Unlocking the Hidden Potential:
How Research Groups in Universities Can Foster Tacit
Knowledge Sharing

Elizabeth Stone, The Graduate Center, The City University of New Y ork, 365 5th Avenue, New Y ork,
NY 10016, USA

Abstract: Higher education institutions (HEIS) create, disseminate, and share knowledge through relationships involving
people, processes, and technologies. Tacit knowledge is difficult to formalize and depends on social context. Its sharing
is influenced by individual, organizational, and structural factors, and the knowledge management strategy. The
literature suggests that this topic is quite relevant and that there isan evident lack of empirical studies investigating the
tacit knowledge sharing in higher education institutions (HEIS). In this context, the main objective of this article is to
identify the factors that influence the sharing of tacit knowledge inresearch groups in higher education institutions
(HEIls). Data were collected at a Brazilian public higher education institution with a questionnaire applied to research
faculty members. The sample was composed of 255 respondents. The data collected enabled the analysis of a structural
equation model. The results reveal that individual, organizational structure, and knowledge management strategy factors
are determinants for sharing tacit knowledge in the institution ’s research groups.
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I ntroduction

seconomies have become more knowledge-intensive, it hasbecome evident to most
organizations that knowledge is a valuableresource (Asrar-ul-Hagq and Anwar 2016;

homas and Gupta 2022). Thus, it has been recognized as a vital and crucial element intoday ’s
dynamic and competitive era (Anwar 2017). Moreover, it is fundamental to organizations’
sustainability and the long-term success of higher education (Cormican et al. 2021; Mahamed Ismail
et al. 2015; Bejinaru et a. 2018).

Knowledge plays a consolidated role in higher education (Al-Kurdi et al. 2018; Ghabban et al.
2018). This is particularly true asacademic organizations promote knowledge generation and
disseminationas their primary mission (Howell and Annansingh2013). Moreover, since knowledgeis
an input and an output of higher education institutions (HEISs), they have maintained a unique and
distinctiveenvironment of tacit knowledgein the research and innovation environment (Mitchell et al.
2021). In addition, these institutions have supported socia and cultural ventures and learning through
their teaching and research programs, working with businesses and other organizations to foster
innovation (Fullwood et al. 2013).

A primary knowledge management (KM) process that impacts the success of KM programs is
knowledgesharing (Gupta and Thomas 2019; Fullwood and Rowley 2017; Al-Kurdi et al. 2018).
Furthermore, knowledge sharing is the most important knowledge management process that HEIs
should seek to develop (Tan 2016). In thisregard, sharing tacit knowledgeis an effectiveand efficient
strategy for knowledge gain (Noori Sepehr and Keikavoosi-Arani 2019).

Consequently, it isrational to expect universitiesto take a proactive approach, aimingto develop
knowledgemanagement strategies and deeply understand how to manage and optimize the value of
their knowledge assets (Fullwood et al. 2018). Despite this, there is limited research on tacit
knowledge sharing in the context of knowledge-intensive organizations such as HEIs, especially
consideringresearch groups. In adynamic information context, research groups areessential for
individual and organizational developmentand learning in academic institutions. Research groups can
beidentifiedas those composed of individual swhose profession dealswith scientificand technological
research (Coadic 2004).

Therefore, thisresearch aims to answer the following question: What factors influence the tacit
knowledge sharing of professors and researchers in research groups in higher education institutions?
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STONE: HOW RESEARCH GROUPS IN UNIVERSITIES CAN FOSTER TACIT KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Literature Review

According to Ipe (2003), knowledge sharing is a condition for knowledge creation and
dissemination at different levels of the organization. Fullwood and Rowley (2017) suggest that
knowledgesharing in higher education can initiate enhanced decision-makingprocesses, accelerating
development and research. According to Yi (2009), it provides value-added benefits to the
organizationand contributesto the ultimate effectivenessof its processes. Therefore, it can ultimately
increase productivity, improve the work process, create business opportunities, and hep the
organizationto achieve its performance objectivesthrough learning. Knowledgesharing in the context
of work is described as the exchange or disseminationof explicit or tacit data, ideas, experiences, or
technology between individuals or groups of employees (Cabrera and Cabrera 2002).

Knowledge sharing is the process where individuals mutually exchange their knowledge and
jointly create  new knowledge. This process is essential in trandating individual knowledge to
organizational knowledgeand can be expectedto be influencedby different factors (van den Hooff and
de Ridde 2004).

Theliterature on knowledge sharing has identified awide range of factors that may affect the
success or failure of initiatives for sharing knowledge. These factors are individual factors, the
organizational structure, the organizational culture, and the knowledge management strategy. These
factors are per severa studies on tacit knowledgesharing (Ardichvili et a. 2003; Cabrera et al. 2006;
Joia 2007; Mcdermott and O'Dell 2001; Oliveiraand Pinheiro 2020).

According to Szulanski (1996), Davenport and Prusak (1998), Riege (2005), and Sun and Scott
(2003), several impediments inhibit knowledge sharing in organizations. Furthermore, asper Riege
(2005, 2007), the barriers to knowledgesharing are essential for the success or failure of a knowledge
managementstrategy. Therefore, sharing knowledge is challenging due to the unstructured nature of
tacit knowledgeand the many barriers that impedethe successful flow of knowledge. Thus, we present
the barriers and enablers identified in the analysis of the factors.

Factors Influencing Tacit Knowledge Sharing
Individual Factor

Davenport and Prusak (1998) mention that, in an organizational context, time is ascarce
resource and should increasingly be spent on tasks that bring added value to the organization.
Therefore, time constraints also affect the knowledge management process (Miller 2019). Individual
timemanagement becomes essential for sharing tacit knowledge, mainly because this type of
knowledgeresults from experiences, reflections, and dialogue— three activities that require time to
make personal relationships happen (Joia and Lemos 2010; Lee and Jung 2017).

There isthe assumption of acommon language in tacit knowledgesharing. This points out the
necessity for both individualsto know the terminology and jargon used in communication(Davenport
and Prusak 1998). This isrelevant because these terminologies and expressions assume specific
connotationsdepending on the organizational context in which they are used (Haldin-Herrgard 2000;
Joia and Lemos 2010; Disterer 2003).

Trust iscentral to knowledge sharing (Asrar-ul-Hag and Anwar 2016; Davenport and Prusak
1998; Fullwood et a. 2018). It is understood as the willingnessof an individual to engagein a strong
relationshipwith a colleague. It is consideredthe first step toward effectiveknowledgesharing (Y usof
et a. 2012), mainly when it aims at creating and sustaining knowledge sharing (Tan 2016).

Thebarriers originating from individual behavior or the perceptions and actions of people may
relate to individuals or groups. Regarding thefactors associated with the individual, some of the
barriersidentifiedare a general lack of timeto share knowledge, apprehension regarding job security,
the dominance of sharing explicit knowledge over tacit knowledge, differences in experience levels,
lack of time for contact and interaction, poor verbal andinterpersonal skills, age and gender
differences,lack of social network, differences in education levels, fear of not receiving recognition,
and cultural differences (Riege 2005). Lack of trust is afundamental obstacle to knowledgesharing
(Cabrera et al. 2006; Wang and Noe 2010; Mura et al. 2021).
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Assumingthat the individual factor influencesthe sharing of tacit knowledgein research groups,
the following hypothesisis proposed:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The individual factor positively affects tacit knowledge sharing among
academicsin research groups.

Organizational Structure Factor

The growing importance that has been given to knowledgesharing is due to the difficulty that
organizations have in knowing where theknowledge that they need is so that they can use it
(Davenport and Prusak 1998). One of the difficulties in sharing tacit knowledge stems from a poor
diagnosis of the need for tacit knowledge that each element of the organization must have and the
amount and quality of the knowledge that must be acquired to meet this need (Szulanski 1996).

Accordingto Joia (2007), some aspects of organizational bureaucracies can hinder the knowledge
transfer process, such as a hierarchical chain of command, specialization of positions, and
standardized procedures for each function, in addition to a non-flexibleorganizational structure. The
hierarchical organizational structure may create difficultiesfor knowledgesharing through geographic
distributionor competitionamong units (Riege 2005; Leeet a. 2016). Accordingto Leeet al. (2016)
and NooriSepehr and KeikavoosiArani (2019), a bureaucratic, hierarchical, or inflexibleorganization
makes tacit knowledge sharing even more difficult.

For Roberts (2000) and van den Hooff and de Ridde (2004), the use of valuable forms of
communication isrelevant insharing tacit knowledge. Personal conversations are evaluated asthe
most valuable ones, as they promote mutual and immediate feedback, using multiple forms of
communication, such as thedemonstration of personal skills and even the use of body language
(Haldin-Herrgard 2000; Leonard and Sensiper 1998). In addition, knowledge sharing can occur
through interactive communications via anetwork with other members and organizations to seize
knowledge from others (Cummings 2004; Kim et a. 2015; Panahi et al. 2016).

Theliterature has emphasizedthe importance of interactive knowledgemanagement technologies
in bringing the human side into the knowledgemanagement equation (Ardichvili et al. 2003; Brouwer
and Jansen 2019; Jiang and Xu 2020).

On the other hand, sharing tacit knowledgeoften requires proximity between the transmitter and
thereceiver. Thus, videoconferencingand organizational media platforms can assist in sharing tacit
knowledge(Razmerita et al. 2016; Paroutis and Saleh 2009; Pour and Taheri 2019). The perception
that technologiescan hinder the status quo acts as an inhibiting factor. Past strategies and knowledge
managementapproaches also play anegative role, as well as the absence of incentivesfor the most
sceptic to use the tools made available inthe organization (Paroutis and Saleh 2009). However, if
there is some degree of trust when opportunities for face-to-face socia interaction are limited, and
individualsare willing to share knowledgethrough these tools, the degree of explicitness increases,
providing opportunities for sharing tacit knowledge (Hislop 2002).

Assumingthat the factor of the organizational structure influencesthe sharing of tacit knowledge
in research groups, the following hypothesisis proposed:

Hypothesis2 (H2). The organizational structure factor positively affects tacit knowledgesharing
among academics in research groups.

Organizational Culture Factor

The organizational culture factor isthe most significant regarding knowledgesharing (Fullwood
et al. 2018). De De Long and Fahey (2000) indicate that a collaborative and open culture positively
affects knowledge sharing.

Anengaging organizational environment issupported by asense of collegiality and a social
climatedominated by openness in communicationand trust (Nakano et al. 2013). The organizational
climate guides members’ behavior by indicating the appropriate and desirable behavior
(Chennamaneniet al. 2012). However, the absence of a safe environment to express and experience
different opinionsand ideas hampers the sharing of tacit knowledgein an organization (Sun and Scott
2005).
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Tacit knowledgein organizationsinfluencestheir sharing culture (O’Dell and Grayson 1998). An
organizational culture that values tacit knowledge uses several forms of it, such as intuition,
experience, and personal skills, as they are considered valuable by organizations and their employees
(Haldin-Herrgard 2000; Leonard and Sensiper 1998; Joiaand Lemos 2010).

Recognizingknowledgeas a power source is another poorly explored aspect. Knowledgeintensive
organizationsknow that knowledge is an asset inthe labor market and often leads to situations in
which people who possess rare or relevant knowledge enjoy a privileged reputation among their
colleagues(Davenport and Prusak 1998; Haldin-Herrgard 2000). Therefore, if individuals perceive
that power comes from their knowledge, this may lead to knowledge accumulation rather than
knowledge sharing (Gupta and Govindaragjan 2000).

The main reason, however, that most companies do not achieve their knowledge sharing
objectivesseems to be the lack of clarity between the knowledge management strategy and the
company objectives, possibly because knowledgesharing is perceived as a particular activity (Riege
2005). For Mcdermott and O’Dell (2001), companies that successfully implement knowledge
management do not try to change their culture to fit their knowledge management approach.

Assuming that the organizational culturefactor influences the sharing of tacit knowledge in
research groups, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The organizational culture factor positively affects tacit knowledgesharing
among academics in research groups.

Knowledge Management Strategy Factor

The types of training used by the organization characterize its strategies to share new and existing
knowledge. Joia and Lemos (2010) highlight the importance of training based on mentoring and the
sharing of knowledge through personal contact. This type of training is related to hiring new
employees, transferring employeesbetween different areas of the organization, or promoting staff to
other positions. More personalized strategies based on personal contact that demand more time, such
as coaching and mentoring, are more appropriate for transmitting tacit knowledge(Gangeswari et al.
2016; Joiaand Lemos 2010; Disterer 2003). From this perspective, Hansen et al. (1999) argue that
personalizationstrategies can transfer organizational knowledge. In the personalization strategy, the
focus is on people, emphasizing dialogue and relationships. Since knowledge is shared by personal
contact, the organization should prioritize people contact (Joia 2007; Hansen et a. 1999; Leonard and
Sensiper 1998; Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995).

Assuming that the factor of the knowledge management strategy influencesthe sharing of tacit
knowledge in research groups, the following hypothesisis proposed:

Hypothesis4 (H4). The knowledgemanagement strategy factor positively affects tacit knowledge
sharing among academics in research groups.

Figure 1 represents the research model and the relationships between the variables: individual
factor, organizational culture factor, structure organizational factor, knowledgemanagement strategy
factor, and tacit knowledge sharing.
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Figure 1. Research model.

M ethodology

This study has employeda quantitative research approach. Quantitative data are analyzed using
partial least squares structural equation modeing (PLS-SEM). According to Hair e al. (2017),
structural equations modeling (SEM) is a continuation of some multivariate analysis techniques,
mainly multipleregression and factor analysis. However, it differs from the other multivariate
techniquesbecause SEM allows the examination of several dependency relationships simultaneously.
In contrast, the other techniquescan simultaneously verify and examinea singlerelationship between
variables.

For data collection, wecontacted the organization’scommunication sector to request the
dissemination of the onlineresearch questionnaire through institutional e-mails. Data were collected
using an online self-administeredquestionnaireavailable from December 2021 to January 2022 on the
GoogleForms survey platform. Participation in the survey was voluntary, and the questionnaireswere
administered anonymously to ensure the confidentiality of the respondents.

The questionnaire was organized into two parts (see Appendix A). Initially, an introduction
explained the study’s objective. Then, the first sectioncovered a set of questions diciting the
demographiccharacteristics of the respondents (see Table 1). The second section presented a set of
guestions with items adapted from previous studies in the context of tacit knowledge sharing (see
Appendix A). This set of questions had the objective to measure, through the opinion of each
respondent, the following variables: individual factor, organizational culture factor, structure
organizational factor, knowledge management strategy factor, and tacit knowledge sharing.

Table 1. Demographic profile characteristics.

Category Frequency Yo

Researcher 156 61.18
Function

Leader 9y 38.82
Master 28 10.98
Formation PhD 225 88.24
Specialist a2 0.78
Less than 05 years 56 21.96
Time of experience From five to 10 years 94 36.86
More than 10 years 105 41.18
Gender Male 126 49.41
Female 1249 50.59
Social Sciences 72 28.24
Human Sciences 54 23.14
Health Sciences 39 15.29

Knowledge area Linguistics, Literature and Arts 23 9.02
Engineering 19 7.45

Exact and Earth Sciences 18 7.06

Biological Sciences 15 5.885

Agricultural Sciences 10 3.92

Total 255

The study variables were measured on afive-point Likert scale with five response categories

ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. The Appendix shows the construct, items, and
source.
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A panel of three academic researchers conducted the pre-test on a small scale, in whichthey also
evaluated some questionnaireissues. They did not report any significant problemsthat would requirea
major revision of thequestionnaire. Their comments focused on the necessity of rewriting some
guestions to clarify them. Subsequently, alterationswere made following their suggestions, thus
improving the questionnairés understanding.

This study used Smart PLS 3.3 software (Ringle et al. 2015) for mode evaluation. The
PLS-SEM data analysis tool efficiently controls thesample size and non-normal data in complex
models (Hair et a. 2017).

Finally, the survey obtained two hundred fifty-five (255) valid answers to the questionnaire. Of
these, 88.24% of the respondents were PhDs, 10.98% Masters, and 0.78% Specialists.

The most frequent function in theresearch group, amounting to 61.18%, was that of the
researcher, followed by 38.82% of |eaders. The experiencein research activities showed that 41.18%
had “more than 10 years™; 36.86% “between 5 and 10 years™; and 21.96%, “less than 5 years”.
Regarding gender, 49.41% were male, and 50.59% were female. Table 1 presents the demographic
profile characteristics of the respondents.

Asfor the research areas of the participants, 28.24% were from Social Sciences; 23.14% from
Human Sciences; 15.29% from Health Sciences; 9.02% from Linguistics, Literature and Arts; 7.45%
from Engineering; 7.06% from Exact and Earth Sciences; 5.88% from Bio-logical Sciences, and
3.92% from Agricultural Sciences.

Results

M easur ement M odél

The measurement model evaluation aims to confirm the reliability and validity of the constructs
and their dimensions. Firstly, the values of interna consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) and composite
reliability (CR) were calculated. The CR ismore suitable for PLS because it prioritizes the variables
accordingto their reliability. At the same time, the CA is more sensitiveto the number of variablesin
each construct. In both cases, CA and CR are used to assess whether the sample isfree of bias and
whether the responses are reliable (Ringle et al. 2014). According to Hair et al. (2017), CA values
above 0.60 and 0.70 are considered adequate in exploratory research, and values of 0.70 and 0.90 for
the CR are considered satisfactory.

Indicators with factor loadings above 0.60 areconsidered adequate (Chin et al. 1997). The
averagevariance extracted (AVE) for constructs is larger than 0.5, indicating good convergent
validity.

Table 2. Construct validity.

Factorial Loadings Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha Average Extracted
© (CR) (CA) Variance (AVE)
Individual Factor

IF1 0.711 0.847 0.734 0.649
IF2 0.840
IF3 0.858

Organizational Culture Factor 0.886 0.843 0.611
OCF1 0.783
OCF2 0.837
OCF3 0.855
OCF4 0.683
OCF5 0.738

Organizational Structural Factor 0.789 0.606 0.558
OSF1 0.625
OSEF2 0.799
OSF3 0.802

Knowledge Management Strategy Factor 0.889 0.751 0.800
KMSF1 ' 0.908
KMSF2 0.881

Tacit Knowledge Sharing 0.891 0.817 0733
TKS1 0.849
TKS2 0.903
TKS3 0.814

Source: Survey data, 2022.
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Theinstrument was assessed for construct validity and internal consistency. Internal consistency
describeshow closely the items in asurvey measure the same construct. The correlations between
several items on the same test are used to ascertain whether different items claiming to measure the
same basic construct give similar results. The individual factor scale consisted of three items (o =
0.734), the organizational culture factor scale consisted of fiveitems (o = 0.843), the organizational
structure factor scale consisted of three items (o = 0.606), the knowledgemanagement strategy factor
scale consisted of two items (o = 0.751), and the tacit knowledgesharing scale consisted of threeitems
(a0 = 0.817), thusdemonstrating internal consistency. Table 2 shows thefactorial loadings, alpha
coefficient, composite reliability (CR), and average variance extracted (AVE).

All constructs’ average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR) are higher than
the suggested values of 0.50 and 0.70, respectively. Convergent validity and rdiability, therefore, are
confirmed. Similarly, discriminant validity was also calculated (Table 3) according to the criterion of
Fornell and Larcker (1981).

Table 3. Discriminant validity.

OSF IF OCF KMSF TKS
OSF 0.747
IF 0.393 0.806
OCF —0.287 —0.133 0.782
KMSF 0.489 0.232 —0.261 0.895
TKS 0.408 0.436 —0.137 0.323 0.856

Note: The data on the diagonal (in bold) are the square root of the construct’s AVE, while the other values are the
correlations with other constructs. Organizational Structural Factor (OSF); Individual Factor (IF); Organizational
Culture Factor (OCF); Knowledge Management Strategy Factor (KMSF); tacit knowledge sharing (TKS).

Another extended discriminant analysis adopted a new criterion for ng the discriminant
factors using the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlation. Hetrotrait and monotrait ratios
areshown in Table 4. AsHair et al. (2019) suggest, it showsthat al the HTMT values are less than
0.90.

Table 4. Discriminant validity (HTMT).

OSF IF OCF KMSEF TKS
Organizational Structure Factor
Individual Factor 0.594
Organizational Culture Factor 0.415 0.172
Knowledge Management 0.729 0.324 0.323
Strategy Factor
Tacit Knowledge Sharing 0.567 0.547 0.154 0.412

Source: Survey data, 2022.

Structural Model

We followed the recommendationsgiven by Hair et al. (2019) to evaluate the structural model.
First, weassessed potential collinearity. The only way toassess collinearity issues is using the
variance inflation factor (VIF). Therefore, the variance inflation factor (VIF) was used to measure
collinearity problems. The scores of the predictor constructs fit the VIF criteria below 3 (Hair et al.
2019), which can be observed in Table 5.
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Table 5. Verification of hypotheses.

Error

. V. V. 7 2 2
Hypotheses [ Standard t-Value p-Value VIF £ R
Individual Factor —+ TKS H1 0.320 0.062 5.200 0.000 1.186 0.119
Organizational Structural Factor — TKS H2 0.211 0.073 2.893 0.004 1.521 0.04 0.273
Organizational Factor —+ TKS H3 0.004 0.044 0.089 0.929 1113 0
Knowledge Management Strategy Factors Ha 0.147 0.058 2543 0.011 1.346 0.022

— TKS

Source: Survey data, 2022.

Second, we computed the predictive power of the structural modd interms of thevariance
explained (R2), asshown in Table 5. R2 values and path coefficients indicate how well the data
support the hypothesized model (Chin 1998).

Third, we examined the size and significance of the path coefficientsrepresenting the research
hypotheses. Following Hair et a. (2019), the significancelevelsof the path coefficientswere obtained
using the bootstrapping procedure (with 5000 bootstrap samples). Table 4 provides the path
coefficients, t-statistics, significancelevels, and p-values. Analysis of the path coefficientsand levels
of significance shows that the hypotheses are supported, except for H1, H2, and H4.

Finally, we also calculated the overall model fit using the standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) to capture the root mean square discrepancy between the observed correlation and the model
impliedcorrelations. Values below 0.08 are considered suitable(Hu and Bentler 1999). The model
estimationwith PLS-SEM in this study revealsan SRMR value of 0.07, which confirmsthe overall fit
of the PLS-SEM path model (Hair et a. 2019).

Weobserved that, considering the f2 and the p-values andt-values, the rdationship for the
individual factor is more substantial and significant (t-value = 5.200 and p-value = 0.000) and
relevant (f2 = 0.119). It was the most important for tacit knowledgesharing. Results showedthat only
H1 (B = 0.320, p <0.05), H2 (B = 0.211, p < 0.05), and H4 (B = 0.147, p < 0.05) had a significant
and positiveinfluenceon tacit knowledgesharing, while hypothesisH3 ( = 0.004, p > 0.05) was not
supported.

R2 evaluates the portion of the variance of the endogenousvariables that the structural model
explains. The findings shown in Figure 2 reveal that the exogenous variables explain 27.3% of the
endogenous variables.

Individual :ak
0.320

Strategy Factor

Estructural Factor

Organizational
Factor

Figure 2. Path coefficient values. Source: SmartPLS.
Discussion

The results demonstrate theimportance of the individual factor for faculty members’ tacit
knowledge sharing inresearch groups (B = 0.320, p < 0.05). This finding corroborates previous
studies, such asthose of Joia and Lemos (2010), Obrenovic et al. (2020), Oliveira and Pinheiro
(2020), and Abbasi et a. (2021), inidentifyingthe individual factor as fundamental to the sharing of
tacit knowledge. Fauzi et al. (2019) obtained similar results, showing that trustincreases the
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relationshipsbetween academics. Roberts (2000) mentions that tacit learning is, in the learning
processes, embedded in individuals’ experiences. Ther predisposition for sharing tacit knowledge
increases, placing more trust inrelationships and showing greater interest in developing a shared
languagewith other professionals. The shared language in the form of shared intellect is essential in
group activities (BouLlusar and Segarra-Ciprés 2006; Nonaka and Krogh 2009). Garcia-Sanchez et
al. (2019) evidencethat, in research groups, the intensity and frequency of interactionsare essential to
strengthenrelationships and create bonds of trust. Blanco-Valbuena and Pineda (2019) corroborate
this. These authors identified that the availability of time is indeed one of thefundamental
characteristics of sharing tacit knowledge.

Theresults show that the organizational structure factor supports sharing tacit knowledge (p =
0.211, p < 0.05). The organizational structure aims to support and integrate the institution’s
communication flow and coordinate activities and responsibilities. It is adeterminant of knowledge
sharing processes as it depends on organizations’ size, formalization, centralization, and integration.
In line with the results of Bibi and Ali (2017), an organizational structure is adeterminant of
knowledgesharing processes as they depend on the organization’s size, formalization, centralization,
and integration. This corroborates the assertion of AlShams and Ajmal (2018), who state that the
organizational structure defines the flow of information and knowledge within the organization. In
turn, Krishnaveni and Sujatha (2012) reinforce that relational networks also boost knowledgein the
organizationwhen the relationships between the sources and the recipients of knowledgeare cohesive
(strong ties) and already exist in theface of ahierarchica organizational structure. In a strong
network, peopleinteract and share their experiences, abilities, and knowledgeformally and informally
(Razzague 2020; Zhang et al. 2021). Social group interaction contributes to knowledge sharing in
HEls (Ma and Chan 2014; Kang and Kim 2017). These results are confirmed in the communitiesof
practice, where participants seek professional improvement, reciprocity in contributions, and
advancement in their communities (Wasko and Fargj 2000; Moghavvemi et al. 2017).

Based on the research results, the knowledgemanagement strategy factor positively influencesthe
sharing of tacit knowledge(p = 0.147, p < 0.05). The nature of tacit knowledgerequires strategiesthat
prioritize contact between individuals, enabling interactions and contacts in search of solutions, and
learning from more experienced employees. This finding confirmed that the most used strategies and
toolsprioritize personal contacts informal or informal mechanisms(Holste and Fields 2010; Joia and
Lemos 2010). This finding isconsistent with the emphasis on knowledge transmission among
academics in ther practice. Academics’ previous work experiences are central to the processes of
knowledgesharing and are also associated with job mobility (Lee and Jung 2017). Therefore, we
concludethat the knowledgemanagement strategy through the transmission of knowledgeand training
is effectively supported inthe activities of research groups. Thus, the more tacit knowledge is for
developingactivities in research groups, the more interactionsfor transmitting this knowledgeamong
the participants happen. Furthermore, the knowledgemanagement strategy emphasi zesdevel opingand
promotingorganizational vision in support of tacit knowledge (AlShams and Ajmal 2018; Bedford
and Harrison 2015). Fauzi et al. (2019) state that faculty members share tacit knowledgein training
events, organization conferences, informal socia networks, and peer-to-peer communication in
universities. However, we did not investigate thefrequency of interactions for transmission and
training in groups. We, therefore, encourage future studies to explore thistopic.

Conclusions

Theenvironment of higher education institutions is highly dynamic and dependent on their
intellectual capital. Therefore, it isimperative to encourage public higher education institutions to
develop strategies appropriate to the tacit knowledge sharing factors. Research groups are
fundamental in sharing knowledge in higher education institutions, as they are responsible for
devel opingdisciplinesand the institution. Consequently, they promotelearning for individuals, groups,
and organizations. Furthermore, consideringthat internal and external agents are constantly impacting
teaching andresearch institutions, the constant motivation of individuals involved inresearch
activities, both intrinsically and extrinsically, isessential since the skills and experience acquired in
research come from teaching practice in research groups.

Thisstudy aimed to identify what factors influencethe tacit knowledgesharing of teachers and
researchersin research groups in higher education institutions. Based on structural equation modeling,
the empirical study identifiedthat the individual factor, organizational structure factor, and knowledge

253



STONE: HOW RESEARCH GROUPS IN UNIVERSITIES CAN FOSTER TACIT KNOWLEDGE SHARING

managementstrategy factor positively affect tacit knowledge sharing. However, the organizational
culture factor did not significantly affect tacit knowledge sharing.

We should also note in thisregard that the organizational culture factor can be influencedboth by
the organizational culture and departmental culture inthe case of HEIs. Thus, it issuggested that
managers should give more relevanceto the actions of research groups to promote the sharing of tacit
knowledge as an institutional strategy. Our article contributes to the literature onknowledge
managementand tacit knowledgesharing in Brazilian higher educationinstitutions, as studies in these
ingtitutionsare scarce. It aso reveasthat the individual factor isthe main enabler of tacit knowledge
sharing in research groups in Brazilian HEIs. Thisfindingimpliesthat investingin human resourcesis
fundamental for thedevelopment of academic researchers, groups, and institutions, asresearch
groups’ activities are motivated by individual interests. Thus, promoting interaction between
academics and groups isessential since it encourages organizational benefits and strengthens the
knowledge sharing culture in the institution.

Thiswork also contributes by studying the knowledge management strategy factor in HEIs. It
notesthat the strategies used to share tacit knowledgebenefit the institution as personal knowledgeis
transferred to the institution’s groups and society through their results. In practice, this work can help
the institution to define strategies and devel op future actions to promote a knowledgesharing culture
supported by an empirical study.

This research has some limitations. For example, we collected data from academic researchersin
a higher education ingtitution. These institutions have specific academic specificitiesrelated to their
management, reflecting theneed for unique processes, policies, and structures. Thus, these results
should not be generalized.

Sharing tacit knowledge is apromising fied of interest. In thisway, other studies can observe
tacit knowledge sharing and the evaluation measures of HEIs in different aspects, such asgrowth,
innovation, research results, internationalizationthrough the indicators studied, and the frequenciesof
interactionsbetween individuals, institutions, and nations. In addition, other studies can analyze the
leader’s influence on the sharing of tacit knowledge in different disciplines. Finally, gender studies
must be developed in atacit knowledge sharing context.

Appendix A. Constructsand Items

Construct Indicators Item Source

Individual Management of 1. I have the time and opportunity to share
Time with and receive know-how from others.

2. The used commeon language and jargon are (Joia and Lemos 2010)

Individual Factor Language
gU3E known by everyone.

3. [ feel safe sharing information and

Trust -
rus know-how with my colleagues.

1. I know exactly who at the university has the
Relationship Network specific know-how that can help me in the
research group.

2. I have access to people who with the Ad .
apted (Joia and Lemos
Hierarchy know-how I need, regardless of their aap U,,Lmo) ° :
hierarchical level. o

Organizational Structure
Factor

3. The organization provides a communication
Media system that allows researchers in my
course/ group to share knowledge.
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Organizational Culture Factor Communicational benefits of sharing knowledge.

1. Communication in the organization is
insufficient to promote knowledge sharing.
2. The hierarchical structure of the
organization inhibits knowledge sharing.

3. is a lac C ication a
There is a lack of communication about the Adapted (Joia and Lemos

- 2010) and (Riege 2005
4. There is little time available to develop 010) and (Riege 2005)

internal and external relationships with other
sources of knowledge.

5. Itis necessary to change the organization’s
culture to increase knowledge sharing.

Knowledge Management

1. When I need some know-how, [ am
Knowledge transference encouraged to try to get it from other

colleagues. (Joia and Lemos 2010)

Strategy Factor -
- 2. When I need specific know-how, I find a

Trainin .. e o
& training specmllst in the organization.

1. T am often willing to share knowledge from
my experience with other members of research
groups and more often
e .

Tacit Knowledge Sharing by other members of the organisation. de Ridde 2004)

3. I am willing to receive knowledge based on

the experience of other members of the

organisation.

REFERENCES

Abbasi, Saliha Gul, Mazhar Abbas, Mahir Pradana, Serhan Abdullah Salem Al-Shammari, Umer
Zaman, and Muhammad Shahid Nawaz. 2021. Impact of Organizational and Individual
Factors on Knowledge Sharing Behavior: Social Capital Perspective. SAGE Open 11: 112.

Al-Kurdi, Osama, Ramzi El-Haddadeh, and Tillal Eldabi. 2018. Knowledge Sharing in Higher
Education Ingtitutions: A Systematic Review. Journal of Enterprise Information
Management 31: 226-46.

AlShamsi, Omran, and Mian Ajmal. 2018. Critical Factors for Knowledge Sharing in
Technology-Intensive Organizations: Evidence from UAE Service Sector. Journal of
Knowledge Management 22: 384-412.

Anwar, Ch. Mahmood. 2017. Linkages between personality and knowledge sharing behavior in
workplace: Mediating role of affective states. E & M Ekonomie a Management 20: 10215.

Ardichvili, Alexander, Vaughn Page, and Tim Wentling. 2003. Mativation and Barriers to
Participation in Virtual Knowledge-SharingCommunitiesof Practice. Journal of Knowledge
Management 7: 64-77.

Asrar-ul-Hag, Muhammad, and Sadia Anwar. 2016. A Systematic Review of Knowledge
Management and KnowledgeSharing: Trends, Issues, and Challenges. Cogent Business and
Management 3: 1-17.

Bedford, Denise, and Frances Harrison. 2015. Leveraging Environmental Scanning Methods to
Identify Knowledge Management Activities in Transportation. Journal of Knowledge
Management 19: 579-92.

Bejinaru, Ruxandra, Cristian Valentin Hapenciuc, Iulian Condratov, and Pavel Stanciu. 2018. The
University Role in Devel oping the Human Capital for a Sustainable Bioeconomy. Amfiteatru
Economic 20: 583-98.

Bibi, Sadia, and Amjad Ali. 2017. Knowledge Sharing Behavior of Academics in Higher Education.
Journal of Applied Research in Higher Education 9: 550-64.

Blanco-Vabuena,Carlos E., and Wilmer Pineda. 2019. Transferencia de ConocimientoComo Factor
Critico Para La Gestion de La Ciencia, La Tecnologiay La Innovacién En Maloka Bogota,
Colombia. Revista Interamericana de Investigacion, Educacion y Pedagogia, RIIEP 12
41-70.

255

2. I offer my tacit knowledge when requested Adapted (van den Hooff and



STONE: HOW RESEARCH GROUPS IN UNIVERSITIES CAN FOSTER TACIT KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Bou-Llusar, Juan Carlos, and Mercedes Segarra-Ciprés. 2006. Strategic KnowledgeTransfer and Its
Implicationsfor Competitive Advantage: An Integrative Conceptual Framework. Journa of
Knowledge Management 10: 108-12.

Brouwer, Jasperina, and Ellen Jansen. 2019. Beyond Grades: Developing Knowledge Sharing in
Learning Communitiesas a Graduate Attribute. Higher Education Research & Development
38: 219-34.

Cabrera, Angdl, and Elizabeth F. Cabrera. 2002. K nowledge-SharingDilemmas. Organization Studies
23: 687-710.

Cabrera, Angel, William C. Cadllins, and Jesis F. Salgado. 2006. Determinants of Individual
Engagement in Knowledge Sharing.

International Journal of Human Resource Management 17: 24564.

Chennamaneni,Anitha, James T.C. Teng, and M. K. Raja. 2012. A Unified Model of Knowledge
Sharing Behaviours: Theoretical Development and Empirical Test. Behaviour and
Information Technology 31: 1097115.

Chin, Wynne W. 1998. Issues and Opinion on Structural Equation Modeling. MIS Quarterly 22:
vii—xvi. Chin, WynneW., Abhijit Gopal, and Robert P. Bostrom. 1997. Applying Adaptive
Structuration Theory to Investigate the Process of Group Support Systems Use. Journal of
Management Information Systems 8: 45-69.

Coadic, Yves-FrancoisLe. 2004. La Science de I’ Information. Edited by Presses Universitaires de
France. Traducgéo d. Brasilia: Brinquet de Lemos.

Cormican, Kathryn, Chen Meng, Suzana Sampaio, and Qiong Wu. 2021. Towards Sustainable
KnowledgeSharing Practices: An Analysisof Organizational Level Enablers. Sustainability
13: 12934,

Cummings, Jonathon N. 2004. Work Groups, Structural Diversity, and Knowledge Sharing in a
Global Organization. Management Science 50: 35264.

Davenport, Thomas H., and Laurence Prusak. 1998. Working Knowledge: How Organizations
Manage What They Know. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

De Long, David W., and Liam Fahey. 2000. Diagnosing Cultural Barriers to Knowledge
Management. Academy of Management Executive 14: 11327.

Disterer, Georg. 2003. Fostering Knowledge Sharing: Why and How. In IADIS International
ConferenceE-Society. Edited by Anténio Palma dos Reis and Pedro Isaias. Lisbon: IADIS,
International Association for Development of the Information Society, pp. 2126. Available
online: http://www.iadisportal .org/digital -library/fostering-knowl edge-sharing-why-and-how
(accessed on 28 January 2021).

Fauzi, Muhammad Ashraf, Christine Tan Nya-Ling, Ramayah Thurasamy, and Adedapo Oluwaseyi
Ojo. 2019. Evaluating Academics’ Knowledge Sharing Intentions in Malaysian Public
Universities. Malaysian Journal of Library & Information Science 24: 12343.

Fornell, Claes, and David F. Larcker. 1981. Evaluating Structural Equation Modes with
UnobservableVariables and Measurement Error. Journal of Marketing Research This 18:
39-50.

Fullwood, Roger, and Jennifer Rowley. 2017. Anlnvestigation of Factors Affecting Knowledge
Sharing amongst UK Academics. Journal of Knowledge Management 21: 125471.

Fullwood, Roger, Jennifer Rowley, and Jacqueline McLean. 2018. Exploring the Factors That
InfluenceK nowledge Sharing between Academics. Journal of Further and Higher Education
9486: 1-13.

Fullwood, Roger, Jennifer Rowley, and Rached Debridge. 2013. Knowledge Sharing amongst
Academicsin UK Universities. Journal of Knowledge Management 17: 12336.

Gangeswari, Tangargja, Roziah Mohd Rasdi, Bahaman Abu Samah, and Maimunah Ismail. 2016.
KnowledgeSharing Is Knowledge Transfer: A Misconception inthe Literature. Journal of
Knowledge Management 20: 653-70.

256



ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT JOURNAL

Garcia-Sanchez, Paola, Nieves L. Diaz-Diaz, and Petra De Sa&-Pérez. 2019. Social Capital and
Knowledge Sharing in Academic Research Teams. International Review of Administrative
Sciences 85: 191-207.

Ghabban, Fahad, Ali Selamat, and Roliana Ibrahim. 2018. New Model for Encouraging Academic
Staff in Saudi Universities to Use IT for Knowledge Sharing to Improve Scholarly
Publication Performance. Technology in Society 55: 9299.

Gupta, Anil K., and Vijay Govindargjan. 2000. KnowledgeManagements Social Dimension Lessons
from Nucor Steel. Sloan Management Review 42: 71.81.

Gupta, Vikas, and Asha Thomas. 2019. Fostering Tacit Knowledge Sharing and Innovative Work
Behaviour: Anlintegrated Theoretical View. International Journal of Managerial and
Financial Accounting 11: 326-46.

Hair, Jeffrey Risher, Marko Sarstedt, and Christian M. Ringle. 2019. When toUse and How to
Report the Results of PLS-SEM Abstract.

European Business Review 31: 2-24.

Hair, Joseph F., Jr., Tomas M. Hult, Christian M. Ringle, and Marko Sarstedt. 2017. A Primer on
Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modding (PLS-SEM). Edited by Sage
Publications. Thousand Oaks. Sage.

Haldin-Herrgard, Tua. 2000. Difficulties in Diffusion of Tacit Knowledge in Organizations. Journal
of Intellectual Capital 1: 357-65.

Hansen, Morten, Nitin Nohria, and Thomas Tierney. 1999. What’s Your Strategy for Managing
Knowledge? Havard Bussiness Review, 1-10. Available online
https://hbr.org/1999/03/whats-your-strategy-for-managing-knowledge (accessed on 28
January 2021). Hislop, Donald. 2002. Mission Impossible? Communicating and Sharing
Knowledge via Information Technology. Journa of Information Technology 17: 1657.

Holste, J. Scott, and Dail Fidds. 2010. Trust and Tacit Knowledge Sharing and Use. Journal of
Knowledge Management 14: 12840.

Howell, Kerry E., and Fenio Annansingh. 2013. Knowledge Generation and Sharing in UK
Universities: A Tale of Two Cultures?

International Journal of Information Management 33: 3239.

Hu, Li Tze and Peter M. Bentler. 1999. Cutoff Criteria for Fit Indexes in Covariance Structure
Analysis: Conventional Criteria versus New Alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling 6:
1-55.

Ipe, Minu. 2003. Knowledge Sharing in Organizations: A Conceptual Framework. Human Resource
Development Review 2: 33759.

Jiang, Guoyin, and Yan Xu. 2020. Tacit Knowledge Sharing in IT R&D Teams: Nonlinear
Evolutionary Theoretical Perspective. Information and Management 57: 103211.

Joia, Luiz Antonio. 2007. Knowledge Management Strategies: Creating and Testing a Measurement
Scale. International Journal of Learning and Intellectual Capital 4: 20321.

Joia, Luiz Antonio, and Bernardo Lemos. 2010. Relevant Factors for Tacit Knowledge Transfer
within Organisations. Journal of Knowledge Management 14: 41027.

Kang, Minhyung, and Byoungsoo Kim. 2017. Mativation, Opportunity, and Ability in Knowledge
Transfer: A Social Network Approach. Knowledge Management Research & Practice 15:
214-24.

Kim, Junga, Chunsik Lee, and Troy Elias. 2015. Factors Affecting Information Sharing in Social
Networking Sites amongst University Students Application of the Knowledge-Sharing Model
to Social Networking Sites. Online Information Review 39: 290309.

Krishnaveni,R., and R. Sujatha. 2012. Communitiesof Practice: An InfluencingFactor for Effective
Knowledge Transfer in Organizations. IUP Journal of Knowledge Management 10: 2640.

257



STONE: HOW RESEARCH GROUPS IN UNIVERSITIES CAN FOSTER TACIT KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Lee, Jung-Chieh, Yih-Chearng Shiue, and Chung-Yang Chen. 2016. Examining thelmpacts of
Organizational Culture and Top Management Support of KnowledgeSharing on the Success
of Software Process Improvement. Computers in Human Behavior 54: 46274.

Lee, Soo Jeung, and JisunJung. 2017. Work Experiences and Knowledge Transfer among Korean
Academics. Focusing on Generational Differences. Studies in Higher Education 43:
2033-58.

Leonard, Dorothy, and Sylvia Sensiper. 1998. The Role of Tacit Knowledge in Group Innovation.
California Management Review 40: 112-32.

Ma, Will W. K., and Albert Chan. 2014. Knowledge Sharing and Social Media: Altruism, Perceived
Online Attachment Motivation, and Perceived Online Relationship Commitment. Computers
in Human Behavior 39: 51-58.

Mahamed Ismail, Nor Ashmiza, ChristineWelch, and Mark Xu. 2015. Towards a Sustainable Quality
of University Research: Knowledge Sharing. KnowledgeM anagement Research & Practice
13: 168-77.

Mcdermott, Richard, and Carla O’Dell. 2001. Overcoming Cultural Barriers to Sharing Knowledge.
Journal of Knowledge Management 5: 76-85.

Miller, Julia. 2019. Where Does the Time Go? An Academic Workload Case Study at an Australian
University. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management 41: 63345.

Mitchell, Vincent-Wayne, William S. Harvey, and Geoffrey Wood. 2021. Where Does All the © Know
How * Go? The Role of Tacit Knowledgein Research Impact. Higher Education Research &
Development 41: 1-15.

Moghavvemi, Sedigheh, Manal Sharabati, Tanuosha Paramanathan, and Nurliana Md Rahin. 2017.
TheImpact of Perceived Enjoyment, Perceived Reciprocal Benefits and Knowledge Power
on Students’ Knowledge Sharing through Facebook. International Journal of Management
Education 15: 1-12.

Mura, Ladislav, Tibor Zsigmond, and Renata Machova. 2021. The Effects of Emotional Intelligence
and Ethics of SME Employees on Knowledge Sharing in Central-European Countries.
Oeconomia Copernicana 12: 907-34.

Nakano, Davi, Jorge Muniz, and Edgard Dias Batista. 2013. Engaging Environments: Tacit
Knowledge Sharing on the Shop Floor.

Journal of Knowledge Management 17: 296-306.

Nonaka, Ikujiro, and Georg von Krogh. 2009. Tacit Knowledge and Knowledge Conversion:
Controversy and Advancementin Organizational KnowledgeCreation Theory. Organization
Science 20: 635-52.

Nonaka, Ikujiro, and Hirotaka Takeuchi. 1995. The Knowledge-Creating Company: How Japanese
Companies Create the Dynamics of Innovation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

NooriSepehr, Mohammad, and Lela Keikavoosi-Arani. 2019. The Relationship between Effective
Factors on Knowledge Sharing among Faculty Members of Alborz University of Medical
Sciences. Entomology and Applied Science Letters 6: 24-32. Available online
https://easl etters.com/index.php? ournal =journal & page=arti cle& op=view& path%5B%5D=2
98& path%5B%5D=266 (accessed on 13 April 2021).

O’Dédll, Carla, and C. Jackson Grayson. 1998. If Only We Knew What We Know: Identificationand
Transfer of Internal Best Practices. California Management Review 40: 15474,

Obrenovic, Bojan, Du Jianguo, Diana Tsoy, Slobodan Obrenovic, Muhammad Aamir Shafique Khan,
and Farooq Anwar. 2020. The Enjoyment of Knowledge Sharing: Impact of Altruism on
Tacit Knowledge-Sharing Behavior. Frontiersin Psychology 11: 1496.

Oliveira, Méarcio, and Paulo Pinheiro. 2020. Factors and Barriers to Tacit Knowledge Sharing in
Non-Profit Organizations—A Case Study of Volunteer Firefighters in Portugal. Journal of
the Knowledge Economy 12: 1294-313.

258



ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT JOURNAL

Panahi, Sirous, Jason Watson, and Helen Partridge. 2016. Conceptualising Social Media Support for
Tacit Knowledge Sharing: Physicians’ Perspectives and Experiences. Journal of Knowledge
Management 20: 344-63.

Paroutis, Sotirios, and Alya Al Saleh. 2009. Determinants of Knowledge Sharing Using Web 2.0
Technologies. Journal of Knowledge Management 13: 5263.

Pour, Mona Jami, and Fatemeh Taheri. 2019. Personality Traits and KnowledgeSharing Behavior in
Social Media: Mediating Role of Trust and Subjective Well-Being. On the Horizon 27:
98-117.

Razmerita, Liana, Kathrin Kirchner, and PiaNielsen. 2016. What Factors Influence Knowledge
Sharing in Organizations? A Social Dilemma Perspective of Social Media Communication.
Journal of Knowledge Management 20: 122546.

Razzague, Anjum. 2020. M-Learning Improves Knowledge Sharing Over e-Learning Platforms to
Build Higher Education Student$ Social Capital. SAGE Open 10.

Riege, Andreas. 2005. Three-Dozen Knowledge-SharingBarriers Managers Must Consider. Journal
of Knowledge Management 9: 18 35.

Riege, Andreas. 2007. Actions to Overcome Knowledge Transfer Barriers in MNCs. Journal of
Knowledge Management 11: 4867.

Ringle, Christian M., Dirceu Da Silva, and Didgenes De Souza Bido. 2014. Modelagemde Equactes
Estruturais Com Utilizacdo Do Smartpls. Revista Brasileira de Marketing 13: 56-73.

Ringle, Christian M., Sven Wende, and Jan-Michael Becker. 2015. SmartPLS 3. boenningstedt:
SmartPLS. Available online: https://www.smartpls.com (accessed on 13 April 2021).

Raberts, Joanne. 2000. From Know-How to Show-How? Questioning the Role of Information and
CommunicationTechnologies in Knowledge Transfer. Technology Analysis and Strategic
Management 12: 429-43.

Sun, Peter, and John L. Scott. 2003. Exploring the Divide—Organizational Learning and Learning
Organization. The Learning Organization 10: 202-15.

Sun, Peter Yih-Tong, and John L. Scott. 2005. An Investigation of Barriers to KnowledgeTransfer.
Journal of Knowledge Management 9: 7590.

Szulanski, Gabriel. 1996. Exploring Internal Stickiness: Impedimentsto the Transfer of Best Practice
within the Firm. Strategic Management Journal 17: 2743.

Tan, Christine Nya-Ling. 2016. Enhancing Knowledge Sharing and Research Collaboration among
Academics: The Role of Knowledge Management. Higher Education 71: 5256.

Thomas, Asha, and Vikas Gupta. 2022. Tacit Knowledge in Organizations: Bibliometrics and a
Framework-Based Systematic Review of Antecedents, Outcomes, Theories, Methods and
Future Directions. Journal of Knowledge Management 26: 101441.

Van den Hooff, Bart, and Jan A. de Ridde. 2004. Knowledge Sharing in Context: The Influence of
Organizational Commitment, Communication Climate and CMC Use on Knowledge
Sharing. Journal of Knowledge Management 8: 11730.

Wang, Sheng, and Raymond A. Noe. 2010. KnowledgeSharing: A Review and Directionsfor Future
Research. Human Resource Management Review 20: 11531.

Wasko, M. McLure, and Samer Fargj. 2000. It Is What One Does’: Why People Participate and Help
Others in Electronic Communitiesof Practice. Journal of Strategic Information Systems 9:
155-73.

Yi, Jialin. 2009. A Measure of Knowledge Sharing Behavior: Scale Development and Validation.
Knowledge Management Research and Practice 7: 6581.

Yusof, Zawiyah M., Mohd Bakhari Ismail, Kamsuriah Ahmad, and Maryati M. Yusof. 2012.
Knowledge Sharing in the Public Sector in Malaysiaa A Proposed Hoalistic Modd.
Information Development 28: 4354.

Zhang, Hongjuan, Rong Han, Liang Wang, and Runhui Lin. 2021. Social Capital in China: A
Systematic Literature Review. Asian Business and Management 20: 3277.

259



	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Methodology
	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Appendix A. Constructs and Items
	REFERENCES

