learning orientation items.   
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Table 5.3:  Summary of the constructs in the revised model 

Model construct Measurement item Standardised 
estimates 
 

Organisational commitment OC1 
OC3 
OC4 
OC5 

0.71 
0.63 
0.83 
0.80 
 

Attitudes toward knowledge sharing AT2 
AT3 
 
ER1 
ER2 
ER3 
 
TR2 
TR3 
TR4 
TR5 
 
LO1 
LO2 
LO3 

0.54 
0.47 
 
0.71 
0.70 
0.63 
 
0.55 
0.47 
0.62 
0.61 
 
0.40 
0.42 
0.41 
 

Perceived social influence on knowledge 
sharing 

SI1 
SI2 
SI4 

0.90 
0.78 
0.62 
 

Personal control for knowledge sharing PC1 
PC2 
PC5 
PC7 

0.84 
0.86 
0.75 
0.73 
 

Intention to share knowledge IN1 
IN2 
IN3 
IN5 

0.88 
0.69 
0.55 
0.78 

 

The SEM analysis of the revised new attitude constructs without learning orientation 

items resulted in the structural model path diagram shown in figure 5.3. Only 

statistically significant paths and standardised estimated model coefficients along with 

the variance explained (R2) in the dependent variables for the hypothesised paths are 

shown. 
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Only perceived social influence and personal control had a significant direct effect on 

intention to share knowledge. Perceived social influence had a stronger effect 

(standardised coefficients 0.33, p < 0.001) than Personal control (standardised 

coefficients 0.25, p < 0.01). The model explained 19% of the variability in intention to 

share knowledge.  

Table 5.4 shows the overall fit indices for this new model without learning orientation 

items. It shows that the model results in less than satisfactory goodness of fit measures 

for GFI, RMSEA, AGFI and TLI indices.  

 

Figure 5.3:  Structural coefficients of the revised model without learning 
orientation items  

Attitude
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social Influence

R2 = .12

Personal 
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Intentions to 
Share 

Knowledge
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Commitment

* P<0.05
** P<0.01
*** P<0.001

0.25**

0.33***0.33***

0.66***

0.25***
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Table 5.4:  Overall model fit indices for the new attitude model without 
learning orientation items 

Goodness of fit measures Scores Recommended cut-off 
value 

Chi-square (X2)  
Degrees of Freedom (df) 
Probability (p) 
X2/df 
Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 
Root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) 

714  
248 
0.000 
2.88* 
0.74 
0.105 
 
0.69 

 
 
 
≤2**; ≤5* 
≥0.90**; ≥0.80* 
≤ 0.08**; ≤ 0.10* 
 
≥0.90**; 

Adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) 0.69 ≥0.90**; ≥0.80* 

Acceptability:           ** acceptable               * marginal 

 

In summary, the two new models were evaluated and compared on the three criteria: 

1) overall goodness of fit, 2) its ability to explain the variance in the dependent 

variables and 3) the significance of estimated model coefficients. The primary research 

model (figure 3.1) provided a better overall fit for the data than did the other two 

models (see table 5.5). The attitude path was not statistically significant in any of the 

three models. Therefore, the primary research model as hypothesised in figure 3.3 and 

presented in figure 4.1 is considered superior over the other two revised models.  

Table 5.5:  Comparison between model fit indices of the original model and 
the revised attitude models 

 
Model df X2 Df / X2 GFI AGFI TLI RMSEA 

Original model (figure 3.3) 361 657 1.82** 0.86* 0.83* 0.90** 0.05** 

Revised model with new 
attitude construct (figure 5.2) 

320 1207 3.77* 0.74 0.69 0.69 0.105 

Revised model with new 
attitude construct without 
learning orientation items (figure 
5.3) 

248 714 2.88* 0.74 0.69 0.69 0.105 

Acceptability:           ** acceptable               * marginal 
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In summary, while it is evident that attitude did not make a difference in driving 

intention to share knowledge in this study, the lack of compatibility between attitudes 

and intentions may be a liability to the methodology (refer to section 5.6 for improving 

compatibility for future research). The finding, however does not pose a problem for the 

theory according to Fishbein & Ajzen (2010). They argued that “in some instances, one 

or even two of the three basic determinants of intention may not carry a statistically 

significant weight in the prediction of intentions” (p. 180). 

5.2.2 Perceived social influence on knowledge sharing 

In the TPB, the variable most closely related to social pressure or obligation is 

subjective norm (Ajzen, 1991). Subjective norm (referred to in this study as perceived 

social influence) is determined by individuals’ beliefs that other people who are 

important to them (important others) want them to perform the behaviour and that their 

motivation to comply with those expectations is high (Ajzen, 1991). 

The survey results show that perceived social influence had the strongest significant 

impact on knowledge sharing intention in the case organisation. Perceived social 

influence positively affected intention to share knowledge. The regression coefficient 

was significant and the relationship was direct. This finding is consistent with other 

organisational research. For example, a study conducted by Chang (1998) using the 

TPB, found that perceived social influence does a better job in predicting unethical 

behaviour (i.e., the use of illegal software copies) than other factor. Other authors also 

observed that perceived social influence affects knowledge sharing intentions (Cabrera 

& Cabrera, 2002; Ruggles, 1998).  

The results of this study suggest that encouraging knowledge sharing depends on a 

culture characterised by social obligations and a desire on the part of the knowledge 

sharer to conform to the expectations of important others within an organisation. This 
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common-sense explanation suggests that committed important others can make a 

difference in the motivation of employees to engage in knowledge sharing activities.  

Other research findings in the field of social influence also support this assertion. For 

example, Malhotra and Galletta (2003) found that some employees use the Knowledge 

Management System (KMS) because they want important others to think well of them; 

in other words, to be pleased with them and perhaps avoid any retribution or 

punishment from them. Similarly, Boer et al. (2002b), who translated Fiske’s (1992) 

Relationship Model Theory to the field of knowledge sharing, introduced the concept of 

communal sharing, which is similar to the concept of the public good. The authors 

argue that in a communal sharing setting, knowledge is seen as belonging to all 

members of the group or organisation and therefore will be shared. These assertions 

suggest that knowledge sharing is motivated by virtue of social obligations and to a 

greater or lesser extent by power difference (e.g., my supervisor wants me to share my 

knowledge with others and therefore I am doing so).  

In summary, social obligations, when valued as group norms, monitored and perhaps 

enforced by important others, play a significant role in encouraging employees to share 

their knowledge with others in the workplace. As one participant in this study wrote, 

when “the concept (of knowledge sharing) needs to be invigorated, a keen leader 

(supervisor) can make a big difference in activity level and involvement”.  

Thus, it can be concluded that important others play an important role in encouraging 

employees to share their knowledge with others in the workplace in this study. ‘Walking 

the talk’ and modelling the behaviour of important others is a good enough reason for 

employees to improve their intentions to engage in knowledge sharing activities. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that important others do have a profound 

influence on employees’ intentions to engage in knowledge sharing activities. This 

finding is supported by Boer et al. (2002b) who argue that, in authority-ranking 

relationships, relevant authorities often control some aspects of their subordinates’ 



 

89 
 

actions. Thus, considerations such as compliance (in order to avoid any negative 

consequences or retribution from a supervisor) and conformity with group norms do 

form a strong social influence necessary to improve knowledge sharing intentions in 

the workplace. Figure 5.4 illustrates how perceived social influence affects intention. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2.3 Personal control for knowledge sharing 

Perceived behavioural control (PBC) has been described as the extent to which a 

person feels able to perform the behaviour. PBC in this study is referred to as personal 

control. 

The survey results indicated that personal control directly affected intention to share 

knowledge, although to a lesser degree than perceived social influence. The 

regression coefficient was significant and the relationship was direct. This finding is 

consistent with other research on knowledge sharing, as reviewed in chapter 2. For 

example, Ryu et al. (2003), in a study of knowledge sharing behaviour among 

physicians in hospitals, found that personal control affects intention to share 

knowledge, though in some instances to a lesser degree than perceived social 

influence and attitudes. Similarly, Lin and Lee (2004) used the TPB to develop and test 

a research model to assess the factors that influence encouragement of knowledge 

sharing intention and behaviour by senior managers and found personal control 

affected intentions.  

Figure 5.4:  Perceived social influence to intention model 

Perceived social influence

I share knowledge because I 
want to comply with and 
conform to the wishes of 

‘important others’.

Intention

I intend to share my 
knowledge with 

others.

Knowledge 
sharing
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This study confirms that those who find it easy to share, have the resources they need 

to share and feel confident about their ability to share are more motivated to engage in 

knowledge sharing activities. Figure 5.5 illustrates how personal control affects 

intention. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.3 The effect of organisational conditions and learning orientation on 
knowledge sharing intention  

The previous discussion focussed upon the three direct influences on intention to share 

knowledge (attitude, perceived social influence and personal control) within the TPB 

model. Although these variables are very important, they form only part of the social 

cognition model of knowledge sharing intention-behaviour. The three organisational 

conditions (i.e., organisational commitment, expected rewards and incentives, and 

trust) together with learning orientation are hypothesised in this study to affect the three 

direct antecedents of knowledge sharing intention. The role of these factors is 

discussed in this section. 

Whilst organisational commitment positively influenced attitudes toward knowledge 

sharing, it had no significant effect on perceived social influence or personal control. 

On the other hand, expected rewards and incentives both affected knowledge sharing 

intentions indirectly through perceived social influence and trust indirectly affected 

intentions through personal control. These findings addressed the second research 

question referred to in section 2.12 of this thesis: to what extent are the three 

Figure 5.5:  Personal control to intention model 

Personal control

I share knowledge because I 
find it easy to share, have the 
resources I need to share and 

I feel confident about my 
ability to share.
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sharing
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antecedents of intention to share knowledge influenced by the organisational 

conditions of organisational commitment, expected rewards and incentives and trust? 

Learning orientation also operated indirectly through personal control. This finding 

addressed the third and last research question referred to in section 2.12 in this study: 

To what extent are the three antecedents of intention to share knowledge influenced by 

employees’ learning orientation? 

In summary, this study suggests that those who feel the organisation continues to 

reward them for knowledge sharing also feel there is a strong social incentive to share 

their knowledge with others in the workplace. Similarly, there is also support in this 

study to conclude that trust (in colleagues and in the work environment) influences 

knowledge sharing intentions through personal control. Creating the conditions where 

people feel acknowledged by the organisation and their colleagues for their knowledge 

sharing contribution, together with a supportive environment to seek and share 

knowledge, further enhances the perception people have of their ability and also the 

confidence to share their knowledge. There is also evidence that the stronger a 

person’s learning orientation, the stronger their personal control for organisational 

knowledge sharing. Organisational conditions and learning orientation are discussed 

further below. 

5.3.1 Organisational conditions 

Expected rewards and incentives 

This study indicates that, without rewards and incentives, knowledge sharing intentions 

in the workplace will be lower. Figure 5.6 shows that in order to increase knowledge 

sharing through perceived social influence it is necessary to address rewards and 

incentives in the workplace.  
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In relation to rewards and incentives, individuals appear to behave in rational self 

interest. Those who expect to gain rewards and incentives (including recognition) from 

their knowledge sharing actions tend to have stronger intentions to engage in 

knowledge sharing activities in the workplace. Figure 5.7 illustrates how expected 

rewards and incentives might help employees arrive at a decision as to whether to 

engage in knowledge sharing activities or not. 
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Figure 5.6:  The effect of expected rewards and incentives on knowledge sharing 

Figure 5.7:  Cognitive evaluation of expected rewards and incentives on 
perceived social influence on knowledge sharing 
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Thus, knowledge is shared in part because employees think that they will receive 

rewards and incentives for their knowledge sharing actions. In other words, the 

expectation of rewards and incentives tends to increase people’s sense of social 

obligation towards knowledge sharing. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that any 

increase in knowledge sharing efforts should be matched by due rewards and 

incentives. If rewards and incentives do not match the knowledge sharing effort, 

employees may look to other activities that provide greater rewards and incentives.  

Trust 

This study indicates that trust affects knowledge sharing intentions in the workplace 

indirectly through personal control. Figure 5.8 illustrates the links between trust, 

personal control and knowledge sharing intention. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Trust is a key element of the interaction between individuals who will benefit from 

cooperating with one another, but who must also worry about being taken advantage of 

by one another (Hwang & Burgers, 1997). In an age of widespread restructuring, 

downsizing and plagiarism of intellectual property, knowledge sharing has the potential 
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Figure 5.8: The effect of trust on knowledge sharing 



94 

to affect job security and because of this it is not unusual to see some employees 

become increasingly anxious about giving away their unique value (i.e., knowledge). 

Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) argue that readily accessible control beliefs are assumed to 

determine the overall level of perceived behavioural control. Consistent with this line of 

reasoning, trust in this study may act as a control belief and as such it can help explain 

employees’ general perceptions of control over the knowledge sharing behaviour. 

Rosen et al. (2007) found that lack of trust among team members was the most cited 

barrier to knowledge sharing. Thus, trusting work colleagues and the environment 

further increase people’s perceived ability and confidence to share their knowledge.  

It is not uncommon for employees possessing the required capability (the means and 

opportunities) to share, to elect not to share their knowledge because of concerns 

about trust. Figure 5.9 illustrates how trust helps employees arrive at a decision as to 

whether to engage in knowledge sharing activities or not. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Thus, knowledge is shared not only because employees have the skills and capabilities 

to share, but also because they think that the obstacles they are likely to encounter 

(e.g. lack of acknowledgement by their work colleagues) are few and manageable.  

Figure 5.9:  Cognitive evaluation of trust on personal control for knowledge 
sharing 
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5.4.2 Learning orientation 

This study also indicates that learning orientation affects knowledge sharing intentions 

in the workplace indirectly through personal control. Figure 5.10 illustrates the 

relationship between learning orientation, personal control and knowledge sharing 

intention. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this knowledge-based era, the ongoing learning of professional employees is a 

fundamental expectation of all employees, whether the ongoing learning is provided by 

the organisation or sought directly by individuals. In the case of organisations similar to 

the participating organisation, where a high proportion of employees are professionals 

who hold a bachelor degree or higher, professional employees with high aspirations 

probably have no option but to continue to learn and develop new skills and 

capabilities, especially if they want to remain employable in the future. Therefore, 

committing to the process of learning through knowledge sharing is an important step 

towards acquiring and developing new skills. Figure 5.11 illustrates how learning 

orientation helps employees arrive at a decision as to whether to engage in knowledge 

sharing activities or not. 
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Figure 5.10:  The effect of learning orientation on knowledge sharing 
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Thus, knowledge is shared not only because employees have the skills and capabilities 

to share, but also because employees are learning and developing new skills as they 

share with others in the workplace. Employees with positive learning orientation (i.e., 

who believe that knowledge sharing provides an opportunity to acquire and develop 

new skills) also have stronger perceived ability and confidence to engage in knowledge 

sharing activities in the workplace.  

5.4.3 The relative influence of expected rewards and incentives, trust 
and learning orientation on knowledge sharing intention 

This study concludes that expected rewards and incentives indirectly affect knowledge 

sharing intention through perceived social influence. This effect is stronger than either 

the effect of trust or learning orientation on knowledge sharing intention through 

personal control (refer to table 4.7). By incorporating expected rewards and incentives, 

trust and learning orientation as external beliefs or background factors in the TPB 

model act as antecedents of perceived social influence and personal control for 

knowledge sharing intention. 

Figure 5.11:  Cognitive evaluation of need for learning and its effect on knowledge 
sharing intention through personal control 
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5.5 Reflections 

This study is the only one known to the researcher to provide empirical evidence about 

the lack of influence of attitudes on employees’ knowledge sharing intentions. It offers 

insights to researchers, knowledge practitioners and managers on the importance of 

perceived social influence and personal control and reasons why people may or may 

not be willing to engage in knowledge sharing activities within an organisation even 

when their attitude to knowledge sharing is positive.  

Another surprising result of the study concerns organisational commitment. Whilst 

organisational commitment can positively influence attitudes toward knowledge 

sharing, it will only influence knowledge sharing through this path if attitudes affect 

knowledge sharing. In this study, organisational commitment had no significant effect 

on perceived social influence or personal control and therefore had no influence on 

knowledge sharing intention.  

Figure 5.12 illustrates the significant relationships observed in this study. Perceived 

social influence and personal control were the most important predictors of intention to 

engage in knowledge sharing activities, with perceived social influence proving to be 

more important predictor than personal control. Together, these factors accounted for 

18% of the variance in knowledge sharing intention. This leaves 82% of the variance in 

knowledge sharing intention unexplained. In other words, there are other additional 

factors that are important in explaining knowledge sharing intention in the workplace. 
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On the question of what makes people share their knowledge and what is special 

about those who do, the results of this study suggest that there are at least three 

possible explanations. First, employees who feel the organisation continues to reward 

them also feel there is a strong social incentive (social influence) to share their 

knowledge with others in the workplace. Second, employees who know how to share 

their knowledge with others (personal control) also feel they can trust their work 

colleagues with that shared knowledge. Third, employees who know how to share their 

knowledge with others (personal control) also have high aspirations for acquiring and 

developing new skills. Both trust and learning orientation collectively account for 16 

percent in the variance in personal control for knowledge sharing intentions. When 

combined with perceived social influence and personal control, organisational 

conditions and learning orientation are capable of having a positive impact on 

knowledge sharing intentions.  

5.6 Limitations and potential improvements 

Although this study was conducted in accordance with accepted research guidelines 

(Chin, 1998; Hair et al., 2006; Nunnally, 1978), this study may have a number of 

Figure 5.12:  The role of rewards and incentives, trust and learning 
orientation in formation of knowledge sharing intention 
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inherent limitations. Limitations and potential improvements are discussed in this 

section. 

First, the data collection in this study was limited to one single organisation within the 

oil & gas sector in Australia. In the future, other researchers should replicate the study 

to see if similar insights and conclusions emerge.  

Second, whilst this study is designed to initiate exploration into those enabling factors 

and provide a possible foundation for future research in the field of knowledge sharing 

intention, and despite the fact that the research model was supported and that it 

enabled the explanation of a certain percentage of the variance in knowledge sharing 

intentions, only three organisational conditions (i.e., organisational commitment, 

rewards and incentives and trust) and one personal characteristic (i.e., learning 

orientation) were considered in this study and other factors may also affect knowledge 

sharing intentions. It would be appropriate for other researchers to incorporate other 

factors to improve understanding of influences on formation of knowledge sharing 

intentions. Factors such as, for example, leadership, communication climate, shared 

goals/vision, group identity, individual roles, supervisor role, time constraint, 

knowledge-friendly culture, the role of habits, personality traits, competitiveness, 

organisational structure, may contribute to explaining more  variance in knowledge 

sharing intentions.  

Third, although the study found attitude is not a significant or important factor in 

explaining knowledge sharing intentions in the workplace, different results may be 

obtained in different situations and therefore more research is needed to validate these 

results. Further research might consider conducting detailed elicitation studies to 

identify any additional salient beliefs. Indeed, future research may usefully increase the 

scope of the belief elicitation study. Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) argue that attitudinal, 

normative and control beliefs in the TPB are scenario specific and a priori cannot be 

generalised. Identifying the most commonly held beliefs in the research population may 
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also lend further support in explaining the more than 18 percent the variance in 

knowledge sharing intentions explained in this study. 

Fourth, lack of compatibility among measures of the TPB constructs is evident. For 

example, the intention items provide a time frame (the next 3 to 6 months) whereas the 

three predictors of intention do not. According to the principle of compatibility (Ajzen, 

2005) the TPB constructs are said to be compatible if these constructs are measured 

at the same level of generality or specificity. Thus, the degree of compatibility can 

greatly impact the predictive validity of intentions. In future research, the time element 

of the three antecedents of intention must be included to be compatible with the 

measure of intention.    

Finally, another limitation is the potential bias in the research. The researcher was the 

manager responsible for the knowledge sharing program at the case organisation. 

Whilst the majority of respondents in this study were found to be in favour of sharing 

knowledge with others in the case organisation, this high percentage may be subject to 

the response bias of social desirability, in which respondents tend to reply in the way 

that they perceive will be acceptable to others (Glendon, Clarke, & Mckenna, 2006). 

However, the potential for social desirability bias in an anonymous questionnaire is 

somewhat weak. 

5.7 Implications for the knowledge manager 

There is currently little understanding of what influences an individual to voluntarily 

engage in knowledge sharing activities within an organisation. Widén-Wulff (2007, p. 

13) noted that “knowledge sharing in organisations is a complicated process with an 

infinite number of factors affecting how it really functions”. Thus, understanding what 

might encourage or inhibit the intention of employees to share their knowledge with 

others is important to the future success of knowledge sharing initiatives in the 

workplace.  
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The research reported here shows that the majority of employees in the case 

organisation hold positive attitudes toward knowledge sharing. This, however, does not 

necessarily mean that the majority of participants will voluntarily engage in knowledge 

sharing activities. A key insight gained from this research was that sharing knowledge 

is not a matter of having a positive or negative attitude, but rather governed by the 

strength of perceived social influence and supported by personal control in the form of 

adequate skills and capability. This insight clearly indicates that employees are more 

likely to engage in knowledge sharing activities in response to pressure from social 

influence (from important others) rather than from having a positive attitude towards 

knowledge sharing. Therefore, knowing that important others have a significant 

influence on employees’ intentions to engage in knowledge sharing activities, 

knowledge managers can play a key role in developing the behavioural attributes 

necessary for important others to play their role in promoting and supporting 

knowledge sharing activities in the workplace. Knowledge managers need to develop 

performance standards or guidelines that provide an optimal work environment in order 

to support knowledge sharing effort in the workplace. Von Krogh, Ichijo, & Nonaka, 

(2000, p. 44) argue that “guidelines help maintain a productive equilibrium between 

chaos and order”. 

Furthermore, knowledge managers can also encourage important others to model the 

behaviour that supports knowledge sharing intentions. ‘Walking the talk’, through 

visible involvement of important others in knowledge sharing activities sends a strong 

message that knowledge sharing is standard organisational practice. By knowing that 

rewards and incentives and the level of trust among people in an organisation indirectly 

affect knowledge sharing intentions, knowledge managers can promote knowledge 

sharing by making certain enhancements in performance appraisals, incentive 

strategies and other practices for long term career progression or advancement within 

the organisation. Those who actively share their knowledge should be acknowledged 
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and those unwilling to share their knowledge be encouraged to see the benefits of 

knowledge sharing for everyone.    

In conclusion, the results of this research have practical implications for the knowledge 

manager in an organisation. This research has shown that employees who feel the 

organisation continues to reward them, who are confident in their ability to share, who 

can trust their work colleagues and management, and who have high aspirations for 

acquiring and developing new skills are more willing to engage in knowledge sharing 

activities. This provides some insight for knowledge managers who need to assess the 

prevailing organisational setup within their organisations and judge for themselves if 

these setups support knowledge sharing intentions in a sustainable way. Knowledge 

managers therefore can play a key role in laying the foundation for effective and 

sustainable knowledge sharing programs. This can be achieved by focusing upon and 

increasing the understanding of factors that encourage or hinder employees’ intentions 

to engage in knowledge sharing activities.  

The research described in this thesis represents significant progress towards 

understanding some of the enabling factors necessary to enhance knowledge sharing 

intentions and perhaps knowledge sharing behaviours in the workplace. The 

importance to employees of expected rewards and incentives and the level of trust, in 

addition to employees’ own learning orientation, have been found to affect perceived 

social influence and personal control and in turn affect knowledge sharing intentions in 

a positive way.  

Final few words 

At the moment there is only speculation and ideas about why people volunteer to 

engage in knowledge sharing activities and the motivation behind them. However, this 

research put to rest some, although not all, of these speculations. The results offer a 

set of valuable insights to knowledge managers and practitioners that could be 

incorporated into future knowledge sharing programs designed to improve knowledge 
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sharing intentions in the workplace. They also provide researchers with insight to 

further advance human knowledge about this important but fragile process – the 

process of knowledge sharing.  
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Appendix A - Ques tions  fo r e lic iting  a ttitud ina l 

s a lien t be lie fs  (s haring  knowledge) 

 

What do you believe are the advantages of sharing your knowledge with other 
colleagues in this organisation? 

Participant 1 Prevent repeat mistakes, saves time, saves money, and gets 
improved outcomes. 

Participant 2 Sharing knowledge opens up lines of communication and helps 
speed up processes and avoids unnecessarily repeating past 
mistake. 

Participant 3 Supports improved business performance, helps people to develop, 
and provides challenges (if required). 

Participant 4 Knowledge growth for myself plus the colleagues. Benefit [the 
organisation] as it enables effective decisions. Making and 
minimizing the same mistakes. 

What do you believe are the disadvantages of sharing your knowledge with other 
colleagues in this organisation? 

Participant 1 Takes time depending on method, rewards/benefits are hard to see 
up front, KMS tool is cumbersome and sharing beyond structured 
tool can be stifled by expectation of only using KMS. 

Participant 2 Challenging is finding/allocating the time to regularly share 
knowledge. 

Participant 3 Generally found to be a very one way experience. I need to rely on 
my instincts about who/what to share.  

Participant 4 Knowledge may not be taken or used in the right context. 

What do you associate with knowledge sharing in this organisation? 

Participant 1 KMS password forgotten, lots of trivial stories, some treasures, and a 
need to lead people to the areas the business really benefits from 
this effort. 

Participant 2 Sharing, trust, open communication, significantly improved 
performance. 

Participant 3 We don’t really have a sharing culture. It is often a thankless task. It 
is not really a “requirement” to our personal performance.  

Participant 4 Knowledge communities. Experience 
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Appendix B – The  s urvey 

Improving knowledge sharing practices in [the organisation] 

In the recent Employee Survey conducted in May 2007, one of the findings was that we 

need to re-think the way knowledge is shared around [the organisation].   

In June this year, a new technology platform (SharePoint) was successfully deployed 

to facilitate knowledge sharing. The greatest challenge, however, is not in the area of 

Information Technology. The real challenge lies in creating a culture that is conducive 

to knowledge sharing & learning in [the organisation].  

To create a new knowledge sharing strategy, we need to first identify the factors that 

are conducive for employees to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the 

organisation]. This survey is aimed at obtaining your input and experience in relation to 

these key factors.  

This survey is researched and designed by Khaled Chiri, our Knowledge Manager and 

will also form part of his doctoral thesis. [The organisation] is interested in the research 

as it fits well with our strong desire to improve knowledge sharing practices across [the 

organisation]. 

For the purpose of this survey, Khaled is being supervised by UWA Business School 

and the appropriate checks and balances being attended to are outlined in the 

attached Information Sheet. This Information Sheet contains information about your 

rights in taking part in this research so please read it. No individual data will be 

identifiable, only aggregated results data will be analysed and reported. 

I know many of you are being asked to complete surveys regularly at the moment but I 

hope you can find the time to complete this survey. It will provide [the organisation] with 

some valuable insights that in turn assist us in formulating our knowledge sharing 

strategy. It will take between 10 – 15 minutes to complete. Please return your 

completed questionnaire to your Focal Point or by internal mail to Khaled Chiri by 7 

December 2007. 

 
 
 
[Name omitted] 
Executive Vice President - Enterprise Capability  
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INFORMATION SHEET  

(This sheet is required by the UWA Committee for Human Rights)  

 

Knowledge Sharing Survey in [the organisation] 

This Information Sheet has been compiled to provide survey participants with 

information about the aim of the research project for which the survey is being 

conducted, a general outline of the time requirement of the survey and participants’ 

rights in taking part in the survey. 

The purpose of this survey is to identify the factors that influence employees’ 
willingness to share their knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

The research project is being conducted by Khaled Chiri, a doctoral candidate at the 

UWA Business School and a current employee of [the organisation].  

The research is being supervised by Professor Jane Klobas, at the UWA Business 

School (email: jane.klobas@uwa.edu.au). 

There is a total of 11 brief sections to the questionnaire which will take about 10 -15 
minutes to complete.  

The data gathered in the survey will remain confidential at all times. No name 

identifying data will be kept. Only aggregated data will be made available to [the 

organisation]’s management to ensure the privacy and integrity of the data collected. 

Apart from the researcher no other employees of [the organisation] have access to 

individual responses. 

Participation in the survey is voluntary.  

If you have questions or require further details please contact Khaled Chiri on 9348 

4131 or email Khaled.chiri@[the organisation].com.au.  

The Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of Western Australia 
requires that all participants are informed that, if they have any complaint 
regarding the manner in which a research project is conducted, it may be given 
to the researcher, or alternatively to the Secretary, Committee for Human Rights, 
Registrar’s Office, University of Western Australia,    35 Stirling Highway, 
Crawley, WA 6009 (telephone number 6488-3703).  

mailto:jane.klobas@uwa.edu.au�
mailto:Khaled.chiri@[the%20organisation].com.au�
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SECTION 1: KNOWLEDGE SHARING BEHAVIOUR 

The following questions are about your knowledge sharing behaviour.

 

 Here, 
“knowledge” means your know-how or something which is helpful to solve problems in 
[the organisation]. “Knowledge sharing” means providing or transferring your own 
knowledge through formal or informal means/networks to other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. Please tick the most appropriate box for each question. 

Tick 1 if the statement does not fit you at all, that is, you almost never do things this way. 
Tick 7 if the statement fits you extremely well, that is, you almost always do things this way. 
Tick  the values in between to indicate that the statement fits you in varying degrees: 
 
1 = Never     5 = Around once a week 
2 = Less than once a month   6 = A few times a week but not every day 
3 = Around once a month   7 = At least once a day 
4 = A few times a month, but not every week 

 Never             At least once a day 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
KB1 I share knowledge from work experience with 

other colleagues in [the organisation]. 
       

KB2 I share knowledge obtained from education 
and training with other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. 

       

KB3 I share business knowledge obtained 
informally (such as news, stories and gossip) 
with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

       

KB4 I share business knowledge obtained from 
partners (such as Joint Venture Partners, 
Contractors, Suppliers and Customers) with 
other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

       

KB5 I share knowledge with my own personal 
network of colleagues in [the organisation]. 

       

KB6 Generally, I share what I know with other 
colleagues in [the organisation]. 
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SECTION 2: INTENTIONS TO SHARE KNOWLEDGE 

The following questions are about your general intention to share knowledge

 

 with 
colleagues in [the organisation]. Please tick the most appropriate box for each 
question. 

Tick 1 if the statement does not fit you at all, that is, you almost never do things this way. 
Tick 7 if the statement fits you extremely well, that is, you almost always do things this way. 
Tick  the values in between to indicate that the statement fits you in varying degrees: 
 
1 = Never     5 = Around once a week 
2 = Less than once a month   6 = A few times a week but not every day 
3 = Around once a month   7 = At least once a day 
4 = A few times a month, but not every week 
 Never             At least once a day 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
IN1 I intend   to share knowledge from work 

experience with other colleagues in [the 
organisation] in the next 3 – 6 months. 

      

IN2 I intend   to share knowledge obtained from 
education and training with other colleagues 
in [the organisation] in the next 3 – 6 months. 

      

IN3 I intend   to share business knowledge 
obtained informally (such as news, stories 
and gossip) with other colleagues in [the 
organisation] in the next 3 – 6 months. 

      

IN4 I intend   to share business knowledge 
obtained from partners (such as Joint Venture 
Partners, Contractors, Suppliers and 
Customers) with other colleagues in [the 
organisation] in the next 3 – 6 months. 

      

IN5 Generally, I intend   to share what I know with 
other colleagues in [the organisation] in the 
next 3 – 6 months. 
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SECTION 3: OPPORTUNITIES TO SHARE KNOWLEDGE   

The following questions are about the opportunities available for you to share your 
knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation]

 

. Please tick in the most 
appropriate box for each question. 

Tick 1 if the statement does not fit you at all, that is, you almost never do things this way. 
Tick 7 if the statement fits you extremely well, that is, you almost always do things this way. 
Tick  the values in between to indicate that the statement fits you in varying degrees: 
 
1 = Never     5 = Around once a week 
2 = Less than once a month   6 = A few times a week but not every day 
3 = Around once a month   7 = At least once a day 
4 = A few times a month, but not every week 
 Never            At least once a day 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
OP1 I use the Knowledge Management System 

(KMS) to share my knowledge with other 
colleagues in [the organisation]. 

       

OP2 I use email to share my knowledge with other 
colleagues in [the organisation]. 

       

OP3 I use Document Record Information 
Management System (DRIMS) to share my 
knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. 

       

OP4 I use Face to Face meetings/discussions to 
share my knowledge with other colleagues in 
[the organisation]. 
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SECTION 4: ORGANISATIONAL COMMITMENT  

The following questions are about the degree of your attachment to, identification with 
and involvement within [the organisation]

 

. Please tick in the most appropriate box for 
each question. 

Tick 1 if the statement does not fit you at all, that is you strongly disagree with the statement. 
Tick 7 if the statement fits you extremely well, that is you strongly agree with the statement. 
Tick the values in between to indicate that the statement fits you in varying degrees: 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree      5 = Somewhat Agree 
2 = Disagree      6 = Agree 
3 = Somewhat Disagree    7 = Strongly Agree 
4 = Neither Agree or Disagree 

 Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
OC1 I feel deeply dedicated to [the organisation].        

OC2 I would accept almost any type of job 
assignment in order to keep working for [the 
organisation]. 

       

OC3 I find that my values are very similar to those 
of [the organisation]. 

       

OC4 I talk about [the organisation] to my friends as 
a great organisation to work in. 

       

OC5 [The organisation] really inspires the best for 
my job performance. 

       

OC6 I really care about the future of [the 
organisation]. 

       

OC7 I am willing to put in a great deal of effort 
beyond that normally expected in order to 
help [the organisation]. 
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SECTION 5: EXPECTED REWARDS AND INCENTIVES 

The following questions are about your belief in the possibility of receiving recognition

 

 
(through bonus, promotion, rewards and incentives) in return for your knowledge 
sharing action with other colleagues in [the organisation]. Please tick in the most 
appropriate box for each question after you consider your situations in the past, in the 
present, and in the future. 

Tick 1 if the statement does not fit you at all, that is you strongly disagree with the 
statement. 
Tick 7 if the statement fits you extremely well, that is you strongly agree with the statement. 
Tick the values in between to indicate that the statement fits you in varying degrees: 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree      5 = Somewhat Agree 
2 = Disagree      6 = Agree 
3 = Somewhat Disagree    7 = Strongly Agree 
4 = Neither Agree or Disagree 
 Strongly Disagree        Strongly Agree 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ER1 I will be recognised   for my action if I share 

my knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. 

      

ER2 I will be rewarded for my action if I share my 
knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. 

       

ER3 My career opportunities   will improve if I 
share my knowledge with other colleagues 
in [the organisation]. 

      

ER4 It will impact positively on my end of year 
performance review

 
 if I share my knowledge 

with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

      

ER5 It is important for me to receive recognition 
for my knowledge sharing actions. 

       

ER6 It is important for me to be offered 
rewards/incentives for my knowledge 
sharing actions. 
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SECTION 6: SOCIAL INFLUENCES ON KNOWLEDGE SHARING  

The following questions are about your belief in how people who are important to you 
think about your knowledge sharing behaviour. 

 

Please tick in the most appropriate box 
for each question. 

Tick 1 if the statement does not fit you at all, that is you strongly disagree with the statement. 
Tick 7 if the statement fits you extremely well, that is you strongly agree with the statement. 
Tick the values in between to indicate that the statement fits you in varying degrees: 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree      5 = Somewhat Agree 
2 = Disagree      6 = Agree 
3 = Somewhat Disagree    7 = Strongly Agree 
4 = Neither Agree or Disagree 
 Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
SI1 My immediate supervisor would be pleased if 

I share my knowledge on a regular basis with 
other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

       

SI2 Members of my immediate work group would 
be pleased if I share my knowledge on a 
regular basis with other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. 

       

SI3 I feel under pressure to share my knowledge 
on a regular basis with other colleagues in 
[the organisation]. 

       

SI4 Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues 
in [the organisation] would please people in 
[the organisation] who are important to me. 
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SECTION 7: PERSONAL CONTROL FOR KNOWLEDGE 
SHARING 

The following questions are about your ability to share knowledge with other 
colleagues in [the organisation]

 

. Please tick in the most appropriate box for each 
question. 

Tick 1 if the statement does not fit you at all, that is you strongly disagree with the statement. 
Tick 7 if the statement fits you extremely well, that is you strongly agree with the statement. 
Tick the values in between to indicate that the statement fits you in varying degrees: 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree      5 = Somewhat Agree 
2 = Disagree      6 = Agree 
3 = Somewhat Disagree    7 = Strongly Agree 
4 = Neither Agree or Disagree 
 Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PC1 For me to share knowledge with other 

colleagues in [the organisation] is easy. 
       

PC2 I have the resources I need to share my 
knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. 

       

PC3 I know how to use the Knowledge 
Management System (KMS) to share my 
knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. 

       

PC4 I can find the time to share my knowledge 
with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

       

PC5 I am confident that I could share my 
knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation] if I wanted to. 

       

PC6 The decision to share my knowledge with 
other colleagues in [the organisation] is 
beyond my control. 

       

PC7 In general, I know how to share my 
knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. 
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SECTION 8: YOUR GENERAL APPROACH TO LEARNING 

The following questions are about your general approach to learning

 

. Please tick in the 
most appropriate box for each question. 

Tick 1 if the statement does not fit you at all, that is you strongly disagree with the statement. 
Tick 7 if the statement fits you extremely well, that is you strongly agree with the statement. 
Tick the values in between to indicate that the statement fits you in varying degrees: 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree      5 = Somewhat Agree 
2 = Disagree      6 = Agree 
3 = Somewhat Disagree    7 = Strongly Agree 
4 = Neither Agree or Disagree 
 Strongly Disagree             Strongly Agree 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
LO1 Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues 

in [the organisation] helps me to stay up to 
date with technological advances in my field. 

       

LO2 Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues 
in [the organisation] helps me to fill gaps in 
my own knowledge. 

       

LO3 Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues 
in [the organisation] helps me to accomplish 
lifelong learning. 

       

LO4 Seeking knowledge from other colleagues in 
[the organisation] helps me to avoid repeating 
mistakes made by others before me. 
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SECTION 9: TRUST 

The following questions are about your level of trust to share your knowledge with 
other colleagues in [the organisation]

 

. Please tick in the most appropriate box for each 
question. 

Tick 1 if the statement does not fit you at all, that is you strongly disagree with the statement. 
Tick 7 if the statement fits you extremely well, that is you strongly agree with the statement. 
Tick the values in between to indicate that the statement fits you in varying degrees: 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree      5 = Somewhat Agree 
2 = Disagree      6 = Agree 
3 = Somewhat Disagree    7 = Strongly Agree 
4 = Neither Agree or Disagree 
 Strongly Disagree           Strongly Agree 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
TR1 There is no risk to me (my position, my 

reputation etc) in sharing my knowledge with 
other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

       

TR2 I know my colleagues in [the organisation] will 
acknowledge my contribution before taking 
credit for knowledge shared by me. 

       

TR3 I can ask for knowledge (advice or opinion) 
from other colleagues in [the organisation] 
without any negative impact on me (e.g., 
being considered unknowledgeable). 

       

TR4 I consider [the organisation] to be a supportive 
environment in which to ask for information. 

       

TR5 I consider [the organisation] to be a supportive 
environment in which to share information. 
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SECTION 10: ATTITUDE TOWARD KNOWLEDGE SHARING IN 
WOODSIDE 

The following questions are about your general attitude toward sharing your knowledge 

AT1: For me to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] is:  

with other colleagues in [the organisation]. Please tick in the most appropriate box for 
each question. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Extremely 

Good Good Somewhat 
Good 

Neither Good or 
Bad 

Somewhat 
Bad  Bad Extremely 

Bad 

AT2: For me to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] is: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 
Rewarding Rewarding  Somewhat 

Rewarding 

Neither 
Rewarding or 

Thankless 

Somewhat 
Thankless  Thankless Extremely 

Thankless 

AT3: For me to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] is: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 
Harmful Harmful Somewhat 

Harmful 
Neither Harmful 

or Beneficial 
Somewhat 
Beneficial Beneficial Extremely 

Beneficial 

AT4: Sharing knowledge opens up my lines of communication with other colleagues in 
[the organisation].  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 
Neither Agree or 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Agree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

AT5: Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation] helps improve 
[the organisation] business performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 
Neither Agree or 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Agree Agree Strongly 
Agree 
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SECTION 11: GENERAL QUESTIONS / BACKGROUND 
INFORMATION 

The following questions are general background information about you

1. Gender 

. Please tick the 
most appropriate box for each question. 

Male Female 

2. Age Group  

Younger than 20 20 – 35 years 36 – 50 years  Older than 50  

3. Parent or Seconding Company: 

[the organisation] 
Permanent Staff  

[the organisation] 
Fixed Term Staff 

[the organisation] 
Third Party 
Contractor 

Secondee   
(e.g Shell, BP, BHP, 

Chevron) 
Other 

4. Total Years at [the organisation]: 

Less than 2 years 2 – 5 years 6 – 10 years 11 – 15 years More than 16 
years 

5. Highest Educational Level (Please tick one

High 
School 

Certificate 

 box) 

TAFE 
Diploma or 
Certificate 

Bachelor 
Degree 

Graduate 
Diploma  

Honours 
Degree 

Masters 
Degree 

Doctorate 
Degree Other 

6. Are you or have you been a member of a knowledge community in [the 
organisation]:  

Yes No 

7. Have you been involved in any knowledge sharing practices prior to joining [the 
organisation]?  

Yes No 

8. Please use this section to make any additional comments: 

 
 

Thank you for your participation. 
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Appendix C - In terim knowledge  s urvey report 

Back in December 2007, we conducted a knowledge sharing survey to identify factors 
that are conducive for employees to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. The purpose of which is to provide [the organisation] with some valuable 
insights that in turn assist in formulating a comprehensive strategy to stimulate 
knowledge sharing behaviours. 

The survey is now completed and the results are in. A total of 500 questionnaires were 
distributed at random across functional and business unit areas. A good response rate 
was achieved with 287 returned questionnaires. Thanks you to all for taking the time to 
complete the survey. 

While a lot more is still needed to analyse the results and understand the factors that 
may influence the willingness of employees to share knowledge with other colleagues 
on a continual basis, we thought we should share with you some immediate 
observations from the survey. Here is a summary: 

• Respondent’s attitude towards knowledge sharing in [the organisation] is very 
positive. The majority of respondents (86%) feel that sharing knowledge in [the 
organisation] is “good” and “beneficial”.  

• When asked if knowledge sharing improves [the organisation] business 
performance, the vast majority of respondents said yes. 

• The biggest area where respondents expressed concerns was the apparent lack of 
recognising knowledge contributors. The survey results suggest that [the 
organisation] recognition system needs to be reviewed in order to stimulate 
knowledge sharing. 

• A view among respondents that irrespective of external recognition being available 
or not, a significant number of respondents intrinsically engage in knowledge 
sharing activities because of the perceived value (learning) inherent in sharing 
knowledge. Over half of respondents believe that knowledge sharing helps them to 
fill gaps in their own knowledge and strongly believe that seeking knowledge from 
others helps them avoid repeating mistakes made by others before them. 

• Respondents also expressed concerns about the lack of acknowledgement from 
their colleagues. Only 19% of respondents “agreed” that their colleagues will 
acknowledge their contribution before taking credit for knowledge shared by them. 

• While over two third of respondents believe that their knowledge sharing actions 
will please their immediate supervisors and work groups, only 7% of respondents 
feel that they are under obligation to share their knowledge with other colleagues in 
[the organisation].  

• While it is fundamental to establish information and communication infrastructure to 
facilitate knowledge sharing, there is a widespread view among respondents that 
technology should not take a leading role in knowledge sharing. Many respondents 
reported using predominantly face to face, conversation, and to a lessor extent, 
email to share knowledge with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

• A feeling of having too much to do and not enough time in which to do it seems to 
be a barrier to improving knowledge sharing practices. While the majority of 
respondents said they know how to share, only 23% that they can find the time to 
share that knowledge with other colleagues. The lack of time indicates that the 
intention to share often has to compete with other important priorities. 
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Where to from here? Although the survey has suggested the important role that 
knowledge sharing can contribute in improving business performance, it has also 
demonstrated that there is still some effort required to make knowledge sharing a habit 
in the workplace. 

 

In the next few months, we will continue to analyse the results and advance our 
understanding of the factors that enable knowledge sharing to be freely shared across 
[the organisation] on a continual basis. Meanwhile, if you would like a detailed 
discussion with you or your team on the survey findings, please let me know. 

 

Khaled Chiri 

10 March 2008  
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Appendix D - Summary of items  exc luded  from 

th is  s tudy 

Variables Number 
of items 
Dropped 

Items Dropped 

Item Description 

Attitudes toward 
knowledge sharing 

1  AT1 For me to share knowledge with other 
colleagues in [the organisation] is good. 

Social influence on 
knowledge sharing  

1  SI 3 I feel under pressure to share my knowledge on 
a regular basis with other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. 

Personal control for 
knowledge sharing 

3  PC3 I know how to use the KMS to share my    
knowledge with other colleagues in [the 
organisation]. 

PC4 I can find the time to share my knowledge with 
other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

PC6 The decision to share my knowledge with other 
colleagues in [the organisation] is within my 
control. 

Intention to share 
knowledge 

1  IN4 I intend to share business knowledge obtained 
from partners with other colleagues in [the 
organisation] in the next 3-6 months. 

Organisational 
commitment  

3  OC2 
 

I would accept almost any type of job 
assignment in order to keep working for [the 
organisation]. 

OC6 I really care about the future of [the 
organisation]. 

OC7 I am willing to put in a great deal of effort that 
normally expected in order to help [the 
organisation]. 

Expected rewards 
& incentives 

3  ER4 It will impact positively on my end of year 
performance review if I share my knowledge 
with other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

ER5 It is important for me to receive recognition for 
my knowledge sharing actions. 

ER6 It is important for me to be offered rewards / 
incentives for my knowledge sharing actions. 

Trust 1  TR1 There is no risk to me (my position, my 
reputation etc) in sharing my knowledge with 
other colleagues in [the organisation]. 

Learning orientation 1  LO4 Seeking knowledge from other colleagues in 
[the organisation] helps me to avoid repeating 
mistakes made by others before me. 

Total items 
dropped: 

14  
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Pres en ta tion  aris ing  from th is  res ea rch  

 

Enhancing collaboration and knowledge sharing in the energy and 
resources sectors - Ark Group, Perth 21-22 October, 2008 
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To what extent is the “willingness” of 

employees to share their knowledge 

influenced by organisational 

conditions? 

Research Question
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Factors mentioned in literature

Intentions to 
share knowledge

Commitment
towards the 
organisation

Attitude
towards 

knowledge 
sharing

Expected 
Rewards & 
Incentives

Perceived 
Behavioural 

Control
Trust

Social 
Influences

Learning 
Orientation

Opportunities 
to share 
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Definition of Terms

Nonaka and 
Takeuchi, (1995)

Informal knowledge stored in people’s headTacit Knowledge

Nonaka and 
Takeuchi, (1995)

The written formal rulesExplicit Knowledge

Bartol and 
Srivastava, (2002)

Individuals sharing organisationally relevant 
information with one another. The 
knowledge shared could be explicit and/or 
tacit knowledge

Knowledge Sharing

Nonaka and Konno, 
(1998)

Is a method for simplifying and improving 
the process of sharing, distribution, creating 
and understanding organisational knowledge

Knowledge 
Management

Nonaka and Konno, 
(1998)

Is the combination of information and 
human context that enhances the capacity for 
action 

Knowledge

Based on DefinitionConcepts/Terms 
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The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB)

Research Model based on TPB (Ajzen, 1991) 

Attitude 

Subjective 
Norms 

Perceived 
Behavioural 

Control 

BehaviourIntentions 
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The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB)

 Research Model based on TPB (Ajzen, 1991) as it applies to knowledge sharing

Attitude towards 
knowledge 

sharing

Subjective Norms
about knowledge 

sharing

Perceived 
Behavioural 
Control to 

knowledge sharing

Knowledge 
sharing

Behaviour

Intentions to 
engage in 
knowledge 

sharing
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Definitions

 Attitude refers to:

 the degree to which a person has a favourable or 
unfavourable evaluation appraisal of the behaviour 
in question (Ajzen 1991, p.188)
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Sharing my knowledge with other work colleagues helps improve 

business performance.

4

For me to share knowledge with other work colleagues is beneficial.3

For me to share knowledge with other work colleagues is rewarding.2

For me to share knowledge with other work colleagues is good.1

QuestionNo

Example of Questions to Measure Attitude
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Definitions

 Social Norms (social influence) refers to:

 the perceived social pressure to perform or not to 
perform the behaviour (Ajzen 1991, p.188)
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Sharing my knowledge with other work colleagues would please 
people in the organisation who are important to me.

4

I feel under social pressure (obligation) to share my knowledge with 
other work colleagues.

3

Members of my immediate work group would be pleased if I share my 
knowledge with other work colleagues.

2

My immediate supervisor would be pleased if I share my knowledge 
with other work colleagues.

1

QuestionNo

Example of Questions to Measure Social Influence
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Definitions

 Perceived Behavioural Control (personal control) refers to:

 the perceived ease or difficulty of performing the 
behaviour (Ajzen 1991, p.188)
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I am confident that I could share my knowledge with other work 
colleagues if I wanted to.

4

I can find the time to share my knowledge with other work colleagues.3

I have the resources I need to share my knowledge with other work 
colleagues.

2

In general, I know how to share my knowledge with other work 
colleagues.

6

The decision to share my knowledge with other work colleagues is 
within my control.

5

For me to share knowledge with other work colleagues is easy.1

QuestionNo

Example of Questions to Measure Personal Control
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Attitude towards 
knowledge 

sharing

Social Influence
on knowledge 

sharing

Personal 
Control for 
knowledge 

sharing

Intentions to 
share 

knowledge

Organisational 
Commitment

Expected 
Rewards & 
Incentives

Trust

Learning 
Orientation

Research Model
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Typical hypotheses

 The greater the individual learning orientation, the more favourable will be the 
attitude toward knowledge sharing

 The greater the individual perceived level of fairness of the rewards and 
incentives, the more favourable will be the social influence to knowledge 
sharing

 The greater the individual level of trust, the more favourable will be the personal 
control toward knowledge sharing

 The more favourable the individual attitude toward knowledge sharing, the 
greater will be the intention to share knowledge

 The higher the individual social influence with respect to knowledge sharing, 
the greater will be the intention to share knowledge

 The more favourable the individual personal control with respect to knowledge 
sharing, the greater will be the intention to share knowledge.
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Research Results

XAttitude

R2 = .44

Social 
Influence

R2 = .18

Personal 
Control

R2 = .16

Intentions to 
Share 

Knowledge

R2 = .18

Organisational 
Commitment

Rewards & 
Incentives

Trust

Learning 
Orientation

* P<0.05
** P<0.01
*** P<0.001

0.10NS

0.30***

0.21**

0.17*

0.18**

0.37***

0.35***

0.31***

0.30***

0.24**
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Significant Relationships

Social 
Influence

R2 = .18

Personal 
Control

R2 = .16

Intentions to 
Share 

Knowledge

R2 = .18

Rewards & 
Incentives

Trust

Learning 
Orientation

* P<0.05
** P<0.01
*** P<0.001

0.30***

0.21**
0.18**

0.37***

0.35***
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Summary of Results
1. Overall, the results of this research provide support for the understanding of the 

“willingness” of employees to engage in knowledge sharing activities:
 Social Influences and Personal Controls contributed directly to the prediction of sharing 

knowledge intentions

 Social Influence had a stronger direct effect (0.30, P<0.001) than Personal Control
(0.21, P<0.01)

 Expected Rewards & Incentives had an indirect effect on the Intention to share 
knowledge through Social Influence

 Learning Orientation and Trust both had an indirect effect on the Intention to share 
knowledge through Personal Control

2. Contrary to common belief, Attitude had no direct significant effects on Intention to 
share knowledge:
 Attitude scores were high all round, so all have a strong cognitive-emotional 

commitment
Having a positive attitude towards the behaviour is not enough, one possibility is that personal 

belief structure together with the institutional structure have a greater influence over social 
norms. 
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Discussion & Implications of Results

1. When almost all staff have a positive Attitude, what 
brings some but not others to share their 
knowledge?

2. Why are Social Influences and Personal Control
important?

3. What can we do (in practice) knowing that 
Rewards, Trust and Learning Orientation are key 
factors?

 
 

 

 



 

143 
 

K. Chiri 2008

Personal Expectations & Social Influences

Motivational forces to sharing personal knowledge

Employees personal belief structure Institutional structures

Team 2

• Sharing knowledge takes time and 
effort

• Sharing knowledge is risky (fear of 
being seen as ignorant)

• Public good dilemma (I may lose 
control over that knowledge)

• Sharing knowledge must be 
rewarded

Team 3

Social Influences 
(Organisational Norms)

Organisational 
Culture

Manager 1

Societal Influences (Norm)

• Knowledge is Power
• Hoarding knowledge is 

job security
• Maintaining intellectual 

ownership

Team 4 Team 5

Climate 2 Climate 3

Manager 2

Climate 4 Climate 5

Team 1

Climate 1

Team 6

Climate 6

Formal 
Knowledge 

Sharing 
initiative
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What can we do (in practice) to enhance knowledge sharing
 The “willingness” of employees to share knowledge is influenced by enabling conditions that 

either support or hinder knowledge sharing intentions:

1. Review the fairness of your organisational rewards and incentives program

 Does it compensate for the cost of sharing knowledge?

2. Measure the level of trust among your employees

 Do your employees trust one another? 

 Do your employees acknowledge and give credit to those who share?

3. Ensure that your Social Norms (influences) are aligned with your organisational culture

 Do your employees adhere to the same Social Influences throughout your organisation?

4. Personal Control - Give people “time” to use and create knowledge

 Employees must not feel that they “steal” time from “real” work.

5. Promote self learning

 Re-evaluate your recruitment processes – recruit those who are high in learning 
orientation - as they are more likely to engage in knowledge sharing activities

6. Coming full circle – when knowledge sharing can assist in organisational change

 Use your knowledge sharing program as an opportunity to streamline and align existing 
organisational values, policies and people management practices into one body of work 
that promote knowledge sharing behaviour in the workplace.
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