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CHAPTER 1 

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

When man was stepping into the doors of 21st century, the basis of survival and 

growth of his micro as well as macro economy changed. Now he has started relying 

on knowledge more than any other resource, which is why economists have denoted 

this economy as Knowledge Economy.  In this new era, knowledge has become the 

basis of competitive advantage for firms (Nonaka, 1991; Davis and Botkin, 1994). 

The knowledge Gurus denote knowledge as “perhaps the only source of competitive 

advantage” (Drucker, 1995) or strategically “the most important resource” (Grant, 

1996). Hence to remain competitive in this knowledge economy, businesses need to 

develop strategies to manage and retain this knowledge as effectively and as 

efficiently as possible. This need of businesses has led to the emergence of the field of 

Knowledge Management (KM).  

According to the ontological dimension of knowledge creation, primarily, 

knowledge is created by individuals not organizations (Nonaka, 1994). This 

knowledge created by individuals is the primary concern of organizations, as 

organizations need to know what their employees know (Rainer, 2003). According to 

Richter (2000), this individual knowledge is first combined at group level, then it is 

“routinized at organization level” and from these organization routines, 

organizational knowledge emerges. This organization knowledge, by all means, can 

be considered as strategic asset, which will ultimately enable organizations to become 

learned and “preserve and expand their core competencies” (Audrey and Robert, 

2001). Hence, to achieve the title of a learning organization, knowledge must be 
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transformed from individual level to the organization level. This accumulation of 

knowledge at organization level is achieved through knowledge sharing (Audrey and 

Robert, 2001).  

Based on the preceding discussion, it is evident that KM efforts cannot be 

successful unless employees open their minds to share their valuable knowledge 

(Chow et al., 2000). That is why knowledge sharing has emerged as the most 

important and widely discussed activity of KM (Ford, 2001).  

In very simple terms, knowledge sharing is a process in which individuals share 

their knowledge with other members of the organization. Regardless of the 

importance of knowledge sharing, knowledge hoarding is intrinsic in human nature at 

large (Bock and Kim, 2002). This is why Davenport (1998) has denoted knowledge 

sharing as “unnatural”. Hence, the challenge to flourish knowledge sharing is that it 

cannot be enforced, rather it can only be encouraged or facilitated (Gibbert and 

Krause, 2002). If we accept this notion then it becomes imperative to answer one 

important question, that “what encourages individuals to share their valuable 

knowledge?”  

 Many researchers have tried to answer this vital question. Past and current 

research works have analyzed the effect of several factors on knowledge sharing 

behavior, for example extrinsic rewards (Bock and Kim, 2002), organizational climate 

and socio-psychological factors (Bock et al., 2005), Information and Communication 

Technologies (ICT) (Ahmed et al., 2006) and long term, short term benefits and costs 

(Huang et al., 2008).  

Using the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), proposed by Fishbein and Ajzen 

(1975), the aim of this study is to understand individual’s knowledge sharing behavior 

from the dual perspective of intrinsic and extrinsic kinds of motivation. For this 

purpose the study incorporates extrinsic rewards, Organization Citizenship Behavior 

(OCB) and demographic variables in TRA. These variables have been used in other 

frameworks (i.e. Bock and Kim, 2002; Bock et al., 2005; Chieh, 2007; Yang and 

Farn, 2007) but with certain limitations. Hence, the study will propose a framework of 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivators of knowledge sharing to understand individual’s 
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knowledge sharing motivation from both motivational perspectives and at the same 

time will fill the research gaps for the underlined variables.  

1.2 Background 

As described earlier individuals are motivated either intrinsically, by doing the task 

itself (Ryan and Deci, 2000a) or they get extrinsic motivation, which comes from 

outside the work or individual (Bateman and Crant, 2002). Without understanding the 

effect of these two factors, it is inconceivable to understand an individual’s 

motivation to share his knowledge (Lin, 2007a). Due to this reason researchers have 

underlined the importance of extrinsic rewards (Argote et al., 2003; Zárraga and 

Bonache, 2003; Burgess, 2005; Cabrera et al., 2006; Lin, 2007a; Bi-Fen et al., 2007) 

and Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB) (Chieh, 2007; Yang and Farn, 2007) to 

affect individual’s decision to share his knowledge. Extrinsic rewards dwell in 

extrinsic motivation whereas OCB is an intrinsically motivated voluntary behavior. 

Both of these factors have been a topic of great interest among researchers and 

practitioners. 

At the same time, individual differences should be regarded as one of the most 

challenging issues facing modern day managers (University of Phoenix, 2003). Hence 

apart from extrinsic and intrinsic motivations, it is important to understand differences 

in knowledge sharing based on individual’s demographic variables (Lin, 2006). Very 

limited research work is available on the effect of demographic variables on 

knowledge sharing behavior (Ismail and Yusof, 2009). The background of the study is 

also linked with the overwhelming interest of researchers and practitioners to 

understand how to motivate individuals to share their valuable knowledge.  

In the last few years, Petroliam Nasional Berhad (PETRONAS), one of the largest 

oil and gas organizations in Malaysia, has embarked upon KM initiatives and is keen 

to undertake timely and right measures to flourish knowledge sharing (KMTalk, 

2010). For this purpose, it was essential for PETRONAS to understand what 

motivates individuals to share their valuable knowledge. In this study, one sub-sector 

within PETRONAS education division, which is training institutes, has been chosen 
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as a case study. This will help to provide a more customized solution to PETRONAS 

training institutes. One of the important reasons to choose these institutes was the high 

involvement of IT in these institutes, especially as an enabler for knowledge sharing.  

The details on the training institutes of PETRONAS and their relevance with IT are 

presented in section 1.12. In the future, the study can be expanded to other areas of 

the company. 

Keeping the above background in mind, the forthcoming section 1.3 will present 

the problem area and the motivation of this study.  

1.3 Motivation of the Study and Problem Statement 

As described earlier, knowledge sharing is still not intrinsically motivated behavior at 

large (Davenport, 1998) and it is a voluntary act which cannot be enforced rather it 

can only be encouraged or facilitated (Gibbert and Krause, 2002). Researchers have 

attempted to understand the motivation behind individual’s knowledge sharing 

behavior, however there is lack of research work which attempts to understand 

individual’s motivation to share his knowledge from both intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivational perspectives (Lin, 2007a). By using the case of PETRONAS training 

institutes, the major motivation behind this study is to provide a framework which 

will enable us to understand individual’s motivation to share his knowledge from the 

perspective of intrinsic and extrinsic forms of motivation. In this regard extrinsic 

rewards and OCB can be regarded as the representative variables of extrinsic and 

intrinsic motivation respectively. As discussed in section 1.1, extrinsic rewards and 

OCB have been a topic of great interest for researchers and some have attempted to 

understand their relation with knowledge sharing. However, there is a need to fill up 

certain gaps in the literature in the case of the relationship between these variables and 

knowledge sharing. In the forthcoming paragraphs, these research gaps are described.  

Researchers have analyzed the impact of extrinsic rewards on either knowledge 

sharing attitude (Bock and Kim, 2002; Bock et al., 2005) or knowledge sharing 

behavior (Argote et al., 2003; Zárraga and Bonache, 2003; Burgess, 2005; Cabrera et 

al., 2006; Bi-Fen et al., 2007). However as Andriessen (2006) stated that the 
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discussion of rewards is related with the theories of motivation, and motivation and 

intention are interchangeable terms and have same meanings. Hence, apart from 

individual’s attitude and actual behavior of knowledge sharing, it is imperative to 

analyze the effect of extrinsic rewards on his intention to share knowledge. Although 

the Multifactor Interaction Knowledge sharing model (MIKS), proposed by 

Andriessen (2006), has proposed a relationship between incentives, including 

extrinsic rewards, with knowledge sharing intention but the model has not been tested 

empirically. 

In the case of OCB, some studies have attempted to analyze the effect of OCB on 

knowledge sharing intention (Chieh, 2007; Yang and Farn, 2007). However, to the 

best of author’s knowledge, there is no existing research work which has attempted to 

study the relationship between OCB and knowledge sharing behavior.  

It is important to understand the impact of demographic variables on knowledge 

sharing (Lin, 2006a). In fact, researchers have not reached a consensus on this 

relationship (Ehigie and Otukoya, 2005). At the same time, there is a lack of research 

work concerning the effect of demographic variables on knowledge sharing behavior 

(Ismail and Yusof, 2009).  

From the preceding paragraphs, it is evident that there is a need to fill these gaps 

in the literature and revisit the relationship of extrinsic rewards, OCB and 

demographic variables with knowledge sharing. The forthcoming section 1.4 will lay 

down the important questions which the study will attempt to answer for overcoming 

the limitations. 

1.4 Research Questions 

This study will answer two major and in total five questions. These questions are as 

follows: 

1. What is the impact of intrinsic and extrinsic forms of motivation on 

individual’s knowledge sharing? 



6 

Following are the sub-questions which will help to answer the above major 

questions.  

a. What is the effect of knowledge sharing attitude on knowledge sharing 

intention and the effect of knowledge sharing intention on knowledge 

sharing behavior? 

b. What is the effect of OCB and extrinsic rewards on knowledge 

sharing? 

2. Apart from motivational perspective, how individuals differ in performing 

their knowledge sharing behavior. 

Following question will help to answer the above research question 

a. Based on demographic variables, is there any difference between 

individuals in manifesting their knowledge sharing intention into 

knowledge sharing behavior?  

1.5 Research Objectives 

To understand individual’s motivation to share his knowledge from intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivational perspectives, the proposed framework will incorporate OCB 

and extrinsic rewards in Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), which is a well known 

theory to understand human behavior. At the same time, the framework will also 

include demographic variables to understand differences in knowledge sharing 

behavior among individuals. Hence the objectives of the study are to:  

Objective 1: Provide a framework, which will enable us to understand individual’s 

motivation to share his knowledge from the perspective of both intrinsic and extrinsic 

forms of motivation. 

To achieve the above objective, following two sub-objectives will be achieved. 

Objective 1 (a): Identify whether knowledge sharing attitude leads to knowledge 

sharing intention and consequently to knowledge sharing behavior. 
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Although objective 1 (a), which is related to TRA, has been tested empirically in 

past research work (Andriessen, 2006; Yang and Farn, 2007; Samieh and Wahba, 

2007; Irene et al., 2009) however it is inevitable to measure these relationships as 

other variables in the framework will be effecting knowledge sharing intention, 

knowledge sharing behavior or relationship between them as well. Secondly, it will be 

necessary to analyze this relationship within the context of training institutes of an oil 

and gas company.  

Objective 1 (b): Determine the effect of extrinsic rewards and OCB, as 

representative variables of extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, on individual’s 

motivation to share his valuable knowledge. 

Objective 2: Identify how individuals differ, based on their personality attributes, 

in their knowledge sharing behavior. 

Objective 2 (a): Identify the effect of individual’s demographic variables on his 

knowledge sharing behavior as a moderating variable.  

1.6 Research Approach 

Based on the literature survey, a framework of individual’s knowledge sharing is 

proposed. Based on that framework, six major and total of nineteen hypotheses were 

formed. To test these hypotheses, personally administered questionnaire were used as 

a survey instrument. 

The data was collected from three training institutes of PETRONAS and the 

respondents were the knowledge workers working as trainers and facilitators at these 

institutes. These institutes include PETRONAS Management Training (PERMATA), 

Institute Technology PETRONAS (INSTEP), and Akademi Laut Malaysia (ALAM). 

The reasons behind choosing these training institutes are given in section 1.12.1. The 

whole population of trainers and facilitators working at these institutes was 

approached. After the data was gathered it was analyzed using regression analysis on 

SPSS 16.0 statistical tool. The proposed framework and the method to validate the 

framework are described in detail in chapter 3.  
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1.7 Contribution of the Research Work 

By using TRA, the study proposes a framework of intrinsic and extrinsic motivators 

of individual’s knowledge sharing by revisiting the effect of extrinsic rewards, OCB 

and demographic variables on knowledge sharing. Firstly, as mentioned earlier, there 

is lack of research work which attempts to understand individual’s motivation to share 

his knowledge from both intrinsic and extrinsic motivational perspectives (Lin, 

2007a). Hence this study expands the empirical understanding of the subject.   

At the same time, the study also analyzes and revisits the relationship between 

variables for which there is either a research gap or lack of research work. These 

relationships include the relationship between extrinsic rewards and knowledge 

sharing intention, OCB and knowledge sharing behavior and the effect of 

demographic variables on knowledge sharing as a moderating variable. 

Last but not the least, this is the first study, to the best of author’s knowledge, 

which attempts to study individual’s knowledge sharing motivators in the training 

institutes of an oil and gas company.  

1.8 Scope of the Study 

The scope of the study is limited to understand the motivators of knowledge sharing 

from intrinsic and extrinsic motivational perspectives. There are other factors which 

may hinder or flourish knowledge sharing, but they are out of the scope of this study. 

Secondly, other components of TRA are also out of the scope of this study. The 

main concern of the study is to develop a framework and overcome the limitations of 

past studies regarding the impact of extrinsic rewards, OCB and demographic 

variables on knowledge sharing behavior. 

Thirdly, the study has analyzed the difference between individuals, in manifesting 

their knowledge sharing intention into behavior, based on the demographic variables. 

The reason behind those differences is also not included in the scope of the study. 
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1.9 Limitation of the Study 

The study has some limitations which will be discussed in this section. Firstly, the 

responses taken from the peers on OCB and knowledge sharing behavior may be 

biased but the approach adopted by the researcher was the best among available 

options.  

Low response rate because of the time limitations, both from the respondent and 

researcher’s side, can be considered as a limitation of this study.  

The target respondents were trainers and facilitators of only PETRONAS training 

institutes. The results which have been sought from this study cannot be generalized 

and can differ in a different setting.  

1.10 Target Respondents 

As described earlier, the target respondents of the study are knowledge workers 

involved in training and facilitation in the training institutes of PETRONAS. 

PETRONAS is a government owned fully-integrated Oil and Gas Corporation in 

Malaysia. PETRONAS is operating in more than 32 countries worldwide and is 

ranked among global Fortune 500 companies. 

PETRONAS has three training institutes namely, PERMATA, INSTEP and ALAM. 

A brief overview of these three training institutes is given in 1.12.  

1.11 Training and Training Institutes 

According to Salvi (2009): 

“Training is an educational process. People can learn new 

information, re-learn and reinforce existing knowledge and skills, 

and most importantly have time to think and consider what new 

options can help them improve their effectiveness at work”.   
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Hence the objective of training is to improve the performance of trainees at their 

workplace (Cross, 1996). Training institutes provide the necessary skills and expertise 

to the people. The trainees can be employee of a company or also can be students 

learning a specific skill. The trainers are the people who train the trainees in a specific 

skill by conducting and supervising training programs (Susan, 2010). 

1.12 PETRONAS Training Institutes 

PETRONAS education division consists of six wholly owned subsidiaries including 

Educational Sponsorship Unit, Universiti Teknologi PETRONAS (UTP), 

PETRONAS Management Training (PERMATA), Institute Technology PETRONAS 

(INSTEP), Akademi Laut Malaysia (ALAM), PETROSAINS and PETRONAS 

Petroleum Resource Center (PRC). Among these education divisions, PERMATA, 

INSTEP and ALAM are training institutes. The reasons behind choosing these 

institutes are given in the forthcoming section, 1.12.1, of this chapter.  

1.12.1 Why PETRONAS Training Institutes? 

It is important to describe a number of reasons which lead to the choice of 

PETRONAS training institutes, which are as follows.   

Firstly, PETRONAS is embarking upon KM initiatives. To make these initiatives 

successful, it is important to flourish knowledge sharing within the organization. 

PETRONAS acknowledges this fact and is keen to take up important steps. 

Secondly, in KM literature, currently, there is lack of research work which 

attempts to study motivation factors of knowledge sharing in an oil and gas company 

as well as training institutes. 

Thirdly, the reason behind choosing only training institutes within PETRONAS is 

to provide customized solution. Other institutes under the education division of 

PETRONAS, such as UTP, Educational Sponsorship Unit, PETROSAINS and PRC, 
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are not training institutes and hence do not come under the scope of this study. The 

work can be extended to other parts of the company in future work. 

Another important reason to choose these institutes was the involvement of IT in 

these institutes especially as an enabler for knowledge sharing. This important aspect 

of PETRONAS training institutes, and its relevance with this research work, has been 

highlighted separately in section 1.13. 

The forthcoming sub-sections, 1.12.2, 1.12.3 and 1.12.4, will provide the details 

of each training institute.  

1.12.2 PERMATA 

PETRONAS Management Training Sdn Bhd (PMTSB) is a wholly owned subsidiary 

of PETRONAS. PERMATA is one of the two training units under PMTSB. Over the 

years PERMATA has become the center of management training and development 

programs for PETRONAS employees. PERMATA management programs include 

Corporate Competencies Development Programs, Corporate Leadership Development 

Programs and Organizational Learning Program. PERMATA consists of more than 

130 employees with 50 knowledge workers working as facilitators and trainers.  

1.12.3 INSTEP 

Institute Technology PETRONAS (INSTEP) is also a wholly owned subsidiary of 

PETRONAS. It is one of the two training units under PMTSB including PERMATA. 

Whereas PERMATA gives management training, INSTEP is a technical training unit. 

It has been an important source of providing technically skilled employees not only to 

PETRONAS Corporation but also to other large organizations working in the oil and 

gas sector in Malaysia. INSTEP has more than 200 employees, with about 100 

training workers and facilitators. 
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1.12.4 ALAM 

The Maritime Academy Malaysia, ALAM (Akademi Laut Malaysia) is Malaysia’s 

premier maritime training and education institute, in which almost all the courses 

related to maritime are taught. The training and education provided in ALAM 

includes areas such as Pre-Sea, Nautical Studies, Marine Engineering and 

Technology, Marine Safety and Operations, Marine Electronics and Communications, 

Shipping Business, management, technical and support services. The institute also has 

strong ties with many overseas institutes in countries like Canada, US and Europe. 

There are 36 trainers and facilitators in ALAM.  

All the above information regarding PETRONAS and its training institutes 

including PERMATA, INSTEP and ALAM has been retrieved from PETRONAS 

official web site (PETRONAS, 2010). 

1.13 PETRONAS Training Institutes and IT 

One of the major reasons to choose PETRONAS training institutes as a case was the 

usage of IT in these institutes especially as an enabler of knowledge sharing. It is 

important to highlight this aspect to link the research work with IT. The involvement 

of IT in these institutes can be seen from three perspectives, which are: 

 

 The usage of IT tools as knowledge sharing enabler 

 IT training provided by the trainers  

 The IT knowledge sharing by the trainers 

Because of the greater emphasis of PETRONAS on KM in recent years, there is 

IT infrastructure in these training institutes, which acts as enabler of knowledge 

sharing within the organization.  Example of such IT infrastructure can be 

PETRONAS e-Learning, which “leverages on the latest information and 

communication technology (ICT) to provide online training and development 

programs for its employees” (PETRONAS, 2010). These institutes are also using a 

PETRONAS wide centralized IT system named AXIS to aid knowledge sharing 

within the organizations. In one of the training institutes, there is a dedicated person, 
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who promotes the usage of AXIS. Apart from AXIS and e-learning, there are other IT 

systems, such as Edushare, Learning Aids Database (LAD), Learning Management 

System (LMS) and PRESERVED, which enable knowledge sharing within these 

training institutes. One of the institutes is also developing a knowledge portal for 

teaching and learning knowledge using an open source concept-mapping program 

called CmapTools. 

Secondly, apart from management and technical training, the trainers at these 

institutes also provide some IT training. The example of such training is Microsoft 

software training.  

 

Thirdly, the trainers also share IT knowledge with their colleagues. This 

knowledge primarily includes their knowledge on the usage of the IT tools, such as 

AXIS, LAD and Edushare.  

 

The preceding paragraphs show that the trainers and facilitators at the training 

institutes of PETRONAS, use IT infrastructure in the form of knowledge sharing 

tools, provide IT training and share their IT related knowledge with each other. In this 

study, the first (using IT tools to share knowledge) and the third factors (sharing IT 

related knowledge) have been measured to understand knowledge sharing behavior of 

the trainers. This makes the study relevant to IT and the practitioners in IT industry, 

especially organizations providing IT training can benefit from the study and flourish 

knowledge sharing among IT trainers.  

1.14 Overall Research Plan 

The research has been completed in four semesters. Following is the overall flow of 

how the research was conducted. In the first phase the problem was identified and a 

thorough literature survey was done to understand the available research work on the 

problem. At the same time, the whole research methodology was designed to achieve 

the desired objectives and solve the problem. 
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Phase I 

  

 

 

 

In the second phase, the steps were taken to validate the proposed solution to the 

problem by selecting and designing the survey instrument, sampling and finally data 

gathering. In the third phase, the collected data was analyzed and the results and the 

whole research process were reported in the form of a thesis. 

Phase II 

 

 

 

 

 

1.15 Thesis Formation 

Chapter 1: The first chapter of the thesis provides an overview of the whole research. 

It includes the background, problem area, objectives and research question. At the 

same time a brief introduction of the methodology has also been provided.  

Phase III 

1- Problem Identification 2- Literature Survey 

3- Design of Research 
Methodology 

4- Selection of Survey 
Instrument 5. Design Survey Instrument 

6. Sampling 7. Data Collection 

8. Data Analysis 9. Thesis Writing 
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Chapter 2: This part of the thesis, which is literature review, consists of describing 

different components and their relationships with each other in the light of past work. 

It includes a comprehensive analysis of the literature on knowledge sharing, Theory 

of Reasoned Action (TRA), Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB), extrinsic 

rewards and demographic variables. 

Chapter 3: The third chapter of the thesis presents the research methodology that has 

been adopted in the study. It provides the conceptual model, the derivation of the 

model as well as the hypotheses that has been derived from the framework. The 

chapter also provides the steps involved in the validation of the framework such as 

time horizon, population and respondents, sampling, instrumentation, structure of the 

questionnaire, reliability and scaling and the description of questions.  

Chapter 4: Chapter four presents the finding of the study as well as the consequent 

analysis on the results. The results of all the twenty hypotheses have been presented 

separately with the consequent analysis of the findings. 

Chapter 5: This part of the thesis discusses the results which were presented in 

chapter four. At the same time it provides the compliance and contrast of results with 

previous studies as well as rationale behind the results. 

Chapter 6: The last chapter of the thesis provides the reader with the conclusion of 

the study. It includes the objectives which have been achieved from the study, 

contribution, limitations, recommendations and future work. 

1.16 Summary 

This chapter presented the overview of the whole research. The chapter started with 

the introduction and the background of the study. The chapter then presented the 

problem area and statement following by the objectives which will be achieved to 

overcome the limitations of previous works. The chapter also briefly highlighted the 

research methodology, contribution, scope and limitation of the study. A brief 

introduction of PETRONAS and the training institutes has been given in the chapter. 

At the end, overall formation of the thesis and the whole research plan was presented.  
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The forthcoming chapter will present the literature survey describing different 

components and their relationships with each other in the light of past works. It 

includes a comprehensive analysis of the literature on knowledge sharing, Theory of 

Reasoned Action (TRA), Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB), extrinsic rewards 

and demographic variables. 
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CHAPTER 2 – LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

CHAPTER 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Overview 

The previous chapter presented an overview of the whole research. This chapter will 

analyze the major components of this research in the light of literature. Several 

important components will be discussed including knowledge sharing, importance of 

knowledge sharing for organizations, TRA and its significance to understand human 

behavior including knowledge sharing behavior, rewards and their effect on 

knowledge sharing, OCB and its effect on knowledge sharing, and demographic 

variables and their relation with knowledge sharing behavior.  

2.2 Knowledge Management (KM) 

In 21st century’s Knowledge Economy, knowledge has become the basis of 

competitive advantage for firms (Nonaka, 1991; Davis and Botkin, 1994). Hence to 

remain competitive in this economy, businesses need to develop strategies to manage 

and retain this knowledge as effectively and as efficiently as possible. This need of 

businesses has led to the emergence of KM. From the competitive advantage 

perspective, KM can be defined by Chong and Choi (2007) as: 

“systematic management of organization knowledge which involves 

the process of creating, gathering, organizing, storing, defusing, use 

and exploitation of knowledge for creating business value and 

generating competitive advantage”  
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The cornerstone of KM is the knowledge, which resides and is generated 

primarily within individual’s brain (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Bock et al., 2005). 

However, organizations are under constant threat to lose this valuable knowledge as 

employees tend to switch jobs quite frequently, resulting in knowledge drain (Ling et 

al., 2008). To retain this valuable knowledge, organizations dip into it and expand 

their collective knowledge base, known as organizational knowledge (Hatch, 2009). 

This organizational knowledge, by all means, can be considered as strategic asset, 

which will, ultimately, enable organizations to become learned and “preserve and 

expand their core competencies” (Audrey and Robert, 2001). Hence, to achieve the 

title of a learning organization, organizations need to know what their employees 

know (Rainer, 2003) and knowledge must be transformed from the individual to the 

organization level (Kucza, 2001). This is important because the individual knowledge 

has lesser value for organizations until the individuals open their minds to share it 

with others (Chow et al., 2000).  

Many important aspects of KM process have been proposed by researchers to 

manage the knowledge effectively (Nonaka, 1994; Gold et al., 2001; Alavi and 

Leidner, 2001; Bloodgood and Salisbury, 2001). However, before any knowledge is 

managed, it is important for organizations to continuously create and accumulate 

knowledge for a sustainable competitive advantage (Lee and Choi, 2003; Lee et al., 

2006). Therefore knowledge creation is one of the most important processes for the 

success of organizations (Lee and Choi, 2003). The knowledge creation model of 

Nonaka (1994) is one of the important models to understand knowledge creation in 

the organization. There are four modes of knowledge creation described by Nonaka 

(1994). They are socialization, externalization, combination and internalization. 

Socialization is when individuals share tacit knowledge with each other (Alavi and 

Leidner, 2001). This tacit knowledge is then transformed into explicit knowledge by 

codification through the process of externalization (Nonaka, 1994; Alavi and Leidner, 

2001), which is then justified by combining it with existing knowledge through the 

process of combination. At the end, the newly created explicit knowledge is converted 

into tacit knowledge through the process of internalization. It is evident that without 

individuals sharing their knowledge, this whole process of knowledge creation is 



   

19 

impossible. Hence we can say that knowledge creation is done through explicit and 

implicit knowledge sharing (Becerra and Sabherwal, 2001). 

The preceding paragraph leads us to one of the most important and widely 

discussed activities of KM (Ford, 2001) and the main concern of this study which is 

knowledge sharing. The forthcoming section 2.3 will discuss knowledge sharing, its 

impact on organizational performance and the prevailing dilemma with it.  

2.3 Knowledge Sharing 

As described in section 2.2, transferring knowledge from the individual to the 

organization level is the key to the success of KM efforts. It increases the individual 

and organizational learning which will result in innovation and effectiveness of the 

firm (Ling et al., 2008). This accumulation of knowledge at organization level is 

achieved through knowledge sharing (Audrey and Robert, 2001).  

Knowledge sharing can be defined as sharing of important knowledge and 

experience between organization members (Chieh, 2007). It is one of the most 

important processes of KM (Gupta, 2001). According to Gupta (2008), successful 

implementation of KM efforts can be measured in the organization by assessing the 

freedom of knowledge flow within organization and this freedom of knowledge can 

be denoted as knowledge sharing.  

There are basically two kinds of knowledge described by many researchers as 

tacit and explicit knowledge. Explicit knowledge can be defined as “knowledge that 

can be formally and systematically stored, articulated, and disseminated in certain 

codified forms, such as manual or computer files” (Becerra and Sabherwal, 2001). On 

the other hand, tacit knowledge is “deeply rooted in action, experience, thought, and 

involvement in a particular context” (Alavi and Leidner, 2001). Tacit knowledge is 

not easy to be codified or stored and is also difficult to transmit or shared with others 

(Berman et al., 2002; Ling et al., 2008), hence individual is a sole source of this kind 

of knowledge. Tacit knowledge can be regarded as skill (Berman et al., 2002) or 

practical know-how (Koskinen et al., 2003).  
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Knowledge sharing, especially tacit knowledge sharing is one of the greatest 

issues and challenge for the success of KM in any organization (Yang and Farn, 

2007). In this study the term knowledge sharing will be used for both tacit and explicit 

knowledge sharing whereas the distinction will be made where necessary. The 

forthcoming section, 2.3.1, will describe the impact of knowledge sharing on a firm’s 

performance.  

2.3.1 Knowledge Sharing and Firm’s Performance 

Knowledge sharing, in the form of exchange of ideas, skills, opinions and 

information, enhances the performance of the organization (Liebowitz, 2001; Liao et 

al., 2004).  Majority of the researchers and practitioners consider knowledge sharing 

as positively related with the performance of the firm as it increases organization’s 

resources and reduces the time wasted in trial and error (Chieh, 2007). A knowledge 

sharing culture helps to save time in looking for relevant knowledge in the 

organization. For example if a designated employee, in a law firm, is working to read 

the newsletters and pass the information to relevant lawyers, it will save them the time 

to look the information into the newsletter themselves (Forstenlechner et al., 2007).  

Knowledge sharing accelerates individual and organization learning and 

innovation (Riege, 2005), resulting in increased performance. At the same time it also 

increases the effectiveness of the firm (Ling et al., 2008). Apart from effectiveness, 

knowledge sharing also increases the efficiency of the firm. According to Davenport 

and Probst (2001), efficiency is the major advantage of knowledge sharing because 

the initial value of knowledge increases by sharing and applying it within the same 

organization. According to Harold (2008), a ubiquitously shared knowledge which is 

also timely available improves organization’s strategic decision making. A study by 

Lin (2007b) shows that a firm’s innovation capability increases with employees’ 

willingness to both donate and collect knowledge. Several models have also been 

proposed to link KM with organization’s performance (Edvinsson, 1997; Marr et al., 

2004; Lin, 2007b; Harold, 2008). The true value of knowledge can only be realized 

through its utilization (Fahey and Prusak, 1998). However, achieving the goal of 

knowledge utilization through knowledge sharing is a challenging task (Alavi, 2000). 
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The problem with the firms competing on the basis of knowledge is that they can only 

compete on this knowledge once it is out of individual’s mind (Ling et al., 2008). 

Over the period of time, this has been a challenge for many organizations. Although 

much work has been done on knowledge sharing theories, enablers, individual and 

organizational factors, but still this area of KM calls for more literary work (Ling et 

al., 2008).  

2.3.2 Knowledge Sharing Dilemma 

“Knowledge - a source of power and competitive advantage for individuals” 

In order to foster knowledge sharing, the first and foremost challenge to organizations 

is to change employee’s mindset towards knowledge sharing as hoarding of 

knowledge has been a rewarded practice in the past (Patricia, 2007). Generally, 

knowledge is considered as power and competitive advantage by individuals. 

Therefore employees hesitate to share their knowledge as they will lose power and 

competitive advantage over others. But now organizations are encouraging and 

rewarding employees to share this power with their “competitors” (French and 

Raven, 1969; Patricia, 2007; Jianping Zhuge, 2008). According to Knights’ et al. 

(1993), knowledge sharing, which is a voluntary behavior, can bring up issues like 

loosing of power and politics detrimental to one’s position in the organization. This 

dilemma shows that managers have not been able to make knowledge sharing a norm 

and an intrinsically motivated behavior. In intrinsically motivated behavior, there is 

no reward except the task itself (Deci, 1971). 

Even when the organizations are putting their best efforts to inculcate knowledge 

sharing in the organization (Szulanski, 1996), employees often tend to hesitate to 

share knowledge (Davenport, 1994). Studies have shown that many factors affect 

knowledge sharing including individual, organizational and technology factors 

(Connelly and Keloway, 2003; Lee and Choi, 2003; Taylor and Wright, 2004). 

Individual factors such as individual’s belief, motivation, experience and values (Lin, 

2007 b), organizational factors such as organizational culture, organization climate, 

KM system, open leadership climate, reward system and top management support 

(Saleh and Wang, 1993; Davenport and Prusak, 1998; De Long and Fahey, 2000; 
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MacNeil, 2003; Taylor and Wright, 2004; MacNeil, 2004; Ling et al., 2008) and 

technology factors such as ICT usage (Song, 2002; Koh and Kim, 2004). However, 

why individuals decide to share their valuable knowledge is still a question mark 

(Ling et al., 2008). 

Researchers and practitioners are keen to understand the motivation behind 

knowledge sharing (Bartol and Srivastava, 2002) because among other benefits 

knowledge sharing influences the culture positively as people start having better 

relationships when they share their knowledge, ask for advices or informally talk to 

their colleagues (Forstenlechner et al., 2007). Consequently, this makes them share 

knowledge with their friends rather than hoard the knowledge from their 

“competitors”. 

As discussed in preceding paragraphs, there are many factors which affect 

knowledge sharing, which suggests that, it is not always a voluntary behavior. To 

understand knowledge sharing behavior, this study has adopted the Theory of 

Reasoned Action (TRA), which is a well known and established social science theory 

to understand human behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). The forthcoming section 

2.4 will analyze TRA and its significance to understand knowledge sharing behavior.   

2.4 Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) 

Humans take decisions by using the information they have in a systematic way (Ajzen 

and Fishbein, 1980). This is the dominant notion of one of the premier theories to 

understand human behavior, known as the Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein and 

Ajzen 1975; Ajzen and Fishbein 1980). TRA is the basis of our study which was 

proposed by Ajzen and Fishbein in early 70’s. By the year 1980 the theory was 

already in use to understand human behavior. In late 80s, the authors revised the 

theory and came up with an upgraded version of TRA named Theory of Planned 

Behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991). Before Ajzen and Fishbein proposed TRA, several 

researchers tried to understand human behavior and its predictors, but none were able 

to address the issue adequately. TRA proposes that a person’s behavior is a 

manifestation of his intention towards performing that behavior and this behavioral 
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intention is determined by his attitude and subjective norms. TRA is illustrated in 

figure 2.1. 

 

Figure 2.1: Theory of Reasoned Action Model 

2.4.1 Application of Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) 

TRA is a well established and accepted model to study human behavior (Ajzen and 

Fishbein, 1980) and has been tested extensively in several different areas of research. 

Table 2.1 shows some of the examples where this theory has been used and tested. 

Table 2.1: Application of TRA in various disciplines 

Research Area References 

Medical Science  “Body image and pregnancy – application of TRA” 
(Robertson and Tanya, 2005) 

Hospitality “Hotel marketing strategy and the theory of reasoned 
action” (Buttle and Bok, 1996) 

Psychology “Applying the theory of reasoned action to the analysis of 
an individual’s polychronicity” (Slocombe, 1999) 

Marketing “Reasoned action theory: an application to alcohol-free 
beer” (Nicholas and Keith, 1996) 

Islamic Finance  “Predicting intention to choose halal products using theory 
of reasoned action” (Lada et al., 2009) 

Commerce and 
Banking 

“The use of a decomposed theory of planned behavior to 
study Internet banking in Taiwan”, (Shih and Fang, 2004) 

Subjective Norm 

Behavioral 
Intention 

Behavior 

Attitude 
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TRA has also been used extensively in KM literature to analyze individual’s 

knowledge sharing behavior. Hence, it can be a powerful base to study knowledge 

sharing behavior (Bock et al., 2005).  Table 2.2 depicts the use of TRA by several 

researchers to analyze knowledge sharing behavior. 

Table 2.2: Application of TRA in KM Literature 

Author Summary of research work 

Bock et al. 

(2005) 

Using TRA, the study analyze the impact of socio-psychological 

factors, organizational climate factors and extrinsic motivators on 

knowledge sharing intention 

Andriessen 

(2006) 

Using several social science theories including TRA, the study 

proposes a theoretical motivational model “that identifies the 

interaction of several psychological and organizational processes” 

Yang and Farn 

(2007) 

Using TRA, “the perspectives of social capital and behavioral 

control are employed in this study to investigate an individual’s 

tacit knowledge sharing and behavior within a workgroup.” 

Samieh and 

Wahba (2007) 

Using social science theories, including TRA and the game theory, 

the study analyzes the socio-psychological drivers of individual’s 

knowledge sharing behavior. 

Irene et al. 

(2009) 

Using the upgrade version of TRA, which is Theory of Planned 

Behavior (TPB), this study analyzes the effect of “social network 

ties, learners’ attitude toward knowledge sharing, learners’ beliefs 

of their capabilities in performing online knowledge sharing and 

subjective norms on knowledge sharing intention, which leads to 

actual behavior in a virtual learning environment”. 

Knowledge sharing literature has vastly used TRA (Bock et al., 2005; Andriessen, 

2006; Yang and Farn, 2007; Samieh and Wahba, 2007; Irene et al., 2009) and the 

economic exchange theory (Williamson, 1985; Bock and Kim, 2002) as determinants 

of knowledge sharing (Chung, 2008). The preceding discussion on the use of TRA to 
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understand human behavior, including knowledge sharing behavior, explains the 

significance of TRA to understand knowledge sharing behavior.  

2.4.2 Key components of TRA 

The components of TRA which are the focus of this research are defined in Table 2.3. 

TRA has been illustrated in Figure 2.1. These definitions are taken from the literature 

and Ajzen’s website as well.  

Table 2.3: Definition of TRA Components 

TRA Component Definition 

(1) 

Knowledge Sharing 

Attitude 

How much positively or negatively a person values 

sharing his/her knowledge. How much a person thinks 

he SHOULD share his knowledge? (Robinson and 

Shaver, 1973; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; 1980; Price 

and Mueller, 1986) 

(2) 

Knowledge Sharing 

Intention 

The readiness of a person to share his/her knowledge in 

near future. How much a person INTENDS to share his 

knowledge in near future? (Fishbein and Ajzen,1980; 

Feldman and March, 1981; Constant et al.,1994; 

Dennis, 1996) 

(3) 

Knowledge Sharing 

Behavior 

Actual knowledge sharing of a person. (Manis and 

Meltzer, 1978; Davis et al., 1989; Heide & Miner, 

1992; Fisher et al., 1997) 

Apart from TRA, Economic Exchange Theory also helps to understand human 

behavior. The forthcoming section 2.5 will briefly describe Economic Exchange 

Theory and its significance to understand knowledge sharing behavior and its 

predictors.  
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2.5 Economic Exchange Theory 

Economic Exchange Theory argues that individuals follow a certain behavior if the 

benefits of performing that behavior are more than the cost (Samieh and Wahba, 

2007). Economic exchange theory is a part of Social Exchange Theory. Homans 

(1958), who was the initiator of the theory, describes it as follows: 

“Social behavior is an exchange of goods, material goods but also 

non-material ones, such as the symbols of approval or prestige. 

Persons that give much to others try to get much from them, and 

persons that get much from others are under pressure to give much 

to them. This process of influence tends to work out at equilibrium to 

a balance in the exchanges. For a person in an exchange, what he 

gives may be a cost to him, just as what he gets may be a reward, 

and his behavior changes less as the difference of the two, profit, 

tends to a maximum”  

According to Cabrera and Cabrera (2002), managers need to either increase the 

benefits of sharing knowledge or reduce the costs associated with it to flourish 

knowledge sharing within the organization. Wiig (2000) also posits the need of 

restructuring the reward structures, organizational forms and management attitudes to 

change the mindset of individuals as volunteers. In the context of Economic Exchange 

Theory, extrinsic rewards can be considered as economic benefits individuals receive 

from performing the knowledge sharing behavior. Hence, at this level, it seems very 

important for the companies to study the effect of extrinsic rewards on knowledge 

sharing behavior. Successful implementation of a proper reward system can 

ultimately make knowledge sharing part of company norms and values. The 

upcoming section 2.6 will examine, through the literature, the role of extrinsic 

motivation, especially extrinsic rewards, to encourage individuals for knowledge 

sharing.  
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2.6 Extrinsic Motivation 

When an individual is moved and determined to do something, we say that he is 

motivated to perform that certain task (Ryan and Deci, 2000b). Motivation is 

generally divided into extrinsic and intrinsic forms of motivation (Ryan and Deci, 

2000b; Sansone and Harackiewicz, 2000; Saade et al., 2009).  The forthcoming 

paragraphs will discuss extrinsic motivation and within extrinsic motivation the effect 

of extrinsic rewards on individual’s general as well as knowledge sharing behavior 

will be analyzed. 

Extrinsic motivation is a powerful driver of human behavior (Bateman and Crant, 

2002). According to Ryan and Deci (2000b): 

“Extrinsic motivation is a construct that pertains whenever an activity 

is done in order to attain some separable outcome. Extrinsic 

motivation thus contrasts with intrinsic motivation, which refers to 

doing an activity simply for the enjoyment of the activity itself, rather 

than its instrumental value” 

As described earlier, any motivation which comes from outside the work itself, or 

the person, can be considered as extrinsic motivation (Bateman and Crant, 2002). 

Hence we can regard extrinsic rewards as a form of extrinsic motivation. The 

forthcoming section 2.7 will discuss extrinsic rewards in detail. 

2.7 Extrinsic Rewards 

Organizational rewards dwell under extrinsic motivation (Wilson, 2006). Generally, 

rewards can be defined as anything that increases the frequency of a behavior 

(Skinner, 1969).  They have been classified in different ways, individual versus 

system, monetary versus non-monetary, individual versus Group, extrinsic versus 

intrinsic and fixed versus variable rewards (Gerhart and Milkovich, 1993).  There 

exist two types of rewards, namely extrinsic rewards (i.e. monetary, praise, 

recognition) and intrinsic rewards (i.e. satisfaction). Intrinsic rewards are the rewards 

which come from doing the task itself (Ryan and Deci, 2000a). APQC (1999) has 



   

28 

denoted tangible incentives as rewards whereas intangible or less tangible incentives 

as recognition. Hall (2001a, b) denoted tangible and intangible rewards as soft and 

hard incentives respectively. The focus of this research is on the effect of extrinsic 

and intrinsic motivators on knowledge sharing. This section will discuss extrinsic 

rewards which come under extrinsic motivation whereas the term extrinsic rewards 

will be used for both tangible and intangible rewards.  

Extrinsic rewards can be divided into tangible extrinsic rewards, such as cash 

rewards and gain sharing / profit sharing, and intangible extrinsic rewards which are 

the public acknowledgement of successes and non-monetary rewards such as praising 

and awards (Stephen, 1995). These intangible extrinsic rewards can also be called 

recognition.  The reward taxonomy proposed by (Chao et al., 1999) suggests 

monetary and non monetary (recognition) rewards as extrinsic rewards. At the same 

time American Compensation Association has also divided rewards into extrinsic and 

intrinsic rewards and has put recognition as part of extrinsic rewards (Monica et al., 

2004). These extrinsic rewards can be given to individuals as well as to groups for 

individual and group performance respectively. The dimensions of extrinsic rewards 

which will be tested are tangible extrinsic rewards, intangible extrinsic rewards, 

individual rewards and group rewards. The effect of extrinsic rewards on individual’s 

behavior will be analyzed in more detail in forthcoming section 2.7.1.  

2.7.1 Extrinsic Rewards and Individuals General Behavior 

There has been a majority consensus over the notion that rewards and recognition 

motivate and satisfy employees (Chao et al., 2009). Individuals enjoy activities and 

tasks when they can see rewards on successful completion of a task or activity 

(Cameron and Pierce, 2000). One of the important goal of motivating and satisfying 

people through rewards is giving direction and purpose to what they do (Chao et al., 

1999; Lachance, 2000). 

Different kinds of rewards have different level of impact on individual’s behavior, 

at the same time rewards come with some inbuilt “side effects” as well (Chao et al., 

1999). Many researchers believe that extrinsic rewards can have a negative impact on 
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individual’s intrinsic motivation (Deci, 1972; Deci and Ryan, 1985). In contrast, 

intrinsic rewards may not harm but they offer fewer benefits, which suggests that 

different rewards can have a positive as well as negative impact on individual’s 

behavior (Chao et al., 1999).  

In response to Deci’s laboratory results, that extrinsic rewards harm intrinsic 

motivation, Eisenberger and Cameron (1996), in an applied study, has shown that 

there is a positive relationship between extrinsic rewards and intrinsic motivation. 

Many researchers believe that the real concern lies in issues such as how the rewards 

have been given, whether they are given fairly and whether they are given 

spontaneously (Porter and Lawler, 1968; Lawler, 1971; Guzzo, 1979). So we can 

assume that the studies which have shown a negative impact of extrinsic rewards on 

knowledge sharing might have overlooked the above mentioned reason.  

At the same time, extrinsic rewards may not directly impact individual’s behavior, 

but may have an indirect impact. Deci et al. (1999) showed a positive relationship 

between extrinsic rewards and employee’s self determination, which in turn has a 

positive influence on intrinsic motivation. Still researchers like Eisenberger et al. 

(1999) do not agree with the notion and strongly proposes further in-depth study of 

the matter. The study conducted by Bateman and Crant (2002) also rejects this claim 

and concludes that, till now, this controversy has not been solved and researchers 

have not been able to agree on common grounds. 

Cameron and Pierce (2000) showed that intangible extrinsic rewards, such as 

praising people for their good work, increase their interest in the work and ultimately 

increase the performance. On the other hand, tangible rewards are effective if they are 

given for completing a task or meeting or exceeding performance standards. The 

difference between these two types of extrinsic rewards is in the kind of effect they 

put on the behavior. Tangible rewards (i.e. monetary rewards) are valued because of 

the monetary or material value attached with them whereas the non-monetary rewards 

(i.e. recognition) is valued because of its “symbolic and socioemotional” impact (Foa 

and Foa, 1980; Chen, 1995) 

According to Cameron and Pierce (2000), rewards in general are helpful when 

they are dependent on quality or performance or meeting performance standards and 
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on successfully doing challenging activities, when they are given for mastering each 

component of a complex skill and for high effort and activity. 

Similar to the effect of extrinsic rewards on individual’s general behavior, 

extrinsic rewards also have an effect on his knowledge sharing behavior. Forthcoming 

section 2.7.2 will discuss this important relationship.  

2.7.2 Extrinsic Rewards and Knowledge Sharing Behavior 

As mentioned earlier, knowledge sharing has not become an intrinsically motivated 

behavior at large. In an intrinsically motivated behavior, the individual is motivated 

without any extrinsic reward and he expects no reward except in doing the task itself 

(Deci, 1971). Davenport (1998) has denoted knowledge sharing as “unnatural”, 

hence knowledge hoarding can be considered as intrinsic in human nature at large 

(Bock and Kim, 2002). Gibbert and Krause (2002) have concluded that, as with all 

voluntary behaviors, organizations can only encourage or facilitate knowledge sharing 

and it cannot be forced.  Hence we can assume that knowledge sharing is yet an 

extrinsically motivated behavior where the activity of knowledge sharing is rewarded 

from outside, meaning that the individual does not feel rewarded only by sharing his 

knowledge. In succeeding paragraphs, we will analyze various research works on the 

effect of extrinsic rewards on knowledge sharing.  

Researchers generally believe that rewards encourage knowledge sharing (Bock 

and Kim, 2002; Argote et al., 2003; Zárraga and Bonache, 2003; Burgess, 2005; 

Cabrera et al., 2006). Some even went to the extent in suggesting that rewards are 

inevitable to encourage individuals to share their knowledge (Kelloway and Barling, 

1999). In the existing literature of knowledge sharing, there are extremely few and 

isolated studies which have contrasting results than the above mentioned consensus of 

scholars on the positive effect of extrinsic rewards on knowledge sharing. For 

example, the study conducted by Bock et al. (2005) concluded that there is negative 

relationship between anticipated extrinsic rewards and knowledge sharing. Similarly, 

the study of Bi-Fen et al. (2007) proved that there is no relationship of rewards with 

knowledge sharing. However, as mentioned earlier, these studies are very few, 
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isolated and insignificant as compared to the majority consensus of scholars on the 

positive effect of rewards on knowledge sharing. In the forthcoming paragraphs, it 

will be shown that how majority of scholars have concluded the positive effect of 

rewards on knowledge sharing.  

Reward and recognition are one of the strongest predictors of knowledge sharing 

behavior (Wah et al., 2005). One of the distinctive observations, in a study by Gupta 

(2008), was rewarding knowledge sharing. This same finding has also been supported 

by researches in communication, concluding the positive relationship of rewards with 

knowledge sharing (O’Rally and Pondy, 1980). Out of the three knowledge sharing 

strategies proposed by Puccinelli (1998), one is to “use incentives/rewards to increase 

the willingness of employees to share their knowledge”. Garvin (1993) also proposes 

the use of a proper reward system to foster knowledge sharing in the organization. It 

has also been argued that rewards are helpful for most of the mechanism of 

knowledge sharing such as knowledge sharing in a database (Bartol and Srivastava, 

2002). Thus, many researchers have been proposing reward and recognition schemes 

to encourage employees to share their valuable knowledge. 

Researchers believe that knowledge sharing is likely to flourish when the benefits 

associated with it will outweigh the cost (Kelly and Thibaut, 1978).  Several costs are 

associated with knowledge sharing, such as time to share knowledge, loss of power, 

loss of unique value and the threat of bad reputation in case of wrong knowledge 

shared. These costs make people hoard rather than share their valuable knowledge. 

Hence Cabrera and Cabrera (2002) suggest that incentives to share knowledge can 

foster knowledge sharing as giving rewards will increase individuals’ benefits and 

they will feel beneficial to give away their knowledge.  Bartol and Srivastava (2002) 

supported the above argument by arguing that the person who is sharing his 

knowledge will be motivated if he thinks that he will be beneficial, intrinsically or 

extrinsically, after sharing his valuable knowledge. They further added that 

individuals need to know the benefits they can get for their knowledge sharing 

behavior and organizations need to know how they can use rewards to increase the 

benefits for individuals. According to Patricia (2007), rewards and recognition 

schemes are implemented as a last hope to bring about the change in individual’s 
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mindset who perceives knowledge as a power or competitive advantage over his 

colleagues.   

At the same time studies like Szulanski (1996) and KPMG (2000) argued that the 

reason behind knowledge hoarding by the knowledge source is his perception that he 

will not get reward or personal benefits in this process and hence he shows reluctance 

to share his valuable knowledge. “Lack of transparent reward and recognition 

system” is considered as one of the organizational barrier by a study conducted by 

Riege (2005) on knowledge sharing barriers. Similarly, there are others who believe 

that lack of proper extrinsic or intrinsic rewards can be a barrier to embed knowledge 

sharing in organization culture (Constant et al., 1994; Huber, 2001). A more recent 

empirical study conducted in Malaysia in academic institutions showed that lack of 

rewards and recognition was highly regarded as one of the barriers to knowledge 

sharing by academic employees (Kamal et al., 2007).  At the same time the results of 

the study showed that linking rewards and performance appraisals with knowledge 

sharing can be a better strategy to promote knowledge sharing in organizations. 

Osterloh and Frey (2000) have also regarded lack of reward mechanism as one of the 

source of reluctance of knowledge source to share his valuable knowledge.   

Apart from the direct impact of extrinsic rewards on knowledge sharing, an 

indirect benefit of extrinsic rewards is that if the incentives or rewards associated with 

a task are increased, the cooperation among employees will also increase (Cabrera 

and Cabrera, 2002), which is the essence of knowledge sharing. Bartol and Srivastava 

(2002) argue that by fostering trust between the employer and the employee, extrinsic 

reward can indirectly foster knowledge sharing. Wright (2004) proposed that rewards 

should not only be given to encourage knowledge sharing but also for sharing of 

vision, goals and tasks. By giving rewards or recognition to its employees, 

organizations send a message to its employees that knowledge sharing is important 

and valued, hence managers need to use rewards and recognition programs until they 

are able to embed knowledge sharing as a behavior that should be part of norms and 

values of organization (Patricia, 2007). In the forthcoming paragraph it will be shown 

how the extrinsic rewards have been used successfully in several large organizations 

to foster knowledge sharing.   
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In practice, companies like Siemens and Samsung have successfully used extrinsic 

rewards to flourish knowledge sharing in their organizations (Ewing and Keenan, 

2001; Hyoung and Moon, 2002). Davenport (2002) pointed out companies, such as 

Buckman Laboratories and Lotus Development, which are using rewards to foster 

knowledge sharing in their organization cultures. Bock et al. (2005) conducted 

interviews from several Korean companies in which extrinsic rewards are mentioned 

as one of the motivational techniques to foster knowledge sharing. Apart from the 

above mentioned examples there are many other examples where extrinsic rewards 

have been used to motivate employees to share their valuable knowledge. These 

examples include Siemens ICN ShareNet initiative which was later replaced by 

‘expert or master status’ recognition, Hewlett-Packard Consulting’s ‘Knowledge 

Master Awards’, Scott Paper’s financial incentives and IBM’s ‘splitting bonus’ 

(Andriessen, 2006). 

Other issues pertaining to the effect of rewards on knowledge sharing behavior is 

that what kind of rewards (individual versus group or tangible versus intangible) is 

suitable to encourage individuals to share their knowledge. As far as the debate 

between individual and group rewards is concerned, many researchers propose group 

rewards for knowledge sharing as group rewards foster coordination and cooperation 

among employees (DeMattio et al., 1998; Dulebohn and Martocchio, 1998), which 

consequently help to foster knowledge sharing (Patricia, 2007). This cooperation can 

be because of the interdependence of tasks, which is one of the reasons group rewards 

have got acceptance at a larger level (Johnson, 1993). Group rewards also motivate 

larger units of the organization members for collective efforts (Shamir, 1990). At the 

same time, as group rewards are usually contingent upon group performance, 

individuals will consider their knowledge sharing as the driver of their group 

performance and will contribute more knowledge to make their group successful and 

hence will secure their “chunk” of the group reward. Therefore group based rewards 

for knowledge sharing (or any antecedent of knowledge sharing such as cooperation) 

have been considered helpful in fostering knowledge sharing, and employees will 

hoard knowledge if they will be evaluated on individual performance, as their 

“weapon” of the competition will be on knowledge (Connelly, 2000; Bartol and 

Srivastava, 2002). But as Chao et al. (1999) rightly argued that rewards come with 
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some inbuilt “side effects”, one of the major shortcoming of group rewards is that 

individual efforts cannot be seen separately (Patricia, 2007). At the same time 

competition resulting in knowledge hoarding can flourish between groups (Lawler 

and Cohen, 1992). Individual rewards can also encourage individuals to share their 

knowledge, provided the manager could measure the contribution made by the 

individual (Bartol and Srivastava, 2002). 

As described earlier, different kinds of rewards have different level of impact on 

individual’s behavior, hence it is important to understand the impact of tangible and 

intangible extrinsic rewards on knowledge sharing. Many researchers and research 

firms like McLure et al. (2000), Kugel and Schostek (2004) and APQC (1999), 

believe that tangible or hard rewards are detrimental for knowledge sharing. The 

reasons given by these researchers are that firstly, the impact of these rewards is 

temporary and as soon as these rewards are taken away, individuals go back to their 

old behavior. Secondly, many individuals do not prefer these rewards and thirdly, 

they can foster and “stimulate” undesired behavior such as sharing low quality 

knowledge or only sharing just one part of knowledge so that to earn more incentives 

next time. 

On the other hand, there are examples of the companies, some of which are given 

above, which have already used hard rewards successfully, hence we can say that, in 

practice, every company has its own culture and strategy and no one set of rewards 

can fit every company and situation (Andriessen, 2006). According to Andriessen 

(2006) “each culture asks for another way of stimulating and motivating”. Hard or 

tangible rewards are also effective for boosting a new project start (Hall, 2001b). At 

the same time, there are problems with intangible rewards as well, such as they are 

not easy to implement (Andriessen, 2006). 

The discussion of rewards is related with the theories of motivation. Motivation 

defines the factors affecting human intention and consequently the forces that compel 

individuals to perform a certain behavior. These forces can be intrinsic as well as 

extrinsic (Pinder, 1998; Andriessen, 2006). The Multifactor Interaction Knowledge 

Sharing model (MIKS model) proposed by Andriessen (2006) correlates incentives 
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including extrinsic rewards, with knowledge sharing intention, as according to him 

motivation and intention are interchangeable terms and have same meanings. 

   Although majority of the literature shows a positive relationship between 

rewards and knowledge sharing, but researchers like Pangil and Nasurdin (2007) 

believe that because knowledge sharing can be a norm among knowledge workers, so 

they can be intrinsically motivated. As the target audience of the study is knowledge 

workers, working as trainers and facilitators in the training institutes of PETRONAS, 

hence it is imperative to study the effect of extrinsic rewards on knowledge sharing of 

these workers. At the same time, very few studies have correlated extrinsic rewards 

with knowledge sharing intention. This study will attempt to fill this gap as well.   

This section has discussed extrinsic motivation and the significance of extrinsic 

rewards for knowledge sharing. The forthcoming section 2.8 will discuss intrinsic 

motivation, which is one of the major motivation forms. 

2.8 Intrinsic Motivation 

Apart from extrinsic motivation, intrinsic motivation is one of the two major kinds of 

motivation. It has been a topic of great interest in recent years especially in the areas 

like development robotics and reinforcement learning communities (Barto et al., 

2004, Oudeyer et al., 2007). According to (Ryan and Deci, 2000b) 

“Intrinsic motivation is defined as the doing of an activity for its 

inherent satisfaction rather than for some separable consequence. 

When intrinsically motivated, a person is moved to act for the fun or 

challenge entailed rather than because of external products, 

pressures or reward.” 

This intrinsic motivation can be seen in infants when they constantly try to 

explore and experience new things and in adults when they do their hobbies, watch 

movies or read novels (Oudeyer and Kaplan, 2008). Intrinsic motivation is one of the 

pervasive and important forms of motivation and an individual, who is intrinsically 

motivated, performs a certain task regardless of any reward, punishment or external 
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pressure (Ryan and Deci, 2000b). OCB dwells under intrinsic motivation. The 

forthcoming section 2.9 will discuss the significance of OCB for knowledge sharing. 

2.9 Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 

Employees are assessed upon, and suppose to perform, duties which are part of their 

job description (termed as in-role behavior by Katz, 1964) (Amin et. al, 2009). But at 

the same time some employees go beyond their job description and show a 

willingness to contribute more towards their organization and co-workers (termed as 

extra-role behavior by Katz, 1964). This voluntary behavior of an employee to work 

more then what has been asked is called Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 

(Bateman and Organ, 1983). OCB is a discretionary behavior, in which the individual 

goes beyond his job description for the well being of his colleague, group or 

organization, without the expectation of any extrinsic reward (Dyne et al., 1995; 

Chien, 2009). Such individuals are in demand by every organization, (Chien, 2009) as 

they go an extra mile for the organizations. OCB and intrinsic motivation has many 

similar characteristics and former can be considered as an example of the later (Tang 

and Ibrahim, 1998). 

Since the introduction of the term OCB by Smith, Organ and Near (1983), it has 

been a topic of great interest among researchers (George and Battenhausen, 1990; 

Organ and Ryan, 1995; Organ, 1997; Podsakoff et al., 2000). OCB is similar to Katz 

and Kahn’s (1978) extra role behavior (Barbuto et al., 2001). According to Katz and 

Kohn (1978) it is important in organizations, as it can contribute to organization’s 

effectiveness, efficiency and competitive advantage (Organ, 1988; Staw and 

Cummings, 1993; Chien, 2009) and at the same time positively affects organization 

performance (Podsakoff and MacKenzie, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 1997; Walz and 

Niehoff, 2000).  The forthcoming section 2.9.1 will elaborate the relationship between 

OCB and knowledge sharing.  
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2.9.1 OCB and Knowledge Sharing 

Knowledge sharing and OCB are linked with social exchange theories. Knowledge 

sharing is affected by the antecedents of OCB, at the same time, in management 

literature OCB has been analyzed as an antecedent of knowledge sharing (Chieh, 

2008).  This link will be further explored through literature in the coming paragraphs.  

Employee’s general behavior in an organization also determines his knowledge 

sharing intention (Yang and Farn, 2007). Knowledge sharing and OCB are voluntary 

behaviors which are resulted from social interactions (Brief and Motowidlo, 1986; 

Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Bolino, 1999; Connelly, 2000; Levin and Cross, 2004; 

Quigley et al., 2007). But these two terms are neither interchangeable nor 

synonymous because OCB is voluntary spontaneous behavior which cannot be 

rewarded whereas knowledge sharing, though voluntary, but it is not necessary to 

share knowledge spontaneously and at the same time knowledge sharing can be 

rewarded as well (Connelly, 2000).  

  In general, OCB determines an employee’s commitment towards his 

organization (Feather and Rauter, 2004) which means that an employee with positive 

citizenship behavior will be more willing to contribute towards the betterment of his 

organization and co-workers, by offering his knowledge and expertise (Yang and 

Farn, 2007). OCB also positively affect online knowledge sharing. A corporate 

culture which encourages OCB will consequently encourage knowledge sharing 

willingness (Chieh, 2008) and lack of OCB will lead to lack of knowledge sharing in 

the organization (Wasko and Teigland, 2004).  

Organ (1988) has divided OCB into five dimensions. In the forthcoming section 2.9.2 

the impact of these dimensions on knowledge sharing will be analyzed.    

2.9.2 OCB Dimensions and Knowledge Sharing 

Despite the great interest of researchers in OCB, they have not been able to find a 

common ground on its dimensions (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Earlier studies divided 

OCB in just two dimensions, including general compliance and altruism but later it 
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was divided into five dimensions including altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness, 

sportsmanship and civic virtue by Organ (1988). Organ’s five dimensions are the 

most well known as well as one of the premier dimensions of OCB (Yang and Farn, 

2007). 

Altruism is helping a co-worker in a work related task (Yang and Farn, 2007; 

Chien, 2009). Similar to altruism, knowledge sharing also emerges from a drive to 

help other co-workers (Organ 1988; Chieh, 2008). Altruism can also be explained as 

“helping others with heavy workload” and “helping people outside the department 

when they need that”. These behaviors are similar to knowledge sharing. Hence 

knowledge sharing can be compared to altruism (Organ 1988; Connelly, 2000; Farh et 

al. 2004). 

Courtesy can be described as being considerate towards others’ convenience at 

workplace. A courteous person in this context will be careful not to disturb anyone by 

his actions. Courtesy can also be viewed as cautioning and helping others before the 

occurrence of a problem or change that can affect their work (Yang and Farn, 2007; 

Chien, 2009). Sometimes this courtesy act is directed for a reciprocal exchange of 

knowledge (Organ, 1988; Wasko and Teigland, 2004). As knowledge sharing 

contributes to the performance of others, hence courtesy can also be seen as an 

antecedent of knowledge sharing, and knowledge sharing can also be viewed as a 

courtesy act (Chieh, 2008).  

Similar to conscientiousness, which is going beyond the minimal call of duty 

(Organ 1988; Yang and Farn, 2007; Chien, 2009), knowledge sharing is also a 

discretionary behavior, which is beyond the job description and cannot be enforced by 

organization through any formal means (Connelly and Kelloway, 2003). Researchers 

like Farh et al. (2004) believe that due to this similarity, a conscientious person, in 

this context, will be sharing his knowledge. According to social exchange perspective, 

OCB is a behavior which is not a specified “obligation” of an individual; hence 

individuals showing such a behavior will voluntarily help others and thus will have 

better relationships with others (Bolino et al., 2002), which may lead to better 

knowledge sharing (Yang and Farn, 2007). 
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Sportsmanship is being ethical in organization, focusing on “what is right rather 

than wrong” (Chieh, 2008). It is also tolerating small inevitable inconveniences and 

trivial issues at workplace without complaining and with positive attitude (Farh et al., 

2004; Chien, 2009; Yang and Farn, 2007). Individual with sportsmanship behavior 

can be motivated towards knowledge sharing to reduce small inconveniences at 

workplace (Chieh, 2008). Both the above dimensions of sportsmanship are similar to 

knowledge sharing as one can share his knowledge to improve the undesired trivial 

issues and may work towards team success by contributing his knowledge (Chieh, 

2008). 

Civic virtue is being involved in organization processes and governance in an 

effort to improve them (Organ, 1988; Chien, 2009). This behavior can also be seen as 

sharing different and innovative ideas to improve organization resources (Chien, 

2009). Hence we can say that individual with strong civic virtue behavior will be 

strongly motivated to share his knowledge (Chieh, 2008). The studies conducted by 

Yang and Farn (2007) and Chieh (2008) show a positive relationship between all 

OCB dimensions and knowledge sharing. Hence, it is evident from the preceding 

paragraphs, that all the dimensions of OCB can be perceived as antecedents of 

knowledge sharing. 

This section has analyzed in detail the effect of OCB and its dimensions on 

knowledge sharing. The past research work has analyzed the effect of OCB on 

knowledge sharing intention. To the best of the author’s knowledge, no study has 

attempted to analyze the effect of OCB on knowledge sharing behavior. This study 

will attempt to fill this gap. 

Apart from the extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, individuals can differ in their 

behavior based on their personality attributes. These personality attributes are referred 

to as demographic variables. In forthcoming section 2.10 the effect of demographic 

variables on knowledge sharing behavior will be analyzed from the existing literature. 
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2.10 Demographic Variables 

Individual differences should be regarded as one of the most challenging issues facing 

modern day managers (University of Phoenix, 2003). Individuals are different based 

on their demographic variables. It has been argued that individuals’ knowledge 

sharing behavior differs in public organizations based on their demographics 

(Rashman and Hartley, 2008). Very limited research work is available on the effect of 

demographic variables on knowledge sharing behavior (Ismail and Yusof, 2009) and 

at the same time, researchers have not achieved consensus on this relationship (Ehigie 

and Otukoya, 2005). Hence it is important to understand the role these variables play 

either to strengthen or weaken the relationship between knowledge sharing intention 

and knowledge sharing behavior as a moderating variable (Lin, 2006; Samieh and 

Wahba, 2007).  

Differences in several demographic variables such as gender, age, experience 

level, education level and ethnic background has been mentioned by several 

researchers as individual knowledge sharing barriers (Sveiby, 1997; Sveiby and 

Simons, 2002; Riege 2005). The result of the study conducted by Gupta (2008) also 

showed that knowledge sharing is different among different genders, experience level 

and designations.  

As far as gender is concerned, some studies have shown that gender is 

insignificantly related with knowledge sharing (Ojha, 2003; Chowdhury, 2005; 

Watson and Hewett, 2006). However, researchers like Pangil and Nasurdin (2007) 

argue that there exist differences among both genders in terms of their knowledge 

sharing behavior. Lin (2006) argues that women are more inclined towards sharing 

knowledge than men, because they perceive to have more benefits out of it. Similar 

finding was supported by an early research conducted by Irmer et al. (2002). Lin 

(2006) further argues that, because women are more social and relationship oriented, 

hence, they are more inclined towards knowledge sharing to have strong relationship 

ties with others and to “overcome traditional occupational hurdles”. Women are also 

more inclined to seek knowledge than men (Miller and Karakowsky, 2005). The 

man’s individualistic thinking (Chung, 2008) can make them share less with others in 

the organization. In contrast women’s socialistic and relationship-oriented behavior 
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(Chung, 2008) can make them share more with others in order to nurture better 

relationships with others.  

 Work experience can have a significant impact on a person’s attitude towards 

knowledge sharing (Pangil and Nasurdin, 2007). According to Pangil and Nasurdin 

(2007), the relationship between work experience and knowledge sharing is 

insignificant but at the same time the authors claim that the relationship has not been 

studied extensively.  

A research conducted on software development teams suggested that there is an 

insignificant relationship between an employee’s education level and his knowledge 

sharing behavior (Ojha, 2003). At the same time scholars like Riege (2005) argued 

that level of education is positively related with knowledge sharing behavior. Another 

study by Keyes (2008) shows the possible relationship between the two variables. 

Hence an individual with low education may share less knowledge because of lack of 

knowledge (Ismail and Yusof, 2009). Connelly (2000) argues that junior employees 

may share with senior employees because of several reasons including respect and 

gaining favor etc, whereas senior employees may share their knowledge with juniors 

as they do not have any “competition fear” from their juniors.  

In this study, the impact of three important demographic variables on knowledge 

sharing behavior will be analyzed as a moderating variable. These demographic 

variables include gender, education and experience level.  

2.11 Summary 

The chapter has provided a detailed literature survey on the topic. In order to 

understand individual’s behavior, including knowledge sharing behavior, Theory of 

Reasoned Action (TRA) is regarded as a powerful base. TRA has been described in 

detail within the context of knowledge sharing in this chapter. Individuals are 

motivated either extrinsically or they are intrinsically motivated to share their 

knowledge. Extrinsic rewards represent extrinsic motivation whereas OCB is an 

example of intrinsic motivation. The chapter has discussed both factors as well as 

their impact on knowledge sharing. At the same time, individuals can be different 
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based on their demographic attributes, hence individual differences based on 

demographic variables have been discussed in the context of knowledge sharing.  

The forthcoming chapter discusses in detail the development of proposed framework. 

At the same time, the next chapter also presents the method that has been adopted to 

validate the framework.   
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CHAPTER 3 – RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

CHAPTER 3 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Overview 

The previous chapter discussed several components of this research in the light of 

literature. In simple terms, it laid down the ground and described the building blocks 

of this research. This chapter presents the proposed framework, which is built upon all 

the components which were described in the previous chapter. The chapter also 

describes the method that will be adopted to validate the proposed framework.  

First, the chapter will illustrate the whole research cycle. Prior to presenting the 

proposed framework, a number of existing and relevant frameworks, from which the 

proposed framework is derived, will be presented. The relationships, of the involved 

elements, derived from literature survey and established by these frameworks will be 

presented in the form of hypotheses. Based on these hypotheses, the proposed 

framework will then be presented.  At the end, the chapter will describe research 

design which includes several key steps taken to validate the proposed framework 

which include, time horizon, sampling, description of survey instrument and the 

respondents, type and description of questions. 

3.2 Research Cycle 

A research cycle encompasses several important steps involved in a study to identify 

and solve a problem. The complete research cycle, which was adopted to conduct this 

study, is illustrated in Figure 3.1. Following are the details of each step involved in 

the research methodology for this particular research work. 



  

44 

1. Problem Identification: Through a preliminary literature survey and interaction 

with the target organization, a problem in the organization is identified. 

2. Literature Review: A comprehensive literature survey was carried out to 

understand the past and current ongoing works on the problem. As a result, extrinsic 

rewards and OCB have been identified as key extrinsic and intrinsic motivators of 

knowledge sharing behavior. Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) has been adopted for 

the purpose of understanding individual’s knowledge sharing behavior. Chapter 2 of 

the thesis covers literature survey on this. 

3. Hypothesis Development: Based on the comprehensive literature survey, 

including detailed study on existing and relevant frameworks on the subject matter, 

six major and in total nineteen hypotheses have been developed. These hypotheses are 

presented in section 3.3.2.   

4. Framework Development: Based on the relationships proposed through the 

developed hypotheses, a framework of extrinsic and intrinsic motivators of 

knowledge sharing has been proposed. Section 3.3 of this chapter describes the whole 

process of framework development whereas the proposed framework is presented in 

Figure 3.5. 

5. Selection of Survey Instrument: Questionnaire has been chosen as a survey 

instrument. The detail on questionnaire selection is given in section 3.4.4.  

6. Designing Survey Instrument: The questionnaire is designed by using pre-

validated items from previous research works. Some of the items have been 

customized to fit this study.  The scaling, structure and description of the survey 

instrument are given in section 3.4.7, 3.4.8 and 3.4.9 respectively. 

7. Sampling: The whole population of 186 trainers and facilitators was 

approached. The details on the sampling are given in section 3.4.3.  

8. Data Collection: After the sampling, the data was gathered from the trainers 

and facilitators working at the training institutes of PETRONAS. 43% of the whole 

population has responded which is considered as an adequate and acceptable number 

of respondents. The characteristics of the sample are given in Table 3.1.  
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9. Data Analysis: The data was analyzed on SPSS which is a vastly used 

statistical tool. Regression and correlation analysis has been adopted to analyze the 

relationships between different variables. The analysis and further discussion on the 

results is presented in chapter 5. 

10. Recommendation: Based on data analysis, some important recommendations, 

especially for the training institutes of PETRONAS have been provided in section 6.4 

of chapter 6. 

11. Reporting: At the end, the whole research is reported in the form of a thesis, 

which has been divided into 6 chapters.  

 

Figure 3.1: Research Cycle 

The first two steps of the research methodology have been presented in chapter 1. The 

forthcoming sections of this chapter will present the details on steps 3 to 8. Step 9 will 

be discussed in detail in chapter 4 and 5, whereas step 10 will be discussed in chapter 

6.     
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3.3 Framework Development  

This section of the chapter will present the proposed framework. The literature 

survey, laid out in chapter 2, has highlighted in detail regarding the past and ongoing 

research work on several important components of this study. Literature survey 

helped to identify the relationships of extrinsic rewards, OCB and demographic 

variables with knowledge sharing.  A number of existing frameworks, on the subject 

matter, have been instrumental towards the derivation of the proposed framework. 

Hence prior to presenting the proposed framework it is necessary to present those 

frameworks as well. The forthcoming part of this section, section 3.3.1, will present 

these important frameworks which helped to derive the proposed framework.  

3.3.1 Derivation of Framework 

Before presenting the proposed framework, it is imperative to have a look at different 

frameworks which have been proposed by previous research works and which are 

instrumental in deriving the proposed framework of this study. 

The relationship between OCB and knowledge sharing has been highlighted, in 

the context of past research works, in section 2.7. The framework of Yang and Farn 

(2007) has established the correlation between OCB and knowledge sharing intention 

and empirically proves this relationship. The framework by Yang and Farn (2007) 

specifically caters for tacit knowledge sharing among individuals. Although the study 

does not claim to cover knowledge sharing as a whole (including both forms of 

knowledge sharing i.e. tacit and explicit), however it is necessary to test the 

relationship for both forms of knowledge sharing. The framework by Yang and Farn 

(2007) is shown in Figure 3.2. 
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Figure 3.2: Research Model proposed by Yang and Farn (2007) 

For the relationship between OCB dimensions and knowledge sharing, the 

framework proposed by Chieh (2008) is considered. The framework analyzes the 

relationship between the different dimensions of OCB and knowledge sharing, with 

the moderating effect of gender. The framework is shown in Figure 3.3. 

The framework proposed by Chieh (2008) empirically proves the relationship 

between the five dimensions of OCB and knowledge sharing. One of the major 

limitations of the framework, also mentioned by the author, is that it measures the 

intention of individuals not the actual behavior. Hence, this limitation requires further 

analysis of the relationship between OCB and actual knowledge sharing behavior, 

which has been included in this study and will be empirically tested.  
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The relationship between extrinsic rewards and knowledge sharing has been 

highlighted, in the light of the literature, in section 2.6.2. The framework proposed by 

Andriessen (2006) can be considered a comprehensive framework, based on several 

social science and organization behavior theories. According to Andriessen (2006), 

rewards are related with the theories of motivation. Motivation defines the factors 

effecting human intention and consequently the forces that compel individuals to 

perform a certain behavior, and these forces can be intrinsic as well as extrinsic 

(Pinder, 1998; Andriessen, 2006). The Multifactor Interaction Knowledge sharing 

model (MIKS) proposed by Andriessen (2006), illustrated in Figure 3.4, correlates 

incentives, including extrinsic rewards, with knowledge sharing intention. According 

to the author motivation to perform a task and intention are interchangeable terms and 

have the same meanings. 

 

The framework has not been tested empirically. Hence, there is a need to test the 

relationship between extrinsic rewards and knowledge sharing intention to give it an 

empirical support.  
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3.3.2 Hypothesis Development  

The following six major and, in total, nineteen hypotheses are developed based on 

detailed literature survey and the relationships established by existing frameworks 

described in section 3.3.1. The first two hypotheses are related with the TRA. TRA 

has been briefly explained in section 2.4.  

 H1: an individual’s knowledge sharing attitude positively affects his knowledge 

sharing intention 

 H2: an individual’s knowledge sharing intention positively affects his 

knowledge sharing behavior 

The effect of extrinsic rewards on knowledge sharing has been discussed in the 

light of literature in section 2.7.2. The forthcoming hypothesis describes the 

relationship between extrinsic rewards and knowledge sharing intention which was 

theoretically proposed by Andriessen (2006). 

 H3: extrinsic rewards positively affect knowledge sharing intention. 

The relationship between OCB and knowledge sharing intention has been proved 

by few studies. However, to the best of author’s knowledge, there is no research work 

which attempts to study the impact of OCB on knowledge sharing behavior.  The 

detailed literature survey on this relationship is provided in section 2.9.1. Hypothesis 

4 and 5 are related with this relationship.   

 H4: Organization Citizenship behavior (OCB) has a positive effect on 

individual’s knowledge sharing intention 

o H4 (a): Altruism has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing 

intention 

o H4 (b): Courtesy has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge 

sharing intention 

o H4 (c): Civic Virtue has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge 

sharing intention 
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o H4 (d): Sportsmanship has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge 

sharing intention 

o H4 (e): Conscientiousness has a positive effect on individual’s 

knowledge sharing intention 

 H5: Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB) has a positive effect on 

individual’s knowledge sharing behavior 

o H5 (a): Altruism has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing 

behavior 

o H5 (b): Courtesy has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge 

sharing behavior 

o H5 (c): Conscientiousness has a positive effect on individual’s 

knowledge sharing behavior 

o H5 (d): Civic Virtue has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge 

sharing behavior 

o H5 (e): Sportsmanship has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge 

sharing behavior 

The detailed literature survey on the impact of demographic variables on knowledge 

sharing behavior is provided in section 2.10. 

 H6: an employee’s demographic variables affect the relationship between an 

individual’s knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior as a 

moderating variable. 

o H6 (a): The relationship between knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior is different among different genders 

o H6 (b): The relationship between knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior is different among individuals with 

different experience levels 
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o H6 (c): The relationship between knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior is different among individuals with 

different education levels 

Based on the preceding hypotheses, the forthcoming section 3.3.3 will present the 

proposed framework.  

3.3.3 Proposed Framework 

Given the hypotheses, presented in section 3.3.2, the following framework of extrinsic 

and intrinsic motivators of knowledge sharing has been proposed. The proposed 

framework is presented in Figure 3.5 in which all the defined hypotheses, involving 

the essential layouts, are labeled as H1, H2, H3, H4, H5 and H6. 

Figure 3.5: Proposed Framework 

3.4 Research Design 

Research design includes several key steps undertaken to validate the proposed 

framework. These steps involve time horizon of the study, target population, sampling 
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and design, and reliability of the survey instrument. Each one of these important steps 

to validate the proposed framework will be explained briefly in forthcoming sections 

of the chapter.     

3.4.1 Time horizon 

The study is a cross-sectional study. A cross-sectional study is inevitable and effective 

if there is time and cost constraint (Sekaran, 2003). Hence due to time and cost 

constraints the data has been collected in one shot. 

3.4.2 Population and Respondents 

The target population of the study is knowledge workers working at the training 

institutes of PETRONAS as trainers and facilitators. This includes trainers and 

facilitators from PERMATA, INSTEP and ALAM. A brief introduction of these 

institutes is given in section 1.11.  

3.4.3 Sampling 

All the members of the population were approached. This includes 186 trainers and 

facilitators working at PERMATA, ALAM and INSTEP. 89 responses were yield 

from all the three institutes. With 10 attritions and incomplete responses, 79 responses 

were analyzable, comprising approximately 43% of the population. The resulting 

sample size has 90% confidence level.  

According to Harris (1985), to yield the minimum sample size in correlation or 

regression studies, “number of participants should exceed the number of predictors by 

50 i.e. total number of participants equals the number of predictor variables plus 50”. 

According to this formula 79 can be considered as adequate minimum sample size. 

The characteristics of sample are given below in Table 3.1. 
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Table 3.1: Sample Characteristics 

Characteristic Frequency Percentage of sample 

Gender   

Male 55 69.6 

Female 24 30.4 

Level Of Education   

Diploma 16 20.3 

Bachelors 32 40.5 

Masters 25 31.6 

PhD 6 7.6 

Working Experience   

Fresh 5 6.3 

1-3 years 12 15.2 

4-6 years 9 11.4 

7-9 years 17 21.5 

10 years and above 36 45.6 

3.4.4 Instrumentation 

The survey instrument used in the study is personally administered questionnaire. 

Various researchers in social science domain have used questionnaires technique to 

illicit data from the respondents. In the context of this study, due to time and cost 

constraints, it was necessary to find a survey instrument which will be less time 

consuming and at the same time less costly. This was a primary reason to adopt 

personally administered questionnaire as they help to minimize time and cost 

(Sekaran, 2003). At the same time, trainers need to be motivated to give away some of 

their precious time to respond to the questionnaire. Through personally administered 

questionnaires, respondents can be motivated to answer the questionnaire (Sekaran, 

2003).  
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Other questionnaire methods such as mail and electronic questionnaires are not 

adopted because of their disadvantages such as low response rate, inability to clarify 

questions and less time for the respondent. Similarly, other data gathering techniques 

such as interviews and observations are also not used because of similar detrimental 

factors such as time, cost, non-availability and disinterest of respondents and 

confidentiality (Sekaran, 2003). 

3.4.5 Distribution and Collection of Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was personally distributed and collected back from the respondents. 

In INSTEP and PERMATA, some of the questionnaires were given to the reference 

persons, who conducted the survey on behalf of the researcher. The reference person 

was provided with all the necessary instructions and information to carry out the 

survey. At the same time, some of the questionnaires were administered in front of 

them to illustrate how to conduct the survey and provide clarification to the 

respondents on various questions. Upon completion, the reference persons were asked 

to mail the questionnaires back to the given address. This approach is also considered 

as personally administered questionnaire method (Sekaran, 2003).  

3.4.6 Reliability 

Cronbach Alpha test has been used to analyze the reliability of the questionnaire. 

According to Nunnaly (1978) and Jöreskog and Sörbom (1989) 0.70 is an acceptable 

Alpha reliability value. Hence Alpha reliability was set to .70 as an acceptable 

reliability.  

3.4.7 Scaling 

All the questions were asked on a five-point likert scale. The perfect number of points 

in a likert scale has not achieved consensus among researchers. Following are few 

reasons, researchers have given, in the favor a of five-point likert scale. These reasons 

are presented in an article by Canny (2006). Firstly, the stated disadvantage of neutral 
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point against 5-point likert scale is a myth and most of the modern researchers believe 

that it is desirable. Secondly, having a neutral feeling about a statement or a topic is 

natural and legitimate among respondents. Not providing a neutral point to 

respondents can force them to answer positively or negatively, drawing biased 

answers. Thirdly, the mid-point in five point likert scale, which is 3, is “right in the 

middle” and perfectly denotes a mixed feeling. 

Apart from above reasons, according to Glenn (2007), five-point likert scale is 

widely used and studies have shown that respondents feel inconvenient to respond to 

a likert scale of more than seven points, so any number lesser then seven is suitable. 

At the same time, the originator of the scale, Rensis Likert, proposed a five-point 

likert scale (Likert, 1932). As mentioned earlier likert scale has been used in all the 

questions, however the anchors were customized to suit the variables being analyzed.  

Questions regarding knowledge sharing attitude were asked using the following 

anchors on a five-point likert scale: 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

Questions regarding knowledge sharing intention and extrinsic rewards were 

asked using following anchors on a five-point likert scale: 

Very Unlikely Unlikely Neutral Likely Very likely 

1 2 3 4 5 

Questions regarding Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB) and knowledge 

sharing behavior, in which the peer was asked to report the behavior of focal 

respondent, were asked using following anchors on a five-point likert scale.  

Never Rarely Neutral Often Always 

1 2 3 4 5 
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3.4.8 Structure of the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire is divided into three sections. Section one asks the respondents 

about the demographic variables including gender, level of education and work 

experience. Section 2 asks the focal respondents to report their knowledge sharing 

attitude, knowledge sharing intention and the effect of extrinsic rewards.  

Section 3 asks the two peers of the focal respondent to report the Organization 

Citizenship Behavior (OCB) and knowledge sharing behavior of the focal respondent. 

According to Yang and Farn (2007), because OCB and knowledge sharing behavior 

are an individual’s behaviors expected to surface while interacting with others, this is 

why it is unreasonable to ask questions solely from the focal respondent. This helps to 

avoid self-reporting bias. To avoid further bias by one peer, as mentioned earlier, the 

data was gathered from two peers of a focal respondent. Since there were many 

employees who may not have regular contact with some other employees, the peers 

were asked to select the focal respondents form the list so that they could report about 

the person they know well and with whom they are in regular contact.   

3.4.9 Description of the Questions 

As described earlier, the questionnaire was divided in three sections. The description 

of each section and the examples of the items used in the respective sections will be 

highlighted in forthcoming paragraphs. The scale used for different variables under 

section 2 and 3 is described in detail in section 3.4.7.  The questionnaire is attached in 

Appendix B.  

3.4.9.1 Questionnaire Section 1 

Section one of the questionnaire asked the respondent about the demographic 

variables, including gender, education level and work experience. These demographic 

variables have been chosen by earlier researches. The literature which suggests 

possible differences among these demographic variables has been discussed in section 

2.8. The demographic variables which are not proved to be related with knowledge 

sharing behavior, from earlier researches, have not been chosen in this research.  
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The options for education level were from specialized diploma to PhD, including 

bachelors and masters. These dimensions were set after obtaining the sample frame 

from the training institutes. Post doctoral was eliminated as there were no post 

doctoral trainers in any of these institutes. Work experience options ranged from fresh 

to 10 years and more. The options were with the interval of three i.e. fresh (less than a 

year), 1-3, 4-6, 7-9 and 10 and above.  

3.4.9.2 Questionnaire Section 2 

The second section of the questionnaire asked the focal respondent to report his 

knowledge sharing attitude, knowledge sharing intention and the effect of extrinsic 

reward and recognition on his knowledge sharing intention. Majority of the items 

were taken from pre-validated measures in KM literature, at the same time some of 

them were added, modified and altered, from past researches.   

The first five items in section two asked the respondents to report their knowledge 

sharing attitude. The items regarding knowledge sharing attitude were drawn mainly 

from the work of Irene et al., (2009), but they were customized to fit in with the needs 

of this research work. However, readers can find similarities with the items used by 

Majid and Ann (2007), under ‘opinions regarding information sharing with others’. 

An example of the items used for knowledge sharing attitude is “I should contribute 

my skills and experience in a Meeting/Discussion”.  

The next six items in section two were related with knowledge sharing intention. 

These items have been taken from early researches such as Bock and Kim (2002), 

Bock et al., (2005), Kankanhalli et al., (2005) and Irene et al., (2009). An example of 

the items for this variable is “I intend to share my experience and skills with my 

colleagues”. 

The last six items in this section were related with the effect of extrinsic rewards 

on knowledge sharing intention. In these six items, question 12 is related with 

individual rewards, question 17 is related with group rewards, 15 is serving both 

group and individual rewards (directly for group and indirectly for individual 

rewards), 14 is an audit question, 13 is related with tangible rewards and 16 is related 

with intangible rewards, hence all the important dimensions of extrinsic rewards were 
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covered. These items were taken from previous researches such as Connelly (2000), 

Bock and Kim (2002), Harder (2008) (items were taken from ‘controlled motivation’ 

of this research and were modified) and Irene et al., (2009). The examples of the 

items are “I will share my skills and expertise even if I am not given rewards or 

recognition” and “I will share more if I will be declared ‘Knowledge Champion”. 

3.4.9.3 Questionnaire Section 3: 

Section three asked the peers to report Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB) and 

knowledge sharing behavior of the focal respondent. The first 20 questions asked the 

peer to report OCB of focal respondent. Items from 18 to 21 are related with Civic 

Virtue, items from 22 to 25 are related with Altruism, items from 26 to 29 are related 

with Conscientiousness,   items from 30 to 33 are related with Courtesy and items 

from 34 to 37 are related with Sportsmanship. All the items used for OCB are drawn 

from the works of Chieh (2008) which was modified from the work of Podsakoff et 

al., (1990). All the dimensions of OCB were measured using four items for each 

dimension, which has also been done by Chieh (2008). The examples for each 

dimension are “Mr./Ms._____ voluntarily contributes his efforts for the success of 

any event organized by organization (Civic Virtue”), “Mr./Ms._____ helps new 

employees settle in the organization (Altruism)”, “Mr./Ms._____ works after working 

hours/holidays (Conscientiousness), “Mr./Ms._____ helps you in preventing a work-

related problem before time (Courtesy)”, “Mr./Ms._____ complains about small 

issues and problems at workplace (Sportsmanship)”. 

The last five questions were regarding the knowledge sharing behavior of the 

focal respondent. Most of these questions were drawn from earlier researches such as 

Harder (2008), Ling et al., 2008 (modified), Irene et al., 2009 (modified) etc. But 

because majority of the researchers used knowledge sharing behavior items for self 

reporting, that is why they are modified for peer reporting. The example for this item 

is “Mr./Ms._____ shares his experiences/skills whenever you need them” 
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3.5 Summary 

The chapter has presented the proposed framework and the procedure that has been 

adopted to validate the framework. The chapter presented some important frameworks 

which aided in deriving important relationships in the proposed framework. Based on 

framework of extrinsic and intrinsic motivators of knowledge sharing, six major and 

in total nineteen hypotheses have been proposed. To validate the framework various 

important steps were discussed including time horizon, sampling, instrumentation, 

reliability, scaling, and characteristics of respondents, structure and description of the 

questionnaire. The next chapter will present the findings of the study and the 

consequent analysis. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CHAPTER 4 – RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

4.1 Overview 

In the previous chapter, based on existing literature and a number of related 

frameworks, six major and in total nineteen hypotheses were proposed. These 

hypotheses depicted several important relationships between involved variables. 

Based on these hypotheses, a framework of an individual’s knowledge sharing was 

presented. At the same time, the previous chapter also presented the steps taken to 

validate the proposed framework. 

This chapter will analyze the collected data to validate the framework. The data 

has been analyzed on SPSS. Each hypothesis and its corresponding results will be 

presented and hence analyzed. 

4.2 Reliability of the Survey Instrument 

As mentioned in the last chapter, to analyze the reliability of the survey instrument, 

Cronbach Alpha test has been used. According to Nunnaly (1978) and Jöreskog and 

Sörbom (1989), .70 is an acceptable Alpha reliability value. The results show an 

above-acceptable value of Cronbach Alpha reliability. The results of the Alpha 

Reliability are shown in Figure 4.1 
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R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

Reliability Coefficients 

 

N of Cases =     79.0                    N of Items = 12 

Alpha =    .8239 

Figure 4.1: Alpha Reliability Analysis of the data 

‘N of Cases’ shows total number of respondents whereas ‘N of Items’ shows the 

total number of items which have been tested for reliability. The alpha value, which is 

0.8239, shows that 82.39% of data is reliable. As mentioned earlier, this is above-

acceptable percentage of reliable data.   

4.3 Hypotheses Testing 

The following section of this chapter will present the results obtained, and will also 

present the analysis of the results. Regression analysis has been used to analyze the 

relationship between several variables. Before presenting the results, it is important to 

present the interpretation for various correlation and regression coefficients, based on 

which the strength, direction and impact of a relationship can be determined. Values 

of R, R-square and P (significance) value have been used to analyze the results.  

Value of R shows the strength of the relationship. It ranges from +1 to -1. A value 

of R which is closer to ‘+1’ shows the strength of the correlation relationship, whereas 

a value of R closer to ‘0’ shows a weaker or no correlation relationship, at the same 

time a value of R below ‘0’ shows a negative correlation relationship. The positive or 

negative signs with the value show the direction of the relationship. For example a 

positive sign shows that if one increases the other also increases. The value of R-

square indicates the percentage of variance in dependent variable caused by 

independent variable. At the same time value of P shows the significance of the 

relationship (Stephen and Karen, 2003). 



  

62 

4.4 Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) 

The first two hypotheses deal with the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA). This study 

has analyzed the attitude-intention-behavior relationship. TRA is discussed in detail in 

section 2.4 and the results for the hypotheses related to TRA have been presented in 

forthcoming sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2.  

4.4.1 Hypothesis 1 (H1) 

H1: An individual’s knowledge sharing attitude positively affects his knowledge 

sharing intention 

 

 

Table 4.1 (a): Model Summary H1 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

1 .760(a) .578 .573 .30122 

Predictors: (Constant), K_ATT (Knowledge Sharing Attitude) 

Table 4.1 (b): Coefficients H1 

Model   
Un-standardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) .926 .284   3.259 .002 

  K_ATT .788 .077 .760 10.270 .000 

A Dependent Variable: K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 

The two tables above show various important results regarding the first hypothesis. In 

the Table 4.1, K_ATT denotes knowledge sharing attitude whereas K_INT denotes 

knowledge sharing intention. Table 4.1 (a) shows value of R, which is correlation 

Knowledge 
Sharing Intention 
 

Knowledge 
Sharing Attitude 
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value, as .760. This shows that knowledge sharing attitude has a strong correlation 

with knowledge sharing intention. The positive sign with the value of R shows that 

both variables have a positive relationship between them which implies that positive 

knowledge sharing attitude leads to positive knowledge sharing intention. Hence, 

from the value of R we can say that individual’s knowledge sharing attitude and 

knowledge sharing intention have a strong positive relationship. Another important 

value in Table 4.1 (a) is the value of R Square, which is .578. Value of R Square 

shows the variance in dependent variable which can be predicted by independent 

variable. As shown in Table 4.1 (a), 57.8% variance in knowledge sharing intention 

can be predicted by knowledge sharing attitude. Table 4.1 (b) shows another 

important value, which is the P value (sig.). This shows the significance of the 

relationship between the variables. If P-Value is less than 0.05, then we can say that 

the relationship is significant. For the relationship between knowledge sharing 

attitude and knowledge sharing intention, Table 4.2 shows .000 of P-value, which is 

less than 0.05. From the above results and consequent analysis, it is evident that 

knowledge sharing attitude and knowledge sharing intention have a strong, significant 

and positive relationship.  

Hence hypothesis 1 (H1) is supported, proving that individual’s knowledge 

sharing attitude strongly predicts knowledge sharing intention and a person with a 

positive attitude towards knowledge sharing is more likely to have a positive 

intentions to share his knowledge.  

4.4.2 Hypothesis 2 (H2) 

H2: An individual’s knowledge sharing intention positively affects his knowledge 

sharing behavior 
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Table 4.2 (a) Model Summary H2 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .736(a) .541 .535 .36373 

A Predictor: (Constant), K_INT (Knowledge sharing intention) 

Table 4.2 (b) Coefficients H2 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) .727 .344   2.112 .038 

  K_INT .852 .089 .736 9.529 .000 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The two tables above show results regarding H2. In Table 4.2, K_INT denotes 

knowledge sharing intention whereas K_SHB denotes knowledge sharing behavior. 

Table 4.2 (a) shows correlation value R as .736. This shows that knowledge sharing 

intention has a strong correlation with knowledge sharing behavior. The positive sign 

with the value shows that both variables have a positive relationship, illustrating that 

if knowledge sharing intention is high then knowledge sharing behavior will also be 

high. Hence, from the value of R we can say that individual’s knowledge sharing 

intention and knowledge sharing behavior have a strong positive relationship. 

Another important value in Table 4.2 (a) is the value of R Square, which is .541. 

Value of R Square shows the variance in dependent variable which can be predicted 

by independent variable. As shown in Table 4.2 (a), knowledge sharing intention 

accounts for 54.1% variance in knowledge sharing behavior. Table 4.2 (b) shows 

another important value, which is the P value (sig.). This shows the significance of the 

relationship between the variables. For the relationship between knowledge sharing 

intention and knowledge sharing behavior, Table 4.2 shows .000 of P-value, which is 

less than 0.05. From the above results and consequent analysis, we can say that 
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knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior have a strong 

significant positive relationship.   

Hypothesis 2 (H2) is supported, that knowledge sharing intention has a positive 

effect on knowledge sharing behavior, which implies that knowledge sharing 

intention is a strong predictor of knowledge sharing behavior. Hence a person who 

has an intention to share his knowledge is more likely to actually share his 

knowledge. 

4.5 Extrinsic Rewards and Knowledge Sharing Intention 

The relationship between extrinsic rewards and knowledge sharing has been discussed 

in detail in section 2.7.2. Following is the hypothesis which is being tested to prove 

the relationship between extrinsic rewards, its dimensions and knowledge sharing 

intention. 

4.5.1 Hypothesis 3 (H3) 

H3: Extrinsic rewards positively affect knowledge sharing intention 

 

 

 

Table 4.3 (a): Model Summary H3 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

Sig 

1 .575(a) .330 .294 .38709 .000 

A  Predictors: (Constant), E_GRP (group rewards), E_IND (Individual rewards), 
E_INT (Intangible rewards), E_TAN (tangible rewards) 
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Table 4.3 (b): Coefficients H3 

Mode
l   

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (constant) 1.815 .340   5.330 .000 

  E_INT .061 .051 .131 1.208 .231 

  E_TAN .200 .078 .284 2.575 .012 

  E_IND -.018 .046 -.044 -.397 .693 

  E_GRP .317 .096 .352 3.297 .002 

A Dependent Variable: K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 

 

The two tables above show results regarding third hypothesis (H3). In the tables, 

K_INT denotes knowledge sharing intention, E_INT denotes extrinsic intangible 

rewards, E_TAN denotes extrinsic tangible rewards, E_IND denotes extrinsic 

individual rewards and E_GRP denotes extrinsic group rewards.  

The correlation value R for H3 is .575, given in Table 4.3 (a). This shows that 

extrinsic rewards have a moderate correlation with knowledge sharing intention. The 

positive sign with the value shows that both variables have a positive relationship 

between them that means that as extrinsic rewards are increased the individual’s 

knowledge sharing intention will also increase, but moderately in this case. Hence, 

from the value of R we can say that extrinsic rewards and knowledge sharing 

intention have a moderate positive relationship. Another important value in Table 4.3 

(a) is the value of R Square, which is .330. Value of R Square shows the variance in 

dependent variable which can be predicted by independent variable. As shown in 

Table 4.3 (a), 33% variance in knowledge sharing intention is due to extrinsic 

rewards. Table 4.3 (a) also shows another important value, which is the P value (sig.). 

This shows the significance of the relationship between the variables. For the 
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relationship between extrinsic rewards and knowledge sharing intention, Table 4.3 (a) 

shows .000 of P-value, which is less than 0.05.  

From the above results, we can say that extrinsic rewards and knowledge sharing 

intention have a moderate, significant and positive relationship.  Hence hypothesis 3 

is supported, that extrinsic rewards positively affect knowledge sharing intention. This 

shows that extrinsic rewards have an impact on individual’s intention to share his 

knowledge however this impact is moderate, which implies that extrinsic rewards 

alone are not good enough to motivate individuals to share their knowledge.  

Table 4.3 (b) shows the relationship between different dimensions of extrinsic 

rewards with knowledge sharing intention and their significance. The first dimension, 

shown in Table 4.3 (b) is E_INT, which is intangible extrinsic reward. The Beta value 

for intangible extrinsic rewards is 0.131, which means that 13.1% of the variance in 

knowledge sharing intention was due to this factor. The P value for this variable is 

0.231, showing an insignificance of Intangible extrinsic rewards for knowledge 

sharing intention. Hence, from the results we can say that intangible extrinsic rewards 

have a positive but insignificant relationship with knowledge sharing intention, which 

means that although the willingness of an individual to share his knowledge is likely 

to increase if intangible extrinsic rewards are given but  it is not a reliable predictor of 

individual’s knowledge sharing intention. 

The second dimension in Table 4.3 (b) is E_TAN, which is tangible extrinsic 

reward. The Beta value of tangible extrinsic rewards is 0.284, which means that 

28.4% of the variance in knowledge sharing intention was due to this factor. The P 

value for this variable is 0.012, showing a significance of tangible extrinsic rewards 

for knowledge sharing intention. Hence, tangible extrinsic rewards have a significant 

and positive relationship with knowledge sharing intention, which implies that an 

individual’s can be motivated to share their knowledge if they are offered tangible 

extrinsic rewards. 

The third dimension is E_IND, which is individual extrinsic reward. The Beta 

value of individual extrinsic rewards is -0.044, which means that 4.4% of the negative 

variance in knowledge sharing intention was due to this factor. The P value for this 

variable is 0.693, showing an insignificance of Individual extrinsic rewards for 
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knowledge sharing intention. From the above results, it is evident that individual 

extrinsic rewards do not predict knowledge sharing intention and individual extrinsic 

rewards can have a detrimental impact on individual’s motivation individuals to share 

his knowledge.  

The fourth dimension of extrinsic rewards is E_GRP, which is group extrinsic 

reward. The Beta value of group extrinsic rewards is 0.352, which means that 35.2% 

of the variance in knowledge sharing intention was due to this dimension of extrinsic 

rewards. The P value for this variable is 0.002, which is below 0.05 showing 

significance of group extrinsic rewards for knowledge sharing intention. Hence, it 

implies that group extrinsic rewards have a significant and positive relationship with 

knowledge sharing intention, which means that extrinsic group rewards significantly 

predict individual’s willingness to share his knowledge. Hence we can say that group 

rewards can be useful to motivate individuals to share their valuable knowledge.  

4.6 Organization Citizenship Behavior and Knowledge Sharing Intention 

The detail on the relationship between OCB and knowledge sharing intention is 

presented in section 2.7. The forthcoming hypothesis and the sub hypotheses will be 

tested to prove the relationship between OCB, its dimensions and knowledge sharing 

intention.  

4.6.1 Hypothesis 4 (H4) 

H4: Organization Citizenship Behavior has a positive effect on individual’s 

knowledge sharing intention 
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Table 4.4 (a): Model Summary H4 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

P-Value 

1 .783(a) .614 .587 .29597 0.000 

A  Predictors: (Constant), O_CON (conscientiousness), O_SPM (sportsmanship), 
O_CSY (courtesy), O_ALT (altruism), and O_CV (civic virtue) 

 

Table 4.4 (b): Coefficients H4 (a, b, c, d, e) 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) -.344 .434   -.794 .430 

  O_ALT .273 .108 .260 2.534 .013 

  O_CSY .330 .108 .276 3.049 .003 

  O_CV .240 .118 .229 2.025 .046 

  O_SPM .065 .115 .046 .563 .575 

  O_CON .168 .084 .184 1.995 .050 

A Dependent Variable: K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 

The above two tables show various important results regarding the fourth hypothesis. 

In the tables, K_INT represents knowledge sharing intention, O_ALT represents 

altruism, O_CSY represents courtesy, O_CV represents civic virtue, O_SPM 

represents sportsmanship behavior and O_CON represents conscientiousness.  

Table 4.4 (a) shows correlation value R as .783. This shows that Organization 

Citizenship Behavior (OCB) has a strong correlation with knowledge sharing 

intention. The positive sign with the value shows that both variables have a positive 

relationship between them that means that if one increases, the other also increases. 

Hence, from the value of R we can say that OCB and knowledge sharing intention 

have a strong positive relationship. Another important value in Table 4.4 (a) is the 
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value of R Square, which is .614. Value of R Square shows the variance in dependent 

variable which can be predicted by independent variable. As shown in table 4.4 (a), 

61.4% variance in knowledge sharing intention can be predicted by OCB. Table 4.4 

(a) also shows another important value, which is the P value (sig.). This shows the 

significance of the relationship between the variables. If P-Value is less then 0.05, 

then we can say that the relationship is significant. For the relationship between OCB 

and knowledge sharing intention, Table 4.4 (a) shows .000 of P-value, which is less 

than 0.05. From the above results and consequent analysis, we can safely say that 

OCB and knowledge sharing intention have a strong, significant and positive 

relationship.  

Hence, hypothesis 4 is supported, that OCB has a positive effect on knowledge 

sharing intention. This implies that the individuals with strong desire to go beyond job 

description, for their organizations and coworkers, will be more willing to share their 

knowledge. The results regarding the impact of OCB dimensions on knowledge 

sharing intention, which are presented in Table 4.4 (b), will be discussed in 

forthcoming sections 4.6.1.1, 4.6.1.2, 4.6.1.3, 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.1.5. 

4.6.1.1 Hypothesis 4 (a) 

H4 (a): Altruism has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing intention 

 

 

Table 4.4 (b) shows the relationship between different dimensions of OCB with 

knowledge sharing intention and their significance as well. The first in this regard is 

O_ALT, which is Altruism. The beta value of Altruism is 0.260, which means that 

26% of the variance in knowledge sharing intention was due to this factor. The P 

value for this variable is 0.013, which is below 0.05 showing a significance of 

Altruism for knowledge sharing intention. From the above analysis, we can safely say 

that altruism has a significant and positive relationship with knowledge sharing 

intention. Hence, hypothesis 4 (a), that Altruism has a positive relationship with 
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knowledge sharing intention, is supported. This implies that individual with altruism 

behavior, in which he is willing to help others, will be more likely to intend to share 

his knowledge. 

4.6.1.2 Hypothesis 4 (b) 

H4 (b): Courtesy has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing intention 

 

 

The second dimension is O_CSY, which is Courtesy. The Beta value of Courtesy is 

0.276, which means that 27.6% of the variance in knowledge sharing intention was 

due to this factor. The P value for this variable is 0.003, which is below 0.05 showing 

significance of Courtesy for knowledge sharing intention. Hence, from the results it is 

evident that Courtesy has a positive and significant relationship with knowledge 

sharing intention. Hypothesis 4(b) is supported which implies that individual with 

strong courteousness, which is being considerate towards others’ convenience at 

workplace, will be more willing to share his knowledge. 

4.6.1.3 Hypothesis 4 (c) 

H4 (c): Civic Virtue has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing intention 

 

 

The third dimension is O_CV, which is Civic Virtue. The Beta value of Civic Virtue is 

0.229, which means that 22.9% of the variance in knowledge sharing intention was 

due to this factor. The P value for this variable is 0.046, which is below 0.05 showing 

significance of Civic Virtue with knowledge sharing intention. From the above 

analysis we can safely say that Civic Virtue has a significant positive relationship with 

knowledge sharing intention. Hence, hypothesis 4 (c) is supported, which implies that 
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individuals with strong value of Civic Virtue, that is being involved in organization 

processes and governance in an effort to improve them, will be more willing to share 

his knowledge. 

4.6.1.4 Hypothesis 4 (d) 

H4 (d): Sportsmanship has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing 

intention 

 

 

The fourth dimension in this regard is O_SPM, which is Sportsmanship. The Beta 

value of Sportsmanship is 0.046, which means that 4.6% variance in knowledge 

sharing intention was due to this factor. The P value for this variable is 0.563, which 

is above 0.05 showing an insignificance of Sportsmanship for knowledge sharing 

intention. From the above analysis, it is evident that Sportsmanship has a positive but 

insignificant relationship with knowledge sharing intention. Hence, hypothesis 4 (d) 

is not reliably supported, which implies that individuals with the sportsmanship 

behavior, which is tolerating small inevitable inconveniences and trivial issues at 

workplace without complaining and with positive attitude, do not necessarily have 

more willingness to share their knowledge. 

4.6.1.5 Hypothesis 4 (e) 

H4 (e): Conscientiousness has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing 

intention 

 

 

The fifth dimension in this regard is O_CON, which is Conscientiousness. The Beta 

value of Conscientiousness is 0.184, which implies that 18.4% of the variance in 
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knowledge sharing intention was due to this factor. The P value for this variable is 

0.050, which is equal to 0.05 showing significance of Conscientiousness for 

knowledge sharing intention. From the above analysis, we can safely say that 

Conscientiousness has a significant and positive relationship with knowledge sharing 

intention. Hence, hypothesis 4 (e) is supported, which makes it evident that individual 

with Conscientiousness value, which is going beyond the minimal call of duty, will be 

more likely intend to share their knowledge.   

4.7 Organization Citizenship Behavior and Knowledge Sharing Behavior 

The relationship between OCB and knowledge sharing intention has been tested in 

past research work, however there is no research work which attempts to study the 

impact of OCB on knowledge sharing behavior. The detail of the relationship between 

OCB and knowledge sharing has been provided in section 2.7 of chapter 2. Based on 

the results obtained, the forthcoming hypotheses will test the relationship between 

OCB and knowledge sharing behavior. 

4.7.1 Hypothesis 5 (H5) 

H5: Organization Citizenship Behavior has a positive effect on individual’s 

knowledge sharing behavior 

 

 

Table 4.5 (a): Model Summary H5 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

Sig. 

1 .893(a) .797 .783 24838 .000 

A  Predictors: (Constant), O_CON (conscientiousness), O_SPM (sportsmanship), 
O_CSY (courtesy), O_ALT (altruism), and O_CV (civic virtue) 
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Table 4.5 (b): Coefficients H5 (a, b, c, d, e) 

 
Model   

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) -1.635 .364   -4.493 .000 

  O_ALT .361 .090 .297 4.002 .000 

  O_CSY .530 .091 .382 5.829 .000 

  O_CV .254 .099 .210 2.561 .012 

  O_SPM .128 .096 .079 1.329 .188 

  O_CON .188 .071 .178 2.661 .010 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The above two tables show various important results regarding the fifth hypothesis. In 

the tables, K_SHB represents knowledge sharing behavior, O_ALT represents 

altruism, O_CSY represents courtesy, O_CV represents civic virtue, O_SPM 

represents sportsmanship behavior and O_CON represents conscientiousness.  

Table 4.5 (a) shows the correlation value R as .893. This shows that Organization 

Citizenship Behavior (OCB) has a very strong correlation with knowledge sharing 

behavior. The positive sign with the value shows that both variables have a positive 

relationship between them that means that if one increases, the other also increases. 

Hence, from the value of R we can say that OCB and knowledge sharing behavior 

have a very strong and positive relationship. Another important value in Table 4.5 (a) 

is the value of R Square, which is .797. Value of R Square shows the variance in 

dependent variable which can be predicted by independent variable. As shown in 

Table 4.5 (a), 79.7% variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted by 

OCB. Table 4.5 (a) also shows another important value, which is the P value (sig.). 

This shows the significance of the relationship between the variables. If P-Value is 

less than 0.05, then we can say that the relationship is significant. For the relationship 

between OCB and knowledge sharing behavior, Table 4.5 (a) shows .000 of P-value, 

which is less than 0.05.  
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From the above results and consequent analysis, it is evident that OCB and 

knowledge sharing behavior have a very strong, significant and positive relationship.  

Hence, hypothesis 5, that OCB has a positive effect on knowledge sharing behavior, is 

supported. The above mentioned results imply that individuals with organization 

citizenship behavior, which is going beyond the minimal call of duty, are more likely 

to share their knowledge. 

4.7.1.1 Hypothesis 5 (a) 

H5 (a): Altruism has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing behavior 

 

 

 

Table 4.5 (b) shows the relationship between different dimensions of OCB with 

knowledge sharing behavior and their significance as well. The first in this regard is 

O_ALT, which is Altruism. The Beta value of Altruism is 0.297, which means that 

29.7% of the variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted by this factor. 

The P value for this variable is 0.000, which is below 0.05 showing a significance of 

Altruism for knowledge sharing behavior. From the above analysis, we can safely say 

that Altruism has a significant and positive relationship with knowledge sharing 

behavior. Hence, hypothesis 5 (a) is supported, which implies that individuals with 

Altruism behavior, which is helping others, are more likely to share their knowledge. 

4.7.1.2 Hypothesis 5 (b) 

H5 (b): Courtesy has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing behavior 
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The second is O_CSY, which is Courtesy. The Beta value for Courtesy is 0.382, 

which means that 38.2% of the variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be 

predicted due to this factor. The P value for this variable is 0.000, which is below 0.05 

showing the significance of Courtesy for knowledge sharing behavior. Hence we can 

say that Courtesy has a positive and significant relationship with knowledge sharing 

behavior. Hypothesis 5(b) is supported, which implies that individuals with strong 

courtesy behavior, which is being considerate towards others’ convenience at 

workplace, are more likely to share their knowledge. 

4.7.1.3 Hypothesis 5 (c) 

H5 (c): Civic Virtue has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing Behavior 

 

 

The third dimension is O_CV, which is Civic Virtue. The Beta value for Civic Virtue 

is 0.210, which means that 21% of the variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be 

predicted due to this factor. The P value for this variable is 0.012, which is below 0.05 

showing significance of Civic Virtue with knowledge sharing behavior. From the 

above analysis we can say that Civic Virtue has a significant and positive relationship 

with knowledge sharing behavior. Hence, hypothesis 5 (c) is supported. This implies 

that individuals with civic virtue, which is being involved in organization processes 

and governance in an effort to improve them, are more likely to share their 

knowledge.  

4.7.1.4 Hypothesis 5 (d) 

H5 (d): Sportsmanship has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing 

Behavior 

Civic Virtue 
 

Knowledge Sharing Behavior 
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The fourth dimension analyzed is O_SPM, which is Sportsmanship. The Beta value of 

Sportsmanship is 0.079, which means that only 7.9% of variance in knowledge 

sharing behavior was due to this factor. The P value for this variable is 0.188, which 

is above 0.05 showing an insignificance of Sportsmanship for knowledge sharing 

behavior. From the above analysis, it is evident that Sportsmanship has a positive but 

insignificant relationship with knowledge sharing behavior. Hence hypothesis 5 (d) is 

not supported reliably. The result for this hypothesis implies that individuals with 

sportsmanship behavior, which is tolerating small inevitable inconveniences and 

trivial issues at workplace without complaining and with positive attitude, will not, 

necessarily, share their knowledge.  

4.7.1.5 Hypothesis 5 (e) 

H5 (e): Conscientiousness has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge sharing 

Behavior 

 

 

The fifth dimension in this regard is O_CON, which is Conscientiousness. The beta 

value of Conscientiousness is 0.178, which means that 17.8% of the variance in 

knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted due to this factor. The P value for this 

variable is 0.010, which is below 0.05 showing the significance of Conscientiousness 

for knowledge sharing behavior. From the above analysis, it is evident that 

Conscientiousness has a positive and significant relationship with knowledge sharing 

behavior. Hence hypothesis 5 (e) is supported, which implies that individuals with 

Conscientiousness behavior, which is going beyond the minimal call of duty, are 

more likely to share their knowledge. 

Sportsmanship 
 

Knowledge Sharing Behavior 
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From the results of hypotheses 4 and 5, we can conclude that OCB is a very strong 

predictor of knowledge sharing intention and behavior. From the results, it can also 

be concluded that all the dimensions of OCB, except Sportsmanship dimension, are a 

strong predictor of knowledge sharing intention and behavior. Hence it is an 

individual’s behavior of doing more than the job description, which strongly 

determines his knowledge sharing behavior.  

4.8 Demographic variables and knowledge sharing behavior 

In analyzing whether there is a difference among different demographic variables in 

knowledge sharing behavior, the data was first segregated for each dimension of 

demographic variables and then the relationship between knowledge sharing intention 

and knowledge sharing behavior was analyzed using regression analysis. The 

literature for this relationship has been presented in section 2.8. 

4.8.1 Hypothesis 6 (a) 

H6 (a): The relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing 

behavior is different among different Genders 
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 Female 
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4.8.1.1 Male Gender 

Table 4.6 (a): Model Summary H (6) a – Male Gender 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .701(a) .492 .482 .38661 

A Predictor: (Constant), K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 

Table 4.6 (b) Coefficients for H (6) a – Male Gender 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) 1.001 .421   2.376 .021 

  K_INT .779 .109 .701 7.165 .000 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The above two tables show various important results regarding the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for the Male 

gender. In the table, K_INT represents knowledge sharing intention whereas K_SHB 

represents knowledge sharing behavior. 

Table 4.6 (a) shows the correlation value of R as .701. This shows that, for Male 

gender, knowledge sharing intention has a strong correlation with knowledge sharing 

behavior. The positive sign with the value shows that both variables have a positive 

relationship between them that means that if one increase, the other also increases. 

Hence, from the value of R we can say that for the male gender, knowledge sharing 

intention and knowledge sharing behavior have a strong positive relationship. 

Another important value in Table 4.6 (a) is the value of R Square, which is .492. The 

value of R Square shows the variance in dependent variable which can be predicted 

by independent variable. As shown in Table 4.6 (a), for the Male gender, 49.2% 

variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted by knowledge sharing 

intention. Table 4.6 (b) shows another important value, which is the P value (sig.). 
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This shows the significance of the relationship between the variables. If P-Value is 

less than 0.05, then we can say that the relationship is significant. For the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for the Male 

gender, Table 4.6 (b) shows .000 of P-value, which is less than 0.05.  

From the above results, we can conclude that for the Male gender knowledge 

sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior have a strong, significant and 

positive relationship. That implies that males are strongly likely to manifest their 

knowledge sharing intention into behavior. 

4.8.1.2 Female Gender 

Table 4.7 (a): Model Summary for H (6) a - Female gender 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .837(a) .701 .687 .29918 

A Predictor: (Constant), K_INT (Knowledge sharing intention) 

Table 4.7 (b): Coefficient for H (6) a - Female Gender 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) -.176 .579   -.304 .764 

  K_INT 1.094 .152 .837 7.178 .000 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The above two tables show various important results regarding the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for the Female 

gender. In the table, K_INT represents knowledge sharing intention whereas K_SHB 

represents knowledge sharing behavior. 
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Table 4.7 (a) shows the correlation value of R as .837. This shows that, for the 

Female gender, knowledge sharing intention has a very strong correlation with 

knowledge sharing behavior. The positive sign with the value shows that both 

variables have a positive relationship between them that means that if one increases, 

the other also increases. Hence from the value of R we can say that the female’s 

knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior have a very strong and 

positive relationship. Another important value in Table 4.7 (a) is the value of R 

Square, which is .701. Value of R Square shows the variance in dependent variable 

which can be predicted by independent variable. As shown in Table 4.7 (a), for the 

Female gender, 70.1% variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted by 

knowledge sharing intention. Table 4.7 (b) shows another important value, which is 

the P value (sig.). This shows the significance of the relationship between the 

variables. If P-Value is less than 0.05, then we can say that the relationship is 

significant. For the relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge 

sharing behavior for the Female gender, Table 4.7 (b) shows .000 of P-value, which 

is less than 0.05. From the above results it is evident that for the females, knowledge 

sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior have a very strong, significant and 

positive relationship. This implies that the females are very strongly likely to manifest 

their knowledge sharing intention into behavior. 

4.8.2 Hypothesis 6 (b) 

H6 (b): The relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing 

behavior is different among different experience levels 
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4.8.2.1 Fresh 

Table 4.8 (a): Model summary hypothesis 6(b) – Fresh working experience 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .935(a) .873 .831 .22526 

A Predictor: (Constant), K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 

Table 4.8 (b): Coefficients hypothesis 6(b) – fresh working experience 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients T Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) 1.273 .596   2.136 .122 

  K_INT .710 .156 .935 4.549 .020 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The two tables above show various important results regarding the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for individuals 

with fresh working experience. In the table, K_INT represents knowledge sharing 

intention whereas K_SHB represents knowledge sharing behavior. 

Table 4.8 (a) shows correlation value R as .935. This shows that, for individuals 

with fresh working experience, knowledge sharing intention has a very strong 

correlation with knowledge sharing behavior. The positive sign with the value shows 

that both variables have a positive relationship between them that means that if one 

increases, the other also increases. Hence from the value of R we can say that for 

individuals with fresh working experience knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior has a very strong positive relationship. Another 

important value in Table 4.8 (a) is the value of R Square, which is .873. The value of 

R Square shows the variance in dependent variable which can be predicted by 

independent variable. As shown in Table 4.8 (a), for individuals with fresh working 

experience, 87.3% variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted by 
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knowledge sharing intention. Table 4.8 (b) shows another important value, which is 

the P value (sig.). This shows the significance of the relationship between the 

variables. If P-Value is less than 0.05, then we can say that the relationship is 

significant. For the relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge 

sharing behavior for individuals with fresh experience level, Table 4.8 (b) shows .020 

of P-value, which is less than 0.05, which shows the significance of relationship. 

From the above results and subsequent analysis, we can say that for individuals with 

fresh working experience knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing 

behavior has a very strong significant positive relationship.  

4.8.2.2 ‘1-3 Year’ 

Table 4.9 (a): Model Summary hypothesis 6(b) – 1-3 year working experience 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .898(a) .806 .786 .27628 

A Predictor: (Constant), K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 

Table 4.9 (b): Coefficients hypothesis 6(b) – 1-3 years working experience 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients T Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) -1.091 .804   -1.358 .204 

  K_INT 1.368 .212 .898 6.440 .000 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The above two tables show various important results regarding the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for 

individual’s with 1-3 years of working experience. In the table, K_INT represents 

knowledge sharing intention whereas K_SHB represents knowledge sharing behavior. 
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Table 4.9 (a) shows the correlation value of R as .898. This shows that, for 

individuals with 1-3 years of working experience, knowledge sharing intention has a 

very strong correlation with knowledge sharing behavior. The positive sign with the 

value shows that both variables have a positive relationship between them that means 

that if one increases, the other also increases. Hence, from the value of R we can say 

that for individuals with 1-3 years of working experience knowledge sharing intention 

and knowledge sharing behavior has a very strong positive relationship. Another 

important value in Table 4.9 (a) is the value of R Square, which is .806. The value of 

R Square shows the variance in dependent variable which can be predicted by 

independent variable. As shown in Table 4.9 (a), for individuals with 1-3 years of 

working experience, 80.6% variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted 

by knowledge sharing intention. Table 4.9 (b) shows another important value, which 

is the P value (sig.). This shows the significance of the relationship between the 

variables. If P-Value is less than 0.05, then we can say that the relationship is 

significant. For the relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge 

sharing behavior for individuals with 1-3 years of working experience, Table 4.9 (b) 

shows .000 of P-value, which is less than 0.05, which shows the significance of 

relationship. From the above results and consequent analysis, it is evident that for 

individuals with 1-3 years of working experience knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior has a very strong significant positive relationship.  

4.8.2.3 ‘4-6 Years’ 

Table 4.10 (a): Model Summary hypothesis 6(b) – 4-6 years of working experience 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .900(a) .811 .784 .21567 

A Predictor: (Constant), K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 
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Table 4.10 (b): Coefficients hypothesis 6(b) – 4-6 years of working experience 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) 1.466 .474   3.090 .018 

  K_INT .676 .124 .900 5.475 .001 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The above two tables show various important results regarding the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for individuals 

with 4-6 years of working experience. In the table, K_INT represents knowledge 

sharing intention whereas K_SHB represents knowledge sharing behavior. 

Table 4.10 (a) shows the correlation value of R as .900. This shows that, for 

individuals with 4-6 years of working experience, knowledge sharing intention has a 

very strong correlation with knowledge sharing behavior. The positive sign with the 

value shows that both variables have a positive relationship between them that means 

that if one increases, the other also increases. Hence, from the value of R we can say 

that for individuals with 4-6 years of working experience, knowledge sharing 

intention and knowledge sharing behavior has a very strong and positive relationship. 

Another important value in Table 4.10 (a) is the value of R Square, which is .811. The 

value of R Square shows the variance in dependent variable which can be predicted 

by independent variable. As shown in Table 4.10 (a), for Individuals with 4-6 years of 

working experience, 81.1% variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted 

by knowledge sharing intention. Table 4.10 (b) shows another important value, which 

is the P value (sig.). This shows the significance of the relationship between the 

variables. If P-Value is less than 0.05, then we can say that the relationship is 

significant. For the relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge 

sharing behavior for individuals with 4-6 years of working experience, Table 4.10 (b) 

shows .001 of P-value, which is less than 0.05, which shows the significance of 

relationship. From the above results and subsequent analysis, we can conclude that for 
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individuals with 4-6 years of working experience, knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior has a very strong significant positive relationship.  

4.8.2.4 ‘7-9 Years’ 

Table 4.11 (a): Model Summary hypothesis 6(b) – 7-9 years of working experience 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .858(a) .736 .719 .26132 

A Predictor: (Constant), K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 

 

Table 4.11 (b): Coefficients hypothesis 6(b) – 7-9 years of working experience 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients T Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) -.033 .636   -.051 .960 

  K_INT 1.066 .165 .858 6.473 .000 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The above two tables show various important results regarding the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for individuals 

with 7-9 years of working experience.  In the table, K_INT represents knowledge 

sharing intention whereas K_SHB represents knowledge sharing behavior. 

Table 4.11 (a) shows the correlation value of R as .858. This shows that, for 

individuals with 7-9 years of working experience, knowledge sharing intention has a 

very strong correlation with knowledge sharing behavior. The positive sign with the 

value shows that both variables have a positive relationship between them that means 

that if one increases, the other also increases. Hence, from the value of R we can say 

that for individuals with 7-9 years of working experience, knowledge sharing 
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intention and knowledge sharing behavior has a very strong positive relationship. 

Another important value in Table 4.11 (a) is the value of R Square, which is .736. The 

value of R Square shows the variance in dependent variable which can be predicted 

by independent variable. As shown in Table 4.11 (a), for individuals with 7-9 years of 

working experience, 73.6% variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted 

by knowledge sharing intention. Table 4.11 (b) shows another important value, which 

is the P value (sig.). This shows the significance of the relationship between the 

variables. If P-Value is less than 0.05, then we can say that the relationship is 

significant. For the relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge 

sharing behavior for individuals with 7-9 years of working experience, Table 4.11 (b) 

shows .000 of P-value, which is less than 0.05, which shows the significance of 

relationship. From the above results and analysis, it is evident that for individuals with 

7-9 years of working experience knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing 

behavior has a very strong, significant and positive relationship.  

4.8.2.5 ‘10 and above’ 

 

Table 4.12 (a): Model Summary hypothesis 6(b) – 10 and above years of working 

experience 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .636(a) .405 .387 .44043 

A Predictor: (Constant), K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 
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Table 4.12 (b): Coefficients hypothesis 6(b) -10 and above years of working 

experience 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients T Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) .858 .639   1.342 .188 

  K_INT .794 .165 .636 4.810 .000 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The above two tables show various important results regarding the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for individuals 

with 10 and above years of working experience. In the table, K_INT represents 

knowledge sharing intention whereas K_SHB represents knowledge sharing behavior. 

Table 4.12 (a) shows a correlation value of R as .636. This shows that, for 

individuals with 10 and more years of working experience, knowledge sharing 

intention has a strong correlation with knowledge sharing behavior. The positive sign 

with the value shows that both variables have a positive relationship between them 

that means that if one increases, the other also increases. Hence, from the value of R 

we can say that for individuals with 10 and above years of working experience, 

knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior has a strong positive 

relationship. Another important value in Table 4.12 (a) is the value of R Square, 

which is .405. The value of R Square shows the variance in dependent variable which 

can be predicted by independent variable. As shown in Table 4.12 (a), for individuals 

with 10 and more years of working experience, 40.5% variance in knowledge sharing 

behavior can be predicted by knowledge sharing intention. Table 4.12 (b) shows 

another important value, which is the P value (sig.). This shows the significance of the 

relationship between the variables. If P-Value is less than 0.05, then we can say that 

the relationship is significant. For the relationship between knowledge sharing 

intention and knowledge sharing behavior for individuals with 10 and above years of 

working experience, Table 4.12 (b) shows .000 of P-value, which is less than 0.05, 

which shows the significance of relationship. From the above results and consequent 
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analysis, we can safely conclude that for individuals with 10 and above years of 

working experience, knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior 

has a strong significant positive relationship 

4.8.3 Hypothesis 6 (c) 

H6 (c): The relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing 

behavior is different among different education levels 

4.8.3.1 Diploma 

Table 4.13 (a): Model Summary hypothesis 6(c) - Diploma 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .598(a) .358 .312 .35066 

A Predictor: (Constant), K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 

 

Table 4.13 (b): Coefficients hypothesis 6(c) - Diploma 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients T Sig. 

   B Std. Error Beta   

1 (Constant) 1.076 .998   1.078 .299 

  K_INT .757 .271 .598 2.792 .014 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The above two tables show various important results regarding the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for individuals 

with education level of Diploma. In the table, K_INT represents knowledge sharing 

intention whereas K_SHB represents knowledge sharing behavior. 
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Table 4.13 (a) shows a correlation value of R as .598. This shows that, for 

individuals with an education level of diploma, knowledge sharing intention has a 

moderate correlation with knowledge sharing behavior. The positive sign with the 

value shows that both variables have a positive relationship between them that means 

that if one increase, the other also increases. Hence, from the value of R we can say 

that for individuals with the education level of diploma, knowledge sharing intention 

and knowledge sharing behavior has a moderate positive relationship. Another 

important value in Table 4.13 (a) is the value of R Square, which is .358. The value of 

R Square shows the variance in dependent variable which can be predicted by 

independent variable. As shown in Table 4.13 (a), for individuals with an education 

level of diploma, 35.8% variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted by 

knowledge sharing intention. Table 4.13 (b) shows another important value, which is 

the P value (sig.). This shows the significance of the relationship between the 

variables. If P-Value is less than 0.05, then we can say that the relationship is 

significant. For the relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge 

sharing behavior for individuals with an education level of diploma, Table 4.13 (b) 

shows .014 of P-value, which is less than 0.05, which shows the significance of 

relationship. From the above results and consequent analysis, we can conclude that for 

individuals with education level of diploma, knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior has a moderate significant positive relationship 

4.8.3.2 Bachelors 

Table 4.14 (a): Model Summary hypothesis 6(c) – Bachelors Degree holders 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .816(a) .667 .655 .32113 

A Predictor: (Constant), K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 
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Table 4.14 (b): Coefficients hypothesis 6(c) – Bachelors Degree holders 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients T Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) .837 .417   2.006 .054 

  K_INT .828 .107 .816 7.745 .000 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The above two tables show various important results regarding the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for individuals 

with education level of bachelors. In the table, K_INT represents knowledge sharing 

intention whereas K_SHB represents knowledge sharing behavior. 

Table 4.14 (a) shows a correlation value of R as .816. This shows that, for individuals 

with an education level of bachelors, knowledge sharing intention has a very strong 

correlation with knowledge sharing behavior. The positive sign with the value shows 

that both variables have a positive relationship between them that means that if one 

increases, the other also increases. Hence, from the value of R we can say that for 

individuals with the education level of bachelors, knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior has a very strong positive relationship. Another 

important value in Table 4.14 (a) is the value of R Square, which is .667. The value of 

R Square shows the variance in dependent variable which can be predicted by 

independent variable. As shown in Table 4.14 (a), for Individuals with an education 

level of bachelors, 66.7% variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted 

by knowledge sharing intention. Table 4.14 (b) shows another important value, which 

is the P value (sig.). This shows the significance of the relationship between the 

variables. If P-Value is less than 0.05, then we can say that the relationship is 

significant. For the relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge 

sharing behavior, for individuals with an education level of bachelors, Table 4.14 (b) 

shows .000 of P-value, which is less than 0.05, which shows the significance of 

relationship. From the above results and consequent analysis, we can safely say that 
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for individuals with education level of bachelors, knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior has a very strong significant positive relationship 

4.8.3.3 Masters 

Table 4.15 (a): Model Summary hypothesis 6(c) – Masters Degree holders 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .655(a) .429 .404 .41642 

A Predictors: (Constant), K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 

Table 4.15 (b): Coefficients hypothesis 6(c) – Masters Degree holders 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) .275 .889   .310 .760 

  K_INT .960 .231 .655 4.156 .000 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 

The above two tables show various important results regarding the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for individuals 

with education level of masters. In the table, K_INT represents knowledge sharing 

intention whereas K_SHB represents knowledge sharing behavior. 

Table 4.15 (a) shows a correlation value of R as .655. This shows that, for 

individuals with an education level of masters, knowledge sharing intention has a 

strong correlation with knowledge sharing behavior. The positive sign with the value 

shows that both variables have a positive relationship between them that means that if 

one increases, the other also increases. Hence, from the value of R we can say that for 

individuals with the education level of masters, knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior has a strong positive relationship. Another important 
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value in Table 4.15 (a) is the value of R Square, which is .429. The value of R Square 

shows the variance in dependent variable which can be predicted by independent 

variable. As shown in Table 4.15 (a), for individuals with an education level of 

masters, 42.9% variance in knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted by 

knowledge sharing intention. Table 4.15 (b) shows another important value, which is 

the P value (sig.). This shows the significance of the relationship between the 

variables. If P-Value is less than 0.05, then we can say that the relationship is 

significant. For the relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge 

sharing behavior for individuals with an education level of masters, Table 4.15 (b) 

shows .000 of P-value, which is less than 0.05, which shows the significance of 

relationship. From the above results and consequent analysis, we can safely say that 

for individuals with education level of masters, knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior has a strong significant positive relationship. 

4.8.3.4 PhD 

Table 4.16 (a): Model Summary hypothesis 6(c) – PHD Degree holders 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .726(a) .526 .408 .56052 

A Predictor: (Constant), K_INT (knowledge sharing intention) 

Table 4.16 (b): Coefficients hypothesis 6(c) – PHD Degree holders 

Model   
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients T Sig. 

    B Std. Error Beta     

1 (Constant) .868 1.581   .549 .612 

  K_INT .831 .394 .726 2.108 .103 

A Dependent Variable: K_SHB (knowledge sharing behavior) 
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The above two tables show various important results regarding the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior for individuals 

with education level of PhD. In the table, K_INT represents knowledge sharing 

intention whereas K_SHB represents knowledge sharing behavior. 

Table 4.16 (a) shows correlation value R as .726. This shows that, for individuals 

with an education level of PhD, knowledge sharing intention has a strong correlation 

with knowledge sharing behavior. The positive sign with the value shows that both 

variables have a positive relationship between them that means that if one increases, 

the other also increases. Hence, from the value of R we can say that for individuals 

with the education level of PhD, knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing 

behavior has a strong positive relationship. Another important value in Table 4.16 (a) 

is the value of R Square, which is .526. The value of R Square shows the variance in 

dependent variable which can be predicted by independent variable. As shown in 

table 4.16 (a), for individuals with an education level of PhD, 52.6% variance in 

knowledge sharing behavior can be predicted by knowledge sharing intention. Table 

4.16 (b) shows another important value, which is the P value (sig.). This shows the 

significance of the relationship between the variables. If P-Value is less than 0.05, 

then we can say that the relationship is significant. For the relationship between 

knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior, for individuals with an 

education level of PhD, Table 4.16 (b) shows .103 of P-value, this is above 0.05, 

showing the insignificance of relationship. From the above results and consequent 

analysis, we can conclude that for individuals with education level of PhD, knowledge 

sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior has a strong but insignificant 

positive relationship. 

4.9 Summary  

Chapter 4 presented the findings and analysis of the study. The chapter started with 

reliability analysis and then it presented the findings and analysis on six major and in 

total nineteen hypotheses. The results have shown various important findings. Table 

4.17 presents the summary of the results for all the hypotheses. 
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Table 4.17: Result status of hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 Supported 

Hypothesis 2 Supported 

Hypothesis 3 Supported 

Hypothesis 4 Supported 

 H4(a) Supported 

 H4(b) Supported 

 H4(c) Supported 

 H4(d) Not Supported 

 H4(e) Supported 

Hypothesis 5 Supported 

 H5(a) Supported 

 H5(b) Supported 

 H5(c) Supported 

 H5(d) Not Supported 

 H5(e) Supported 

Hypothesis 6 Supported 

 H6(a) Supported 

 H6(b) Not Supported 

 H6(c) Supported 

Table 4.17 shows that all the six major hypotheses are supported by this research. Out 

of nineteen hypotheses, sixteen have been supported, whereas three hypotheses have 

not been supported reliably.  

The next chapter will present the discussion on the results presented in this chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5 - DISCUSSION 

 

CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION 

5.1 Overview  

The previous chapter presented the results and the subsequent analysis. This chapter 

will present the discussion on the results obtained. The results will be compared with 

previous studies to see whether the results obtained comply with earlier research 

works or not. At the end, a summary will also be presented to have an overview of the 

results. 

5.2 Reliability Analysis 

Before moving further and discuss the results, it is important to mention the reliability 

of the questionnaire, based on which the analysis was conducted. Alpha Cronbach 

Reliability test was applied to analyze the reliability of the data gathered. 

The test showed .8239 Alpha Reliability value, which means that 82.39% of the 

data is reliable and hence the analysis and the results obtained from this data is also 

reliable. 

5.3 Hypothesis Testing 

Six major hypotheses and in total nineteen hypotheses were proposed in this research. 

To test these hypotheses, linear regression method was applied by using SPSS 

statistical tool. To analyze the results, values of R, R Square and P-value (sig.) were 
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analyzed. The value of R shows the strength and direction of a relationship, whereas 

value of R-square shows how much percentage of dependent variable can be predicted 

by independent variable. The value of P shows the significance of the relationship. 

Based on these parameters, the previous chapter has presented some findings which 

will be discussed here. 

5.4 Hypothesis 1 (H1) 

An individual’s knowledge sharing attitude positively affects his knowledge sharing 

intention 

The first two hypotheses are related with the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA). 

The results obtained for the relationship between knowledge sharing attitude and 

knowledge sharing intention show a strong positive and significant relationship 

between both variables. The results for this hypothesis are presented in detail in 

section 4.4.1 of chapter 4. The value of R obtained is .760 which shows that the 

relationship is strong and positive. The value of R-square obtained is .578, which 

shows that 57.8% of variance in knowledge sharing intention can be predicted by 

knowledge sharing attitude. The value of P obtained is 0.000 which shows that the 

relationship is significant and hence reliable. Hence H1 is supported.  

From the preceding paragraphs the results show that the relationship is strong, 

positive and significant. The term strong refers to the strength of the relationship. In 

the context of H1, it implies that an individual’s attitude towards knowledge sharing 

strongly predicts his intention to share knowledge. The term positive refers to the 

direction of the relationship, which implies that the better a person’s attitude towards 

sharing his knowledge, the more he will be willing to share.  At the end, the term 

significant refers to the significance of the relationship. From the above discussion, it 

is evident that individual who believe that knowledge sharing is good, and he should 

share his knowledge with others, will also intend to share his knowledge. 

 



   

98 

5.5 Hypothesis 2 (H2) 

An individual’s knowledge sharing intention positively affects his knowledge sharing 

behavior 

The results obtained for H2 show a strong, positive and significant relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior. The results 

for this hypothesis are presented in detail in section 4.4.2 of chapter 4.  The value of R 

for this relationship is .736, which shows that the relationship is strong and positive. 

The value or R-square is .541, which shows that 54.1% of variance in knowledge 

sharing behavior can be predicted by knowledge sharing intention. Hence hypothesis 

2 is supported.  

Similar to the discussion presented for H1, the results for H2 have suggested that 

knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior have a strong, positive 

and significant relationship. In the context of H2, the term strong implies that an 

individual’s intention towards knowledge sharing strongly predicts his actual sharing 

of knowledge. The term positive implies that the stronger a person’s intention to share 

his knowledge, the more likely he is to share knowledge.  At the end, the term 

significant refers to the significance of the relationship. From the above discussion, it 

is evident that individual who intend to share his knowledge and is willing to share, is 

more likely to actually share his knowledge. 

The above finding, for H1 and H2, are in compliance with earlier studies. The 

hypotheses are based on Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA). The theory states that an 

individual’s attitude determines his behavioral intentions, and behavioral intention 

determines his actual behavior. The theory has been used in various fields, and the 

same results have been obtained by various research works. In the field of KM, the 

same hypotheses have been proved by various studies such as Bock et al. (2005), 

Andriessen (2006), Yang & Farn (2007), Samieh and Wahba (2007), Irene et al. 

(2009) but in different domains. 
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5.6 Hypothesis 3 (H3) 

Extrinsic rewards positively affect knowledge sharing intention 

The relationship between extrinsic rewards and knowledge sharing intention was 

adopted from the Multifactor Interaction Knowledge Sharing Model (MIKS). As it 

was a theoretical framework, the relationship was not tested empirically by 

Andriessen (2006). 

The results obtained from the last chapter show a moderate, significant and 

positive relationship of extrinsic rewards with knowledge sharing intention. The 

results for this hypothesis have been presented in detail in section 4.5.1.   The value of 

R for this relationship is .575, which shows that the relationship is moderate and 

positive. The value of R-square is .330, which shows that 33% variance in knowledge 

sharing intention can be predicted by extrinsic rewards. Lastly, the value of P, which 

is .000 for this relationship, shows the significance of the relationship. Hence H3 is 

supported by empirical data.  

From the results we can conclude that extrinsic rewards have a moderate, positive 

and significant relationship with knowledge sharing intention. In the context of H3, 

the term moderate implies the degree of influence extrinsic rewards have on an 

individual’s intention to share knowledge. Hence, extrinsic rewards moderately drive 

individual’s willingness to share knowledge. The term positive refers to the direction 

of the impact of extrinsic rewards on knowledge sharing intention, which implies that 

by giving extrinsic rewards, individual’s intention to share knowledge will increase. 

At the end, the term significant shows that the relationship is proven substantially. 

The results are in congruence not only with earlier studies but also with practical 

examples from the industry. According to Puccinelli (1998), incentives/rewards 

should be used to increase the willingness of employees to share their knowledge. 

According to Andriessen (2006), this willingness or motivation is actually the 

intention of employees. Hence, as mentioned in Chapter 2, researchers generally 

believe that rewards encourage knowledge sharing, lack of rewards can be a barrier to 

flourish knowledge sharing in organizational culture and unavailability of rewards can 

be a de-motivating factor for the knowledge source (Constant et al, 1994; Osterloh 
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and Frey 2000; Huber, 2001; Bock & Kim, 2002; Bartol & Srivastava , 2002; Argote 

et al., 2003; Zárraga & Bonache, 2003; Bock et al., 2005; Burgess, 2005; Riege 2005; 

Cabrera et al., 2006). 

The respondents of the survey also highlighted the importance of extrinsic 

rewards through their comments. One of the respondents, at a high position in one of 

the training institutes of PETRONAS, says:” 

“I may not want rewards for myself, but I would definitely want to give rewards to 

the people who will share knowledge” 

Another respondent posted the following comment on the question that how an 

organization can flourish knowledge sharing. 

“By giving acknowledgement / reward to the person who has contributed his 

knowledge, so that he feels appreciated”   

Another comment by one of the respondents highlighted the importance of 

extrinsic rewards. 

“To increase knowledge sharing in the organization, top management should give 

token or rewards to get their participation” 

Above are just a few examples from the responses. There are many respondents 

who suggested rewards to motivate individuals to share their knowledge.  

The results are also in congruence with the practice in industry. As mentioned in 

the literature review, many companies such as Siemens, Samsung, Buckman 

Laboratories, Lotus Development, several Korean companies, IBM, Scott Paper and 

Hewlett-Packard Consulting have been using extrinsic rewards successfully to 

flourish knowledge sharing in their organizations (Ewing and Keenan, 2001; Hyoung 

and Moon, 2002; Davenport, 2002; Bock et al., 2005; Andriessen, 2006). 

Although, it was not in the objective of the study to measure the effect of several 

dimensions of extrinsic rewards (i.e. individual, group, tangible and intangible 

rewards) on knowledge sharing intention, but the results obtained by the study 

provides important insight on these types of rewards as well. The results for the 



   

101 

different dimensions of extrinsic rewards are presented in Table 4.3 (b) in section 

4.5.1. The results obtained are in congruence with existing literature. In the coming 

paragraphs we will discuss the results obtained regarding the effect of individual, 

group, tangible and intangible extrinsic rewards on knowledge sharing intention.  

The results obtained for the different dimensions of extrinsic rewards show that, 

according to individuals, they will share more if they will be given tangible and group 

rewards, whereas intangible and individual rewards have not been considered 

instrumental to motivate them for knowledge sharing. The results obtained for each 

dimension of extrinsic rewards have been shown in Table 5.1.  

Table 5.1: Results for the dimensions of extrinsic rewards 

Dimension Beta Value P-Value (Sig.) 

Intangible Extrinsic Rewards .131 .231 

Tangible Extrinsic Rewards .284 .012 

Individual Extrinsic Rewards -.044 .693 

Group Extrinsic Rewards .352 .002 

 

From the above mentioned results it is evident that, tangible and group rewards 

have a positive and significant relationship with knowledge sharing intention, 

intangible rewards have positive but insignificant relationship, whereas individual 

rewards have negative and insignificant relationship with knowledge sharing 

intention. These results as mentioned above are in compliance with earlier studies.  

For example, a study conducted in Malaysia by Islam and Ismail (2004) on 

“ranking of Malaysian employees of rewards and recognition approaches”, shows 

that, out of 17 given rewards, individuals ranked cash on the first, paid vacation on 

fourth, company share on fifth and merchandise on eleventh position. This shows that 

individuals, especially in Malaysia, prefer getting tangible rewards to get motivated. 

At the same time, as compared to tangible rewards intangible rewards are difficult to 

implement (Andriessen, 2006).  
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Apart from theory, as mentioned in literature survey, Siemens gave tangible 

rewards in their IC Networks (ICN) division ShareNet, Scott Paper’s gives financial 

incentives and IBM provides ‘splitting bonus’ to its employees to flourish knowledge 

sharing in their organizations (Andriessen, 2006). Hence, apart from theory, practice 

also supports the use of tangible rewards to promote knowledge sharing.  

There are researchers who believe that tangible reward can be harmful for 

knowledge sharing in the long run (APQC, 1999; McLure et al., 2000; Kugel and 

Schostek, 2004) however, the above examples of organizations show some 

contradictory implications. At the same time Andriessen (2006) concluded, that the 

choice of tangible or intangible rewards depends on the culture of the organization. 

As far as individual and group rewards are concerned, group rewards has also 

been preferred over individual rewards for knowledge sharing. As mentioned in the 

literature survey, many researchers propose group rewards for knowledge sharing as 

group rewards foster coordination and cooperation among employees (Johnson, 1993; 

DeMattio et al., 1998; Dulebohn and Martocchio, 1998; Patricia, 2007). At the same 

time, researchers believe that individual rewards can be harmful to knowledge sharing 

and employees will hoard knowledge if they will be evaluated on individual 

performance, as their “weapon” of the competition will be knowledge (Connelly, 

2000; Bartol and Srivastava, 2002). Another very important reason, behind the 

preference of group rewards by the Malaysian employees, can be their collective 

nature, because of which they prefer group interests over individual interests 

(Abdullah, 1996; Tamam et al., 1996; Lailawati, 2005).  Although the effect of the 

manifestations of extrinsic rewards was not in the objectives of this study, but the 

results can be beneficial for PETRONAS training institutes. 

To summarize, from the results it is evident that the effect of extrinsic rewards is 

only moderate, neither strong nor very strong, hence, emphasize on extrinsic rewards, 

should also be moderate. For PETRONAS training institutes, although it will be 

fruitful to give tangible rewards to employees, still the organization should put more 

emphasize on factors, other than extrinsic rewards such as OCB and organization 

culture, to encourage knowledge sharing.   
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5.7 Hypothesis 4 (H4) 

Organization Citizenship Behavior has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge 

sharing intention 

The relationship between Organization Citizenship Behavior and knowledge 

sharing intention has been adopted by the study of Yang and Farn (2007). Yang and 

Farn (2007) analyzed the relationship between OCB and tacit knowledge sharing 

intention, whereas this study will attempt to analyze the relationship between OCB 

and knowledge sharing intention as a whole.  

The results for this hypothesis have been presented in detail in section 4.6.1. The 

results obtained show an R value of .783, an R-square value of .614 and a P-Value of 

.000. The results show that the relationship between OCB and knowledge sharing 

intention is strong, positive and significance, hence supporting H4. These results are 

in compliance with the earlier researches such as Yang and Farn (2007) and Chieh 

(2008). 

The results have shown that the impact of OCB on an individual’s willingness to 

share his knowledge is strong and positive. This implies that OCB strongly predicts an 

individual’s willingness to share his knowledge and an individual who works more 

and goes beyond his job description, which is OCB, is more likely be willing to share 

more as well. In contrast a person who does not go beyond his job description is less 

likely intends to share his knowledge. The results also show that this impact of OCB 

on individual’s willingness to share his knowledge is significant and hence reliable.  

For the five dimensions of OCB, the results show that Altruism, Courtesy, Civic 

Virtue and Conscientiousness has a positive and significant relationship with 

knowledge sharing intention, whereas Sportsmanship has a positive but insignificant 

relationship with knowledge sharing intention. The results obtained for the former 

four dimensions are in compliance with the studies of Yang and Farn (2007) and 

Chieh (2008), but the result for later is not in compliance with the earlier studies. The 

possible reason behind the result obtained for Sportsmanship will be presented at the 

end of section 5.7.   
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The results imply that Courtesy is a major predictor of knowledge sharing 

intention closely followed by Altruism, Civic Virtue and Conscientiousness, whereas 

as mentioned earlier, Sportsmanship has the least positive impact on knowledge 

sharing intention and that too is insignificant.  Hence individuals with Courtesy, 

Altruism, Civic Virtue and Conscientiousness behaviors are more likely be willing to 

share their knowledge whereas individual with Sportsmanship behavior may not 

necessarily be willing to share.  The results obtained for the dimensions of OCB have 

been shown in Table 5.2. These results are presented and analyzed in detail in section 

4.6.1.1, 4.6.1.2, 4.6.1.3, 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.1.5. 

Table 5.2: results obtained for the Dimensions of OCB 

Dimension Beta Value P-Value (Sig.) 

Altruism .260 .013 

Courtesy .276 .003 

Civic Virtue .229 .046 

Sportsmanship .046 .575 

Conscientiousness .184 .050 

5.8 Hypothesis 5 (H5) 

Organization Citizenship Behavior has a positive effect on individual’s knowledge 

sharing behavior 

To the best of the author’s knowledge, the relationship between OCB and 

knowledge sharing behavior has not been tested empirically in any of the past 

research works. Chieh (2008) attempts to discover a relationship between the different 

dimensions of OCB with knowledge sharing, but mentions at the end that the 

knowledge sharing in his research is actually knowledge sharing intention and not 

knowledge sharing behavior. Hence, this study has attempted to empirically prove this 

relationship. 
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The results for this hypothesis have been presented in detail in section 4.7.1.  The 

results obtained for this relationship show a very strong, positive and significant 

relationship between OCB and knowledge sharing behavior. The value of R for this 

relationship is .897 which shows a very strong and positive correlation between the 

two variables. The value of R-square is .797, which shows that a greater part of 

change in knowledge sharing behavior, 79.7%, can be predicted by OCB. At the same 

time the P-value of 0.000 shows that the relationship is significant. The findings 

support H5. 

The results have shown that OCB is one of the very strong predictor of knowledge 

sharing behavior. If we compare the impact of OCB on knowledge sharing intention 

with its impact on knowledge sharing behavior, we will conclude that OCB has more 

impact on the later. This implies that an individual with a behavior of going beyond 

the job description, which is OCB, is most likely to share his knowledge as well. The 

strong impact of OCB on knowledge sharing intention and its stronger impact on 

actual knowledge sharing behavior makes it one of the major predictors of knowledge 

sharing.   

Past studies have tested the relationship between OCB and knowledge sharing 

intention, which is an antecedent of knowledge sharing behavior. In this way we can 

also conclude that the results for the relationship between OCB and knowledge 

sharing behavior, in this study, comply with earlier studies (Yang and Farn, 2007; 

Chieh, 2008). 

Different dimensions were also hypothesized to be positively related with 

knowledge sharing behavior, in the sub-hypotheses of H5. The results show that 

Altruism, Courtesy, Civic Virtue and Conscientiousness have a positive and 

significant relationship with knowledge sharing behavior, whereas Sportsmanship has 

a positive but insignificant relationship with knowledge sharing intention. Hence H5 

(a), 5(b), 5(c) and 5(e) are supported but H5 (d), though supported, but not 

significantly. The results obtained for the former four dimensions are in compliance 

with the studies of Yang and Farn (2007) and Chieh (2008), but the result for later is 

not in compliance with the earlier studies. According to the results, similar to the 

relationship between OCB dimensions and knowledge sharing intention, Courtesy is a 
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major predictor of knowledge sharing behavior followed by Altruism, Civic Virtue 

and Conscientiousness, whereas Sportsmanship has the least positive impact on 

knowledge sharing behavior and that too is insignificant. Hence individuals with 

Courtesy, Altruism, Civic virtue and Conscientiousness behaviors are most likely to 

share their knowledge whereas individual with Sportsmanship behavior may not 

necessarily share their knowledge.   

The results are presented and analyzed in detail in section 4.7.1.1, 4.7.1.2, 4.7.1.3, 

4.7.1.4 and 4.7.1.5. The important results obtained for sub hypotheses of H5 are given 

in Table 5.3. 

Table 5.3: Results obtained for the Dimensions of OCB 

Dimension Beta Value P-Value (Sig.) 

Altruism .297 .000 

Courtesy .382 .000 

Civic Virtue .210 .012 

Sportsmanship .079 .188 

Conscientiousness .178 .010 

 

The past studies have proved a significant and positive relationship between 

Sportsmanship and knowledge sharing intention. However, if we ponder upon the 

definition of Sportsmanship behavior deliberately, we will come to know that, unlike 

other dimensions of OCB, it cannot be linked with knowledge sharing directly. The 

definition of this behavior found in literature is “tolerating small inevitable 

inconveniences and trivial issues at workplace without complaining and with positive 

attitude” (Farh et al., 2004; Yang and Farn, 2007; Chien, 2009). Most of the items, 

found in literature and used in survey instruments, corresponding to Sportsmanship 

behavior, are based on the above definition, which was also adopted in this study. 

This definition of Sportsmanship behavior looks different from knowledge sharing 

behavior. As compared to other dimensions of OCB, sportsmanship does not have the 

element of helping the other person, sharing the ideas to improve processes or going 
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beyond the minimum call of duty, which have commonalities with knowledge 

sharing. That is why the result shows a positive but an insignificant relationship 

between sportsmanship and knowledge sharing intention as well as knowledge 

sharing behavior. 

The effect of the five dimensions of OCB on knowledge sharing intention and 

behavior is similar. This also shows the overall fit of the framework and the data 

obtained. OCB affects both knowledge sharing intention and behavior, but it affects 

knowledge sharing behavior more strongly as compared to knowledge sharing 

intention. Hence, according to this study, at individual’s level, OCB is one of the 

major predictors of knowledge sharing behavior.   

5.9 Hypothesis 6 (H6) 

An individual’s demographic variables affect the relationship between his knowledge 

sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior as a moderating variable. 

The objective of this study was to analyze the difference of the strength of 

relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior 

for different demographic variables. The demographic variables which were analyzed 

for this objective were Gender, Work Experience and Level of Education. The results 

are presented and analyzed in section 4.8. The following section will present, one by 

one, the discussion on the results obtained for different demographic variables. 

5.9.1 Hypothesis 6 (a) 

The relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing 

behavior is different among different genders 

The results, which were presented and analyzed in detail in section 4.8.1, show that 

there is a difference of the strength of relationship between knowledge sharing 

intention and knowledge sharing behavior for male and female genders. The 

important values are briefly presented below in Table 5.4. 
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Table 5.4: Summary of the results for H6 (a) 

Dimension R R-Square P-Value 

Male .701 .492 .000 

Female .837 .701 .000 
 

From the above results it is evident that the relationship between knowledge 

sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior is stronger for the Female gender 

as compared to the Male gender. Results show that for the males the relationship is 

strong, positive and significant, whereas for the females the relationship is very 

strong, positive and significant. In simple terms, the females manifest their intention 

to share more than the males. Hence H6 (a), that the relationship between knowledge 

sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior is different among different 

Genders, is supported.  

The result is in congruence with the available literature. Men have individualistic 

and goal oriented thinking, whereas women have socialistic and relationship-oriented 

behavior (Lin, 2006; Chung, 2008). Hence it is more probable for female to share 

more, as knowledge sharing results from social interactions (Brief and Motowidlo, 

1986; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Bolino, 1999; Connelly, 2000; Levin and Cross, 

2004; Quigley et al., 2007). Irmer et al. (2002) and Lin (2006) also believe that 

women are more inclined towards knowledge sharing than men.  According to Lin 

(2006), because women are more social and relationship oriented, hence they are 

more inclined towards knowledge sharing to have strong relationship ties with other 

and to “overcome traditional occupational hurdles”. 

5.9.2 Hypothesis 6 (b) 

The relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing 

behavior is different among different experience levels 

The results for this hypothesis are presented in detail in section 4.8.2. The results and 

consequent analysis shows that the relationship between knowledge sharing intention 



   

109 

and knowledge sharing behavior, for individuals with different levels of working 

experience, is almost the same. The summary of important values of result is given 

below in Table 5.5.  

Table 5.5: Summary of the results for H6 (b) 

Dimension R R-Square P-Value 

Fresh .935 .873 .020 

1-3 Years .898 .806 .000 

4-6 Years .900 .811 .001 

7-9 Years .858 .736 .000 

10 and above .636 .405 .000 

For individuals with no working experience i.e. fresh graduates, and the ones with 

below 10 years of work experience, the relationship is very strong. Although, for 

individuals with 10 and above years of work experience, the relationship is not very 

strong but still it is in the range of strong relationship. Hence, it is evident from the 

result and analysis that working experience does not affect the relationship between 

knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior. Individuals with all 

levels of working experience manifest their knowledge sharing intention into 

behavior. Therefore H6 (b) is not supported. 

This result is in congruence with an early research conducted by Pangil and 

Nasurdin (2007). The reason behind these results can be a strong KM culture in the 

training institutes of PETRONAS, because of which knowledge sharing might be a 

norm in these institutes.  

5.9.3 Hypothesis 6 (c) 

The relationship between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing 

behavior is different among individuals with different education levels 

The results for this hypothesis were shown in detail in section 4.8.3.  The result and 

analysis shows that education level affects the relationship between knowledge 
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sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior. The summary of the important 

result values is given below in Table 5.6.  

Table 5.6: Summary of the results for H6 (c) 

Dimension R R-Square P-Value 

Diploma .598 .358 .014 

Bachelors .816 .667 .000 

Masters .655 .429 .000 

PhD .726 .526 .103 

 

For diploma holders, the results showed that the relationship between knowledge 

sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior is moderate, positive and 

significant, for bachelor degree holders it is very strong, positive and significant, for 

masters degree holders it is strong, positive and significant whereas for PhD degree 

holders it is strong, positive but insignificant. From the above data and analysis, it is 

evident that the intensity of the relationship between knowledge sharing intention and 

knowledge sharing behavior varies with various levels of education. Hence, we can 

say that the hypothesis 6(c), that the relationship between knowledge sharing intention 

and knowledge sharing behavior is different among individuals with different 

education level is supported. The reason behind this difference is also out of the scope 

of this study.  

5.10 Summary 

This chapter presented the discussion on the results obtained from the survey. All the 

six major hypotheses are supported by this research. For the sub hypotheses, out of 

nineteen hypotheses, sixteen have been supported, whereas three hypotheses have not 

been supported. The essence of the chapter can be presented in following points: 

1. Knowledge sharing attitude is a strong predictor of knowledge sharing 

intention which in turn strongly predict knowledge sharing behavior. 
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2. The effect of Extrinsic rewards on the intention of individual to share 

knowledge is moderate, neither strong nor very strong. 

a. According to the trainers and facilitators working at the training 

institutes of PETRONAS, tangible and group rewards can motivate 

them to share their valuable knowledge. 

3. The intensity of the effect of OCB on knowledge sharing behavior is stronger 

if compared to its effect on knowledge sharing intention. This makes OCB a 

major predictor of knowledge sharing behavior. 

a. All the dimensions of OCB, including Altruism, Courtesy, 

Conscientiousness, and Civic virtue, can be considered as strong 

predictors of knowledge sharing intention and behavior, except 

Sportsmanship. 

4. Out of the three demographic variables being assessed in this study, two 

variables including Gender and Education level affects the relationship 

between knowledge sharing intention and knowledge sharing behavior, as a 

moderating variable. However, work experience does not moderate the 

relationship. Important insight from the results are as follows: 

a. Females manifest their intention and actually share their knowledge 

more than males 

b. Employees with bachelors and masters level education manifest their 

intentions and actually share more than PhD and Diploma holders. 

c. There is no significant difference between people with different work 

experience to manifest their intentions and actually share knowledge.  

The forthcoming chapter 6 will conclude the thesis by describing the contribution and 

limitations of this study, recommending the future work, giving important 

recommendations, especially to training institutes of PETRONAS, to improve 

knowledge sharing. 



   

112 

CHAPTER 6 - CONCLUSION 

 

 

CHAPTER 6 

 

CONCLUSION 

6.1 Overview 

In the previous chapter, we discussed the findings of this study. This chapter will 

present how the study achieved its objectives, what is the contribution of the study, 

recommendations for training institutes especially the training institutes of 

PETRONAS, limitations of the study and future work. 

6.2 Objectives of the Study 

There were primarily two major objectives of the study. However, in order to achieve 

the two major objectives, it was important to identify sub-objectives. These 

objectives, as stated in section 1.4, are as following: 

Objective 1: Provide a framework, which will enable us to understand individual’s 

motivation to share his knowledge from the perspective of both intrinsic and 

extrinsic forms of motivation. 

To achieve the above objective, following two sub-objectives were tested. 

Objective 1 (a): Identify whether knowledge sharing attitude leads to 

knowledge sharing intention and consequently to knowledge sharing 

behavior. 
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Objective 1 (b): Determine the effect of extrinsic rewards and OCB, as 

representative variables of extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, on 

individual’s motivation to share his valuable knowledge. 

Objective 2: Identify how individuals differ, based on their personality attributes, 

in their knowledge sharing behavior. 

Objective 2 (a): Identify the effect of individual’s demographic variables 

on his knowledge sharing behavior as a moderating variable.  

Table 6.1 illustrates how the objectives were achieved. 

Table 6.1: Achieved Objectives 

Objective Statement Result 

Objective 1 Provide a framework, which will 
enable us to understand 
individual’s motivation to share 
his knowledge from the 
perspective of both intrinsic and 
extrinsic forms of motivation. 

The study has proposed a 
framework of extrinsic and 
intrinsic motivators of 
knowledge sharing by 
incorporating extrinsic rewards 
and OCB in TRA. 

Objective 1 
(a) 

Identify whether knowledge 
sharing attitude leads to 
knowledge sharing intention and 
consequently to knowledge 
sharing behavior. 

The results have shown that an 
individual with a positive 
attitude towards knowledge 
sharing will have a positive 
intention and consequently will 
share his knowledge. 

Objective 1 
(b) 

Determine the effect of extrinsic 
rewards and OCB, as 
representative variables of 
extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, 
on individual’s motivation to share 
his valuable knowledge. 

The results have shown that the 
effect of extrinsic rewards and 
hence extrinsic motivation on 
knowledge sharing is moderate 

 

Whereas the effect of OCB and 
hence intrinsic motivation of 
knowledge sharing is very 
strong. 
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Table 6.1: Achieved Objectives (cont.) 

Objective 2 Identify how individuals differ, 
based on their personality 
attributes, in their knowledge 
sharing behavior. 

The study has incorporated 
demographic variables including 
Gender, education level and 
experience level, as a moderating 
variable, in the framework to 
understand individual differences in 
knowledge sharing behavior. 

Objective 2 
(a) 

Identify the effect of individual’s 
demographic variables on his 
knowledge sharing behavior as a 
moderating variable 

The results have shown that 
individuals differ based on their 
demographic variables including 
gender and education level. Whereas 
there is no difference in individuals 
with different experience levels in 
manifesting their knowledge sharing 
intention into behavior. 

6.3 Contribution of the Work 

By using Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), the study proposes a framework of 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivators of individual’s knowledge sharing by revisiting the 

effect of extrinsic rewards, OCB and demographic variables on knowledge sharing. 

The study contributes to the body of knowledge in the following ways. Firstly, as 

mentioned earlier, there is lack of research work which attempts to understand 

individual’s motivation to share his knowledge from both intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivational perspectives (Lin, 2007a). Hence this study expands the empirical 

understanding of the subject by providing a framework of intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivators of knowledge sharing. 

At the same time, the study also analyzes and revisits the relationship between 

variables for which there is either a research gap or lack of research work. Firstly, to 

the best of the author’s knowledge, for the first time, the effect of Organization 

Citizenship Behavior (OCB) on knowledge sharing behavior has been tested. Earlier 

studies (Yang and Farn, 2007; Chieh, 2008) which attempted to analyze this 

relationship actually analyzed the relationship between OCB and knowledge sharing 

intention and not the actual behavior. This study will fill this gap.  



   

115 

Secondly, the effect of extrinsic rewards on knowledge sharing intention has been 

tested empirically within the context of training institutes. Majority of the previous 

research works focus on the effect of extrinsic rewards on either knowledge sharing 

attitude (Bock and Kim, 2002; Bock et al., 2005) or knowledge sharing behavior 

(Argote et al., 2003; Zárraga and Bonache, 2003; Burgess, 2005; Cabrera et al., 2006; 

Bi-Fen et al., 2007).  

At the same time, the effect of demographic variables on knowledge sharing 

behavior, as moderating variable, has been tested empirically. The research work for 

this relationship is considered scarce (Ismail and Yusof, 2009). 

Because of the involvement and usage of IT in PETRONAS training institutes, 

this study can aid managers at IT training institutes as well to design strategies to 

flourish knowledge sharing in their organizations, especially among the trainers and 

facilitators.    

Last but not the least, this is the first study, to the best of author’s knowledge, 

which attempts to study individual’s knowledge sharing motivators in the training 

institutes of an oil and gas company.  

6.4 Recommendations 

On the basis of the results obtained and the consequent analysis, the following 

important recommendations can be made to training institutes, especially to the 

training institutes of PETRONAS. 

1. Firstly, as the results showed that extrinsic rewards moderately affect 

knowledge sharing intention, so these institutes can flourish knowledge 

sharing willingness of employees by giving extrinsic rewards to its employees. 

However three important points should be considered in this context. 

o According to the results, the effect of extrinsic rewards on knowledge 

sharing intention is moderate. Hence, to motivate individuals to share 
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their knowledge, the organization cannot rely solely on extrinsic 

rewards.  

o Secondly, these rewards should be designed by keeping in mind the 

notion which was introduced by (Covey, 1994) that “Begin with the end 

in mind”. In this case knowledge sharing is the end, so managers should 

carefully design the reward system that it truly rewards knowledge 

sharing not hoarding (Connelly, 2000). 

 

o Thirdly, employee involvement in the design of reward system should 

also be ensured (Islam and Ismail, 2004). This can be done by carefully 

analyzing their preference of rewards (Amin et al., 2009). According to 

this study, employees at the training institutes of PETRONAS prefer 

tangible and group rewards. This same finding can be implied in other 

companies in Malaysia, as these kinds of rewards have been regarded as 

instrumental to encourage Malaysian workforce and have been preferred 

by them (Abdullah, 1996; Tamam et al., 1996; Islam and Ismail, 2004; 

Lailawati, 2005) 

2. In order to effectively flourish knowledge sharing, strategies should be made 

to inculcate other stronger predictors of knowledge sharing such as 

Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB). The Human Resource (HR) 

department of the respective institutes can hire such employees who score 

high in a test designed to measure an applicant’s OCB. At the same time, the 

findings related to the dimensions of OCB can also guide the managers to 

design strategies to inculcate those dimensions which result in high knowledge 

sharing within organization.  

3. According to the results of this study, the males have scored less in 

manifesting their knowledge sharing intention into knowledge sharing 

behavior. Hence, we can conclude that the organization needs to encourage 

male employees to share their valuable knowledge. Individuals with PhDs and 
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diploma holders also need extra encouragement to share their valuable 

knowledge.  

o The managers at the training institutes might need to carefully observe 

the environment and culture in their organization to better understand 

these differences in the behavior of different demographic elements.  

6.5 Limitations of the Study 

The study has some limitations which will be discussed in this section. Firstly, the 

responses taken from the peers on OCB and knowledge sharing behavior may be 

biased but the approach adopted by the researcher was the best among available 

options. Totally eliminating the bias is somehow impossible and hence a limitation. 

Low response rate because of the time constraint, both from the respondent and 

researcher’s side, was inevitable and can be considered as a limitation of this study.  

The target respondents were trainers and facilitators of only PETRONAS training 

institutes. The results which have been sought from this study cannot be generalized 

and can differ in a different setting.  

6.6 Future Work 

1. In future, the framework proposed by the study can be tested in different 

domains and with a bigger sample size. At the same time, the framework can 

be tested in the other departments of PETRONAS. This will help not only to 

generalize the framework but at the same time will help PETRONAS to adopt 

one framework to understand the employees’ motivation to share their 

knowledge. 

2. To avoid further bias, a longitudinal study can deliver even more realistic 

results, by using qualitative techniques such as interviews and observations. 
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3. The reasons behind the difference of behavior among different demographic 

variables can be examined in a future research. 

4. A study should be conducted on what kinds of rewards actually motivate 

individuals to share their valuable knowledge, rather than merely their 

preferences of rewards. 

5. Future study can analyze the factors which help to inculcate organization 

citizenship in employees. 



   

119 

 

 

APPENDIX A - PUBLICATIONS 

APPENDIX A 

 

PUBLICATIONS 

 
 

1. Aamir Amin, Mohd Fadzil B Hassan, “Knowledge Sharing and Extrinsic Reward System – A 

Preliminary study in Education Sector”, National Postgraduate Conference (NPC), Universiti 

Teknologi PETRONAS, Malaysia, 2009 

 

2. Aamir Amin, Mohd Fadzil B Hassan, Mazeyanti Bt. Mohd Ariffin, Mobashar Rehman, 

“Theoretical Framework of the Effect of Extrinsic Rewards and Individual’s Intrinsic 

Attributes on Knowledge Sharing Behavior”, Proceedings of 2009 International Conference 

on Economics, Business Management and Marketing (EBMM), Singapore, pp. 365-369, 

ISBN # : 978-9-8108-3816-4 

 

 

3. Aamir Amin, Mohd Fadzil Hassan, Mazeyanti Bt. Mohd Ariffin, Mobashar Rehman, 

"Theoretical Framework of the Effect of Extrinsic Rewards on Individual's Attitude Towards 

Knowledge Sharing and the Role of Intrinsic Attributes," ICCTD, vol. 2, pp.240-243, 2009 

International Conference on Computer Technology and Development, 2009, Available at 

http://www.computer.org/portal/web/csdl/doi/10.1109/ICCTD.2009.184, ISBN # : 978-0-

7695-3892-1 

 

4. Aamir Amin, Mohd Fadzil Hassan, Mazeyanti Bt. Mohd Ariffin, “Framework of Intrinsic and 

Extrinsic Motivators of Knowledge Sharing,” proceedings  of 4th International Symposium on 

Information Technology, Knowledge Society and System Development and Application, Vol. 

3, pp. 1428-1432, 2010, ISBN#: 978-1-4244-6716-7 

 
 

 

 



   

120 

APPENDIX B – QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

APPENDIX B 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
Research Title: Framework of Extrinsic and Intrinsic Motivators of Knowledge Sharing and the 

Role of Personality Attributes 
A Case of Training institutes of PETRONAS 

Part of MSc. Thesis at Universiti Teknologi PETRONAS 
 
Disclaimer: Information gathered from this questionnaire will strictly be confidential. Entire 
information will be used only for research purposes and will not be shared with third party in any 
circumstances. 
 
Section (1) 
 

1. Gender 
 

 
o Male 
o Female 

2. Level Of Education 
 

o Diploma 
o Bachelors 
o Masters 
o PhD 

 

3. Work Experience 
 
 

o Fresh (less than a 
year) 

o 1-3 years 
o 4-6 
o 7-9 
o 10 and above 

 
 
Section (2) 
 
Answer the following questions by using the scale below 
 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

1. I should contribute my skills and experience in a Meeting/Discussion ___ 

2. I should share my skills/experience without any expectation of rewards ___ 

3. I should only share my skills/experience when it does not harm my position in 
organization 
 

___ 

4. I should share the experience/knowledge I gain from a seminar/conference with my 
colleagues 
 

___ 

5. I should share a piece of work with others, only if they have contributed in that work 
 

___ 

Very Unlikely Unlikely Neutral  Likely Very likely 
1 2 3 4 5 
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6. I intend to share my experience and skills with my colleagues ___ 

7. I intend to share my skills and experience even if my colleagues don’t share  ___ 

8. I intend to contribute my skills and experience in company’s knowledge database / 
knowledge portal 
 

___ 

9. I intend to forward any additional materials (i.e. training Manual, Slides) to my colleagues 
even if they are doing the same assignment. 
 

___ 

10. I  intend to share only if it will not harm my position in the organization ___ 

11. I intend to share my experience and skills only if requested  ___ 

12. I will share my experience and skills with colleagues if I will get individual rewards for 
sharing 
  

___ 

13. I prefer to get some tangible rewards (money, bonus etc.) for sharing my experience and 
skills 
 

___ 

14. I will share my skills and expertise even if I am not given rewards or recognition ___ 

15. I will share less in a group because in group rewards my sharing efforts are not 
acknowledged individually 
 

___ 

16. I will share more if I  will be declared  ‘Knowledge Champion’ rather then any monetary 
reward 
 

___ 

17. I will share my skills and experience more with my group members , if the rewards are 
given to the group 

___ 

 
 
Comments: (please write any comments/improvements you suggest, through which any organization 
can flourish knowledge sharing) 
 
___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

_______________ 

 

Section (3) 
Peer Assessment 
 
Answer the following questions based on the scale given  
 
Never Rarely Neutral  Often Always 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

18. Mr./Ms._____ voluntarily contributes his efforts for the success of any event 
organized by organization 
 

___ 

19. Mr./Ms._____ gives suggestions and ideas to the management to improve 
organization’s processes 
 

___ 
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20. Mr./Ms._____ attends meetings (group/dept.) and organization’s parties ___ 

21. Mr./Ms._____ is concerned about organizational issues ___ 

22. Mr./Ms._____ helps his colleagues (i.e. offering his/her PC when needed etc.) 
Whenever they have work related problem 
 

___ 

23. Mr./Ms._____ takes others’ workload when they are busy ___ 

24. Mr./Ms._____ helps his colleagues in their projects ___ 

25. Mr./Ms._____ helps new employees settle in the organization ___ 

26. Mr./Ms._____ wastes time in personal calls at work  ___ 

27. Mr./Ms._____ works after working hours/holidays ___ 

28. Mr./Ms._____ works more than desired for every assignment 
 

___ 

29. Mr./Ms._____ comes on time even when the boss is not around ___ 

30. Mr./Ms._____ helps you in preventing a work-related problem before time ___ 

31. Mr./Ms._____ passes important information to his colleagues (i.e. info. about job 
openings in the organization, about the important updates in org.) 
 

___ 

32. Mr./Ms._____ gives reminders to his colleagues on upcoming important events (i.e. 
meetings, seminars etc.) 
 

___ 

33. Mr./Ms._____ is concerned about his colleagues’ comfort at workplace (i.e. not 
listening loud music or avoiding loud chit chat on phone) 
 

___ 

34. Mr./Ms._____ makes huge issues out of minor conflicts ___ 

35. Mr./Ms._____ complains about small issues and problems at workplace ___ 

36. Mr./Ms._____ waits patiently for the responses of his requests ___ 

37. Mr./Ms._____ ignores small inconveniences at the workplace ___ 

38. Mr./Ms._____ shares his experiences/skills whenever you need them  ___ 

39. Mr./Ms._____ shares his experience/know-how on any topic if it is helpful for his/her 
colleagues 
 

___ 

40. Mr./Ms._____ shares additional material (i.e. training manual, slides) with his 
colleagues, even if they are also on same assignment 
 

___ 

41. Mr./Ms._____ contributes his skills/experience in knowledge database of organization 
(i.e. Knowledge portal, database etc.) 
 

___ 

42. Whenever Mr./Ms. _____ participates in a seminar or a workshop, he/she shares his 
experience with other colleagues  

___ 

 
Thank You for your time and cooperation 
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