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Summary

Knowledge sharing is widely regarded as a vital resource for innovation and economic success.
Organisations have increasingly invested in ways to improve and facilitate knowledge sharing in the
workplace and in knowledge management systems, such as an enterprise social network (ESN). A
significant challenge in facilitating knowledge sharing is knowing what motivates an individual to
share in the workplace and in an ESN, and how to create a favourable knowledge-sharing climate for
these environments. In other words, not much is known about how knowledge-sharing intention (KSI)
is formed across the aforementioned contexts. This study seeks to provide a deeper understanding of
the formation of KSI, both inside and outside an ESN, by investigating the factors that likely influence
it in both contexts. To do this, Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behaviour (TPB) is used. The TPB is
a social psychological model that aims to investigate the relationship between specific variables and an
individual’s intention to engage in a behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). The factors used to examine the
relationship with KSI are divided into three different domains: attitudinal, normative, and control
beliefs. This research consists of a quantitative study, in which 153 information technology (IT)
professionals of a health-tech company were surveyed, and a qualitative study (focus group interview),
in which five professionals were interviewed. The first study was conducted to obtain insight into the
main influencing belief factors that predict KSI. The second study consisted of a focus group interview
whose goal was to examine how belief factors influence employee KSI in practice, and how belief
factors could be facilitated to enhance knowledge sharing. The results of the quantitative study
revealed that perceived usefulness, superior influence, and perceived behavioural control (PBC)
predict KSI outside an ESN; and perceived usefulness, perceived compatibility, and PBC predict KSI
inside an ESN context. Although more research is needed to confirm these results in other
departments, organisations, and cultural contexts, they indicate that to improve knowledge sharing, a
clear knowledge-sharing culture must be developed. To achieve this, managerial support is needed to
initiate, facilitate, and encourage knowledge-sharing activities. The qualitative study confirms this
notion because members expressed a need for additional time resources and managerial support to
share knowledge. This study aims to fill a gap in the existing literature by investigating the belief
factors that influence KSI both inside and outside an ESN context. The combination of qualitative and
guantitative research methods provides an in-depth view on how to support and improve KS processes.
Therefore, organisations should adapt their strategies to the belief factors that influence their
employees’ intention to share knowledge.

Keywords: knowledge sharing, knowledge-sharing intention, theory of planned behaviour, Enterprise
Social Network



1 Introduction

The current expansion and innovation of medical technology and high-tech equipment has
created immense competition on the health-tech market (Lee & Hong, 2014). The healthcare IT
market is expected to reach 228.7 billion in profit by 2020, due to their growing need to comply with
regulatory guidelines, government initiatives for eHealth, high returns on investment (ROI), and an
increasing need to reduce rising healthcare costs (marketsandmarkets.com). In contrast, health-tech
organisations are experiencing a lack of in-house 1T-domain knowledge, which is expected to impede
overall market growth from 2015 until 2020 (marketsandmarkets.com). It is because of these changes
that health-tech organisations are increasingly considering knowledge as their main capital, in this case
IT-domain knowledge. The perceived benefits of knowledge sharing are that it allows organisations to
build on past experiences and knowledge, respond more efficiently to problems, develop new ideas
and prevent the reinvention of the wheel, and effective problem-solving (Perik, 2014). According to
Lee & Hong (2014), sustainable knowledge sharing and innovation are considered to be a firm’s
strategically crucial resources for economic success. It is therefore vital that IT professionals in a
health-tech organisation engage in knowledge sharing and are able to retain and reuse valuable
knowledge. As a result, many organisations have implemented systems that facilitate, codify, collect,
integrate, and disseminate organisational knowledge. This overarching system is referred to as a
knowledge management system (KMS) (Alavi & Leidner, 1999). Over the years, various versions of
KMS have emerged, such as the enterprise social networks (ESN). Due to the growth of virtual teams
and remote work arrangements, ESN became the go-to platform for internal knowledge sharing in said
organisations (Leonardi & Treem 2012). According to previous research, collaborative technology,
such as an ESN, may enable knowledge sharing within and among (virtual) teams (Ellison, Gibbs &
Weber, 2014). There have been various claims that ESN might improve organisational effectiveness
and performance. According to previous studies, however, many of the initiatives supported by ESN
have failed (Figueroa & Cranefield, 2012). ESNs are seen as having the potential to support KMSs
that pursue a knowledge management strategy (Michailova & Gupta, 2005). Nevertheless,
significantly different perceptions about ESN might represent major barriers that may lead workers to
not use or to stop using the ESN.

Alongside ESN, knowledge is shared through interpersonal contact (i.e. face-to-face) and
other technology-aided communications, such as email, telephone, and Skype. In previous studies,
researchers investigated how and why individuals share knowledge in diverse, professional, virtual
communities, and the factors that shape knowledge-sharing intention (KSI) (Chen & Huang, 2007;
Chen & Hung, 2010; Chiu, Hsu & Wang, 2006; Hung, Lai & Chou, 2015; Lin, Hung & Chen, 2009;
Tseng & Kuo, 2010; Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Few studies, however, have indicated the different
motives for KSI in different contexts, such as in an ESN compared with a non-ESN context (e.g. face-
to-face interactions, email, telephone/Skype calls).

Overall, large multinationals, such as the studied healthtech organisation, face difficulties
when it comes to knowledge sharing. For example, employees who are reluctant to request or share
information with others, employees who fail to recognise the relevant expertise of colleagues, a lack of
motivation or incentive to contribute more than task-related information, or uncomfortableness in
asking questions publicly may hinder knowledge sharing (Ellison, Gibbs, & Weber, 2014). Therefore,
it is important to investigate which belief factors influence KSI per context, in order to provide optimal
knowledge-sharing facilitation for each environment.

In this study, the belief factors that influence KSI in the two different contexts, namely inside
an ESN (by means of posting, commenting, and sharing documents etc.), and outside the ESN (face-
to-face, telephone/Skype, email etc.) are investigated. The outcomes of this study will provide the
Learning & Development (L&D) department with the necessary insights on how to facilitate
knowledge-sharing activities within both contexts.



2 Theoretical framework

In this chapter, the definition of knowledge and knowledge sharing is clarified. Furthermore,
the concept of an ESN, and a non-ESN context is explained. In order to investigate the belief factors
that influence KSI, a research model is conceptualised. The research model is based on the technology
acceptance model and the theory of planned behaviour (TPB). The factors predicted to have an
influence on KSI are explained.

2.1 Knowledge sharing

According to Abdullah, Sahibudin, Alias, & Selamat (2005) knowledge is contextual, relevant,
and applicable information. Information that can be considered as data (e.g. letters, images etc.) bears
a particular meaning that humans are able to interpret. Furthermore, knowledge can be differentiated
as various types, such as explicit and implicit, general and specific, and as individual and
organisational knowledge (Alhalhouli, Hassan & Der, 2014). This study categorises knowledge into
domain knowledge, in this case IT-domain knowledge. In this study, domain knowledge is defined as
knowledge about IT-systems, and includes user workflows, data pipelines, business policies,
configurations, and constraints, and is crucial in the development of a software application (Hjarland,
& Albrechtsen, 1995). This study adopts the notion of Kim and Lee (2013), which states that
knowledge sharing is an act of disseminating knowledge throughout an entire organisation. The
process of knowledge sharing consists of mutually exchanging knowledge and collectively creating
new knowledge (van den Hooff & de Ridder, 2004). This process involves at least two people,
namely: (1) a sender who attempts to share knowledge, and (2) a recipient who intends to acquire it.
Furthermore, the process of knowledge sharing involves both ‘bringing’ (i.e. donating) and ‘getting’
(i.e. collecting) knowledge (Kim & Lee, 2013). This study focuses on the sharing act, rather than the
act of acquiring knowledge, because the goal of this study is to investigate which factors influence the
intention to share inside and outside an ESN. With these insights, the KSI of employees could be
stimulated in both contexts.

2.2 Knowledge-Sharing Context

If we look at the ways in which knowledge is shared, we can distinguish two different types,
namely: written correspondence and face-to-face interactions (e.g. networking, documenting,
organising, and capturing knowledge) (Cummings, 2004; Pulakos et al., 2003); and computer-
mediated-communication (i.e. technology-aided communication), such as email, telephone, Skype, and
online social networks (van den Hooff & de Ridder, 2004). In this study, two contexts for knowledge
sharing are distinguished. The first context consists of interpersonal contact, such as face-to-face
conversations and computer-mediated (or technology-aided) contact such as email and
telephone/Skype calls. The second context is characterised by the use of an ESN, which is a selection
of Web 2.0 technologies that facilitate communication, collaboration, and knowledge sharing among
employees within an organisation (Chin, Evans, & Choo, 2015). This study hopes to uncover which
belief factors influence KSI, and if there are differences per context in the types of factors that
influence KSI.



2.2.1 Knowledge sharing in an ESN

In this study, knowledge sharing in an ESN constitutes the use of an ESN. According to
McAfee (2006), an ESN is a compilation of Web 2.0 technologies that enable communication,
collaboration, and knowledge sharing among workers within an organisation. The ESN of the
healthtech organization is the Community, which consists of the following ESN tools: a social profile,
activity streams, micro-blogging, groups and communities, instant messaging, content management
system, enterprise search options, and ratings and reviews.

The main difference between knowledge sharing in an ESN, and knowledge sharing in an
interpersonal or direct technology-aided manner (e.g. emailing, telephoning, or Skype-ing colleagues)
is that knowledge is being shared with so-called weak ties. These weak ties occur because the ESN is
used by globally dispersed employees, many of whom have no direct ties (Constant, Sproull &
Kiesler, 1996). Also, when an individual decides to share knowledge on an ESN, they typically do not
choose the recipients of the shared information, which is always the case during interpersonal or direct
technology-aided communication with colleagues (e.g. telephone, email, Skype). Furthermore, the
shared knowledge on an ESN is public and stored in a database for an extensive period of time, which
makes it more permanent compared with knowledge sharing in a non-ESN context.

2.2.2 Knowledge sharing in a non-ESN context

Alongside the ESN context, knowledge is also shared in an interpersonal and technology-aided
manner. Examples of knowledge sharing in a non-ESN context are: face-to-face conversations, and
electronic conversations such as email, telephone, and Skype calls. In comparison with the ESN
context, interpersonal contact and the aforementioned types of technology-aided contact offer true
“social” communication, rich in social cues (Daft & Lengel, 1984). Furthermore, knowledge sharing in
a non-ESN context is characterised by communication with strong collegial ties, which develop with
physical proximity, group membership, a history of prior relationships, and demographic similarity
(Constant, Sproull & Kiesler, 1996).

Prior research has shown that individuals prefer to share knowledge with direct colleagues,
instead of weak ties. This means that employees tend to seek out other colleagues for advice and
information instead of looking on an ESN because the interpersonal aspects of the non-ESN context
provide opportunities for additional interpretation and clarification (Bordia, Irmer & Abusah, 2006).
Moreover, the non-ESN context also facilitates the establishment of a sense of reciprocity and trust,
which is crucial for the effective transfer of knowledge (Bordia, Irmer & Abusah, 2006).

2.3 Belief factors influencing knowledge-sharing intention

In order to investigate how knowledge sharing can be stimulated across both contexts, this
study uses the TPB. The TPB is a social-psychological model used to study the relationship between
certain variables (i.e. belief factors), and an individual’s behavioural intention to engage in a targeted
behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). The TPB suggests that an individual’s intention controls his or her
behaviour, and an individual’s attitude, subjective norm (SN), and perceived behavioural control
(PBC) determine his or her intention (Ajzen, 1991). This study investigates the belief factors that
affect the KSI among IT professionals by applying the TPB (see Fig. 1.) (Hung, Lai & Chou, 2015).
This theory suggests that belief factors related to attitude, subjective norms (SN), and PBC positively
influence the KSI.



2.3.1 Attitudinal beliefs

Attitudinal beliefs refer to an individual’s feelings of favourableness or unfavourableness
towards performing a behaviour (Hung et al., 2015). In the TPB model, seven constructs are used to
indicate attitudinal beliefs, namely: (1) Perceived usefulness — the extent to which a person believes
that knowledge sharing or using a ESN for knowledge sharing, can enhance his or her work and/or
learning performance; (2) Perceived ease of use — the extent to which a person believes that
knowledge sharing or using a ESN for knowledge sharing, will be effortless; (3) Perceived
compatibility — the degree to which information technology adheres to a user’s needs, existing values,
and past experiences; (4) Reputation — the perception that members can improve their reputation and
image by contributing knowledge; (5) Reciprocity — a form of conditional gain whereby people have a
general expectation of some future return for their efforts; (6) Enjoyment in helping others — the
perception of enjoyment from helping others by sharing knowledge (Hung et al., 2015); (7) Attitude —
an individual’s feelings of favourableness or unfavourableness towards performing a behaviour
(Ajzen, 1991). In several previous studies, attitude influenced the participants’ behavioural intention to
share knowledge (Bock, Zmud & Kim, 2002; Ho, Ting, Bau & Wei (2011); Lin & Lee, 2004;
Tohidinia & Mosakhani, 2010).

2.3.2 Normative beliefs

The normative beliefs in the TPB model are the social norms that influence knowledge-sharing
intentions. Normative beliefs refer to the perceived social pressure to carry out certain behaviour,
wherein behaviour is subject to the influence of significant referents (Hung et al., 2015). The four
constructs consist of: (1) Interpersonal trust — the level of trust between individuals; (2) Peer influence
— the extent to which a person believes that a peer or colleague expects him or her to participate in
knowledge sharing (Hung et al., 2015); (3) Superior influence — the influence of superiors on how they
promote or discourage knowledge-sharing behaviour by means of their own behaviour (Taylor &
Todd, 1995); (4) Social norms — the perceived social pressure to perform a certain behaviour, wherein
behaviour is subject to the influence of significant antecedents (Taylor & Todd, 1995).

2.3.3 Control beliefs

The control beliefs in the TPB model apply to an individual’s impression of internal and
external restraints on his or her behaviour. The three constructs consist of: (1) Knowledge self-efficacy
— belief in oneself to provide knowledge that is beneficial to others; (2) Resource availability — how a
member perceives the factors that knowledge sharing requires, such as time resources and opportunity
(Hung et al., 2015); (3) Perceived behavioural control — an individual’s perception of internal and
external constraints on his or her behaviour. If an individual perceives the ease of knowledge sharing,
he or she will feel that knowledge sharing is completely under his or her control (Ajzen, 1991).



2.4 Research model

Attitudinal beliefs

« perceived usefulness

* perceived ease of use

* perceived compatibility

* reputation

* reciprocity

 enjoyment in helping others
* attitude

Normative beliefs

* interpersonal trust
* peer influence

* superior influence
* subjective norms

Control beliefs

» knowledge self-efficacy
* resource availability
* perceived behavioral control

Fig. 1 Research model

Knowledge Sharing Intention
inside
an ESN

Knowledge Sharing Intention

outside
an ESN




25 Research guestion

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the factors that affect KSIs in a non-ESN and ESN
context. With this information, we aim to further investigate how to stimulate knowledge-sharing
behaviour within both contexts. The main research question of this study is:

“Which factors affect employee behavioural intention to share knowledge both inside and outside
an ESN context?”

Furthermore, the sub-questions related to the quantitative study are:

1. What are the main factors influencing KSIs within these two contexts?
2. What are the respective differences between the two contexts regarding the influence of belief
factors?

The qualitative study aims to shed light on possible improvements for knowledge-sharing facilitation
in both the non-ESN and ESN context. Therefore, the sub-question related to the qualitative study is:

3. How can the belief factors be facilitated in practice in order for employees to participate in
knowledge sharing?

10



3 Research methods

To achieve the research goals, an explanatory study was conducted with a sequential mixed
method design. A sequential mixed methods design is characterised by the collection and analysis of
quantitative data followed by a collection and analysis of qualitative data (Creswell, Plano Clark,
Gutmann & Hanson, 2003). The benefit of this research design is that the use of qualitative results can
assist in interpreting the findings of the quantitative study. For example, the outcomes of the
quantitative analysis regarding the influencing belief factors on KSI were further interpreted by
conducting qualitative research in the form of a focus group interview. Furthermore, the advantage of
guantitative versus qualitative data is that the strength of the relationships between the belief factors
and KSI could be measured, which was needed to answer the main research question of this study. KSI
in an ESN context, and KSI in a non-ESN context were the dependent variables. Furthermore,
perceived usefulness, ease of use, compatibility, reputation, reciprocity, enjoyment of helping others,
interpersonal trust, peer influence, knowledge self-efficacy, resource availability, attitude, subjective
norm (SN), and PBC are the independent variables.

3.1 Participants

3.1.1 Questionnaire

A non-probability sampling method (i.e. purposive sampling) was applied, as this study
solemnly focused on IT-professionals inside the healthcare informatics department of a multinational
healthtech organisation. This group of employees was selected due to their IT-domain knowledge,
which is a valuable asset to the organisation and its competitiveness in the health-tech market. Due to
voluntary participation, sample bias (e.g. positivity bias) could occur. To collect the quantitative data,
a survey was sent out to 321 employees by email. In total, 153 employees filled in the survey, all of
which were complete, yielding a response rate of 47.6%.

The sample consisted of 126 men (83%) and 26 women (17%). 6.6% were between 21 and 30
years old, the majority (45.1%) were between 31 and 40 years old, 23.5% were between 41 and 50
years old, and 22.2% of the respondents over 51 years old. The participant group worked in various
IT-related functions, such as integration consultant, implementation consultant, project managers and
team managers. The majority of the participants were located in Europe (79.1%), followed by South
America (11.8%), the Middle East (5.9%), and Africa (2.9%).

Most respondents had obtained a Bachelor’s degree (45.8%), followed by a Master’s degree
(22.9%), while 13.7% of the participants had received a secondary school degree, 10% a degree in
vocational education, 5.2% a certificate (non-degree), and 0.7% of the participants had a Ph.D..
Furthermore, 5.2% of the participants had a degree other than the aforementioned type of degrees.
Most participants (42.6%) had worked between 4 and 10 years for the organisation, 21.6% had worked
between 1 and 3 years for the organisation, 16.4% for between 11 and 15 years, 13.3% for 20 years or
more, and 6% for between 16 and 19 years.

The majority of participants (60.1%) perceived their level of knowledge as senior, 33.3% as
intermediate, and 6.5% perceived their level of knowledge as junior. The greater part of the
participants (78.4%) held a non-management position.

3.1.2 Focus group

A focus group interview was conducted in order to further investigate the relationship between
the belief factors and the KSI, how they are reflected in practice, and how they could be increased and
facilitated. Five respondents were selected to participate in the focus group interview based on the
following criteria: (1) the participant must have completed the entire survey; (2) heterogeneity (variety
in age, educational level, and function), and (3) high and low percentile scores on KSI per context.

11



3.2 Procedure

The respondents in this study were subjected to an online survey consisting of fifteen general
questions, 49 statements regarding knowledge sharing in a ESN context, and 49 statements regarding
KSI in a non-ESN context (see Appendix A). The survey was developed with the survey tool Verint
EFM (Enterprise Feedback Management). A consent form was filled in at the beginning of the survey.
This form indicated that a subject’s participation in the study would generate data that would only be
used for research purposes. Furthermore, all data was treated confidentially, and the ethical committee
of the University of Twente provided the necessary ethical approval. The survey began on the 9" of
November 2015, and finished on the 6™ of December 2015. To increase participation rates, the
organisation raffled 250 e-points among the participants, which could be spent in the company shop.
Participants, who had not filled in the survey after a week, were e-mailed and reminded to do so. In
total, four reminders were sent to stimulate the participants to complete the online survey. After the
survey was finished, the data were gathered for analysis.

After the quantitative data analysis was performed, five respondents were selected to
participate in a focus group interview on the basis of their individual scores on KSI. This was done by
looking at each participant’s percentile scores for KSI per context. For example, three participants
were selected who scored in the upper percentile per context, and also three participants who scored in
the lower percentile per context. Ultimately, five out of the twelve invited participants attended the
focus group interview.

The outcomes of this study were shared with the employees through a summary report made
available on the ESN platform of the organisation. Furthermore, a presentation was given to the L&D
department with recommendations to improve knowledge sharing based on the outcomes of this study.

3.3 Instrumentation

3.3.1 Questionnaire

The survey used in this study (see Appendix A) was based upon a validated survey by Hung et
al. (2015). The questions from the original survey were based on Taylor and Todd’s (1995) version of
the TPB, which divides the TPB belief structures into attitudinal, normative, and control beliefs (e.g.
“I enjoy sharing my knowledge with others in the Community”). The original survey consisted of
fifteen constructs (50 items) derived from the research model, as shown in Appendix A. The survey
developed for this study contained 49 items about the attitudinal, normative and control beliefs per
context. Additional questions were added to the survey to measure the construct ‘superior influence’,
as this construct was not included in the original questionnaire. In Appendix E, a detailed description
is given on the reliability of each scale.

Because this study aims to investigate the factors that influence the KSI of IT professionals in
both contexts, it was necessary to construct questions that measure the factors that influence KSI in a
non-ESN context. Therefore, all statements were asked twice: once about the non-ESN and once about
the ESN context. All items were measured by a 7-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly
disagree, to 7 = strongly agree). The survey in this study (see Appendix A) began with demographic
questions (e.g. gender, educational degree, etc.). All of the items used in the survey can be found in
Appendix A.

Content validity was ensured by using validated items from Hung et al. (2015). The
questionnaire used in this study was pre-tested by four employees of the L&D department. Experts
were asked to review the guestionnaire design and to comment on the duration of the questionnaire,
the user-friendliness of the survey, and the clarity of the questions. After the pre-test, the survey was
conducted among 321 participants, using the survey tool Verint. The estimated time to complete the
survey was 30 minutes.

12



3.3.2  Focus group

The focus group interview was based upon the outcomes of the quantitative study. The
predictors of KSI were discussed with five participants by means of previously established questions
(see Appendix C). Three significant factors that influence KSI were discussed in order to indicate the
relationship of the factors with KSI. For example, “How could a manager's influence be increased in
order to support knowledge sharing inside the organisation?” The goal was to determine why there
was a relationship between the said factors and KSI. For example, why is superior influence an
important predictor for KSI? How can the influence of a manager (i.e. superior) be improved? And,
how could this factor be influenced so that employees feel more inclined to share their knowledge?
Participants were asked what these results mean for their organisation, how the results are reflected in
practice, and what the organisation could do with the results. In Appendix C, an open codebook used
for coding and labelling various utterances, can be found. After the qualitative data was gathered,
conclusions from the most meaningful comments per belief factors were drawn. These comments
provide an important insight into the relationship with KSI, and how they impacted the daily practice
of the employees.

A member check was conducted to establish the validity of the interpretations made after the
transcript and codebook was developed. The moderator was asked to correct errors and challenge the
interpretations and codes under which the utterances were listed. In other words, the moderator
assessed the adequacy of the data and results, as well as confirming particular aspects of the data.

3.4 Data analysis

To ensure the reliability of the questionnaire, a reliability analysis was conducted. Cronbach's
alpha (o) was used to measure whether the scales used in the questionnaire show internal consistency.
Unreliable items and scales were deleted to increase the reliability. To answer the first sub-question, a
paired t-test was conducted to investigate the respective differences between the belief factors in the
two contexts. To answer the second sub-question, a multiple regression analysis was conducted to
analyse the inhibiting factors that affect KSI within the two contexts. The regression coefficients were
analysed in order to determine the three main predictors for KSI. The three predicting factors were
discussed in the focus group interview to investigate possible solutions to facilitate knowledge-sharing
behaviour. The qualitative data gathered from the focus group interview were transcribed and
analysed. The answers of the participants were used as input for the advice regarding the facilitation of
knowledge-sharing behaviour.
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4 Results

4.1 Descriptive statistics & preliminary analysis

This chapter details the results of the data collected for this study. It presents in-depth analyses
on the acquired data from the online survey and the qualitative data gathered from the focus group
interview. Firstly, descriptive statistics and the paired samples t-test are described. Secondly, the
multiple linear regressions to test the expected relationships of the variables in the non-ESN and ESN
contexts are presented. For this study, various belief factors, which influence the intention to share
knowledge in two different contexts, were studied. Appendix D provides an overview of the
demographic profile of the respondents. Table 1 presents the paired samples t-test, in which an
overview of the means and standard deviations per relative total score of each variable for both
contexts is presented. The paired samples t-test reveals significant differences between the non-ESN
and ESN context. Also, the significance of the difference between both contexts is presented by noting
the degrees of freedom, t-value, and p-value. A multiple regression analysis (see Table 3 and 4) was
conducted to reveal the significant predictors for KSI in the ESN and non-ESN context. The purpose
of this study is to provide an understanding of the formation of KSI by analysing the influence of
belief factors on the KSI of IT professionals within both a non-ESN and ESN context. With this
information, we aim to further investigate how to stimulate knowledge-sharing behaviour within both
contexts.

4.2  Respondents

As shown in Appendix D, the sample consisted of 127 men (83%) and 26 women (17%). 0.7%
of the respondents were younger than 20 years, 5.9% were between 21 and 30 years old, the majority
(45.1%) were between 31 and 40, 23.5% were between 41 and 50, and 22.2% of the respondents were
51 years old or more. 13.7% had received a secondary or high school degree, 10% had received a
degree in vocational education, 5.2% a certificate (non-degree), and the majority of the sample
(45,8%) had received a Bachelor’s degree, 22.9% had received a Master’s degree, 0.7% a Ph.D., and
5.2% a degree other than the aforementioned types. 21.6% of the respondents had worked between 1
and 3 years for , the majority of the sample (42.6%) had worked between 4 and 10 years for , 16.4%
for between 11 and 15 years, 6% for between 16 and 19 years, and 13.3% for 20 years or longer. 6.5%
of the sample perceived their level of knowledge as junior, 33.3% as intermediate, and 60.1% as
senior. 21.6% of the sample held a management position and 78.4% held a non-management position.
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Table 1

An overview of the means and standard deviations for each variable per context and significant differences between contexts (N = 153)

Non-ESN context ESN context
Variable M (SD) M (SD) df t p
Attitudinal beliefs
1. Perceived usefulness 5.68 (1.00) 4.55 (1.34) 153 9.632 <.001
2. Perceived ease of use 5.23(1.19) 4.46 (1.27) 153 5.954 <.001
3. Perceived compatibility 5.51 (1.03) 3.85 (1.40) 153 13.950 <.001
4. Reputation 5.44 (1.01) 4.05 (1.35) 153 12.234 <.001
5. Reciprocity 5.05 (1.23) 4.23 (1.34) 153 7.787 <.001
6. Enjoyment in helping others 5.91 (.90) 4.22 (1.36) 153 14.861 <.001
7. Attitude 5.83 (.90) 4.85 (1.06) 153 12.187 <.001
Normative beliefs
8. Interpersonal trust 5.09 (1.02) 4.43 (1.16) 153 8.052 <.001
9. Peer influence 4.76 (1.18) 3.30 (1.34) 153 12.311 <.001
10. Superior influence 4.65 (1.34) 3.62 (1.38) 153 8.156 <.001
11. Social norms 4.94 (1.15) 3.70 (1.29) 153 10.297 <.001
Control beliefs
12. Resource availability 4.87 (1.23) 459 (1.13) 153 3.692 <.001
13. Perceived behavioural control 5.39 (.98) 4.46 (1.25) 153 9.881 <.001
Dependent variable
14. Knowledge-sharing intention 5.64 (.99) 4.26 (1.43) 153 11.643 <.001

Note. Variables are measured as relative total score. m= mean; sd= standard deviation; *t test is significant at a 0.05 level



4.3 Contextual differences in the belief factors

A paired sample t-test was conducted to compare the attitudinal, normative, and control beliefs
factors in the two contexts. Overall, the differences between the two dependent variables KSI in the ESN
and non-ESN context are significant, with (M = 5.64, SD = .99) in the non-ESN context and (M = 4.26,
SD = 1.43) ESN context, as seen in Table 1. This indicates that on average, the respondents report a higher
KSI in the non-ESN context compared to the ESN context. These results show that participants are more
likely to share their knowledge outside an ESN. Furthermore, the analysis indicated that all the constructs
in the non-ESN context differ significantly from the factors in the ESN context. Firstly, there was a
significant difference in the mean scores for perceived usefulness between the non-ESN context (M =
5.68, SD = 1.00) and for the ESN context (M = 4.55, SD = 1.34); t (153) = 9.63, p < .001. This shows a
difference of 1.13 between the mean scores for the respective contexts. For perceived compatibility, there
was a significant difference in the mean scores between the non-ESN context (M = 5.51, SD = 1.03) and
the ESN context (M = 3.85, SD = 1.40); t (153) = 13.95, p < .001. This shows a difference of 1.66
between the mean scores for the respective contexts. For reputation, there was a significant difference in
the scores for the non-ESN context (M = 5.44, SD = 1.01) and the ESN context (M = 4.05, SD = 1.35); t
(153) = 12.23, p < .001; showing a difference of 1.39 between the mean scores for the respective contexts.
For enjoyment in helping others, there was a significant difference in the scores for the non-ESN context
(M =5.91, SD = 0.90) and the ESN context (M = 4.22, SD = 1.36); t (153) = 14.86, p < .001; showing a
difference of 1.69 between the mean scores for the respective contexts. For the constructs related to
normative beliefs, there was a significant difference in the scores for peer influence in the non-ESN
context (M = 4.76, SD = 1.18) and the ESN context (M = 3.30, SD = 1.34); t (153) = 12.31, p < .001;
showing a difference of 1.46 between the mean scores for the respective contexts. For construct social
norms, there was a significant difference in the scores for the non-ESN context (M = 4.94, SD = 1.15) and
the ESN context (M = 3.70, SD = 1.29); t (153) = 10.29, p < .001; showing a difference of 1.24 between
the mean scores for the respective contexts. For the constructs related to the control beliefs, resource
availability showed a significant difference in the scores for the non-ESN context (M = 4.87, SD = 1.23),
and the ESN context (M = 4.59, SD = 1.13); t (153) = 3.69, p < .001; showing the smallest difference
between the two mean scores for the two contexts, namely 0.28.

In conclusion, all the constructs in the non-ESN context showed a higher mean, indicating that, on
average, participants gave a higher score to items related to attitudinal, normative, and control beliefs in
the non-ESN context, compared with the ESN context. Large differences can be seen between the
independent variables related to attitudinal beliefs in both the non-ESN and ESN context. This indicates
that participants may perceive the act of knowledge sharing in a non-ESN context to be more useful, easy,
and compatible with their habits and values compared with an ESN context. Moreover, the score for
enjoyment in helping others is significantly higher in the non-ESN context. This indicates that, on
average, employees experience more enjoyment in helping others by sharing knowledge in the non-ESN
context. Other large differences can be seen between the independent variables related to the normative
beliefs, e.g. peer and superior influence. On average, the influence of colleagues and managers in relation
to knowledge sharing is higher compared with the ESN context, indicating that peers and superiors have
more influence on participants in the non-ESN context. Finally, in relation to the control beliefs,
participants appeared to be more positive about their available resources to share knowledge, and sense of
ability, time resources, and knowledge in general, compared with the ESN context.
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Table 2

Pearson Correlations for all measures. Above the Diagonal the Correlations for the ESN context are Presented, Below the Diagonal Correlations for the

Non-ESN context are Presented.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

1. Age -189" -057 2177 -166" -147 -261" -094 -058 .195° -242" -128 -078 -127 -269 340"
2. Perceived Usefulness -.105 426" 6207 665~ 5297 685 693" 583" 531" 565 .524" 583" 5737 7337 -105

3. Perceived Ease of Use 126 4317 4417 3717 2267 389 4297 342" 205 2707 198" 436" 5347 4717 126

4. Perceived Compatibility -043 6787 609 6417 4257 7077 5377 4337 5717 5157 4717 4117 55027 705 -.043

5. Reputation -135 6457 3827 6317 4727 7087 592 5957 5837 562 .6017 492 5377 685 -135

6. Reciprocity -064 548" 316 4627 5227 5827 4547 3837 4207 4167 4117 3787 396 .4957 -064
7. Enjoyment in Helping Others -.161"  .754" 447" 706~ .685 .520" 6107 5827 600 597" 530" .548" 665 .710° -161"
8. Attitude -143  .800™ .458” 765" .6507 510" .831" 6367 4597 5307 5617 .690 .658" .648" -.143

9. Interpersonal Trust -022 4847 4377 5867 4507 428" 4687 4717 4927 4747 464 5597 5607 5427 -.022

10. Peer Influence -051 5297 380" 585" 613" 4437 526" 525 589" 7847 7787 438" 5017 5717 -.051

11. Superior Influence -130 4167 162" 3817 4407 3217 4317 403" 3907 605" 7637 .498” 5617 6107 -.130

12. Social Norms -155 6107 3947 632" 6737 5207 5407 .602" .498" 756 .529" 4537 492 5917 -155

13. Resource Availability -111 5587 485" 625 5117 335 576" 582" 549" 568" .481" 535" 6627 5227 111

14. PBC -097 6577 5317 6997 5597 4377 678" .698" 5757 512" 433" 5697 707 6537 -.097

15. KSlinanon-ESN context  -.229" 762" 434 6917 602" 495" 760 .763" 475" 525~ 539" 576" .637 .750" -229”
16. Work experience 340" -105 126 -043 -135 -064 -161" -143 -022 -051 -130 -155 -111 -097 -229"

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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4.4 Pearson’s correlations in both contexts

According to the Pearson correlation analyses for the ESN and non-ESN context, KSI
significantly correlates with all model variables included in this study, see Table 2. The control variables
age and work experience were also included in this analysis. Age was included in the analysis with all
model variables related to the ESN context.

Age negatively correlated with the independent variables perceived usefulness r(153) = -.189, p =
.019, perceived compatibility r(153) = -.217, p = .007, reputation r(153) = -.166, p = .041, enjoyment in
helping others r(153) = -.261, p = .001, peer influence r(153) = -.195, p = .016, superior influence r(153)
= -.242, p = .003, and the dependent variable KSI in an ESN context r(153) = -.269, p = .001. Age and
perceived compatibility in the ESN context were significantly negatively correlated r(153) = -.217, p =
.007, revealing that older workers report a lower perceived compatibility with the ESN in relation to their
knowledge-sharing habits and values. Other significant negative correlations were also found for
enjoyment in helping others r(153) = -.261, p = .001, superior influence r(153) = -.242, p = .003, and KSI
in the ESN context r(153) = -.269, p = .001. These results show that, as age increases, enjoyment in
helping others by sharing knowledge, the perceived influence of managers on knowledge sharing, and
overall KSI, decreases.

Work experience and enjoyment in helping others in the non-ESN context were negatively
correlated r(153) = -.161, p = .046. This reveals that more experienced workers report a lower enjoyment
in helping others by sharing knowledge outside an ESN. Furthermore, work experience and KSI in the
non-ESN context were negatively correlated r(153) = -.229, p = .004, implying that more experienced
workers report a lower KSI.
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Table 3

Multiple linear regression analysis for the predictors on the dependent variable Knowledge-Sharing Intention in a non-ESN context (N = 153)

Model 1 Unstandardized Standardized Coefficients 95% Confidence Interval for B

Coefficients

b SE B t p Lower Bound Upper Bound

(Constant) 485 .334 1.450 .149 -.176 1.145
Work experience -.138 .053 -114 -2.595 .010* -.243 -.033
Attitudinal beliefs
Perceived Usefulness .260 .075 .261 3.450 .001* JA11 409
Perceived Ease of Use .010 .046 011 206 .837 -.082 101
Perceived Compatibility 101 .076 105 1.323 .188 -.050 251
Reputation -.029 .065 -.029 -442 659 -.157 .100
Reciprocity .036 .043 .045 .849 397 -.048 JA21
Enjoyment in Helping Others 175 .093 .160 1.893 .060 -.008 .358
Attitude 102 101 .093 1.011 314 -.098 .302
Normative beliefs
Interpersonal Trust -.060 .056 -.062 -1.064 289 -171 .052
Peer Influence -.030 .063 -.035 -472 638 -.154 .094
Superior Influence 41 .041 191 3.478 .001* .061 221
Social Norms -.038 .065 -.044 -582 .562 -.166 .090
Control beliefs
Resource Availability .050 .052 .061 946  .346 -.054 153
Perceived Behavioural Control .265 .073 .263 3.621 .000* 120 410

Note. KSI in non-ESN context. R* = .766, F = 32.274, p <.001

*. Significant at the 0.05 level
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Table 4

Multiple linear regression analysis for the predictors on the dependent variable Knowledge-Sharing Intention in a ESN context (N= 153)

Model 2 Unstandardized Standardized Coefficients 95% Confidence Interval for B
Coefficients

b SE B t p Lower Bound  Upper Bound
(Constant) 114 455 251 .802 -.786 1.014
Age -.259 131 -.094 -1.983 .049* -517 -.001
Attitudinal beliefs
Perceived Usefulness .265 .081 .248 3.284 .001* .105 424
Perceived Ease of Use 077 .064 .068 1.205 .230 -.050 .204
Perceived Compatibility .254 074 247 3.426 .001* 107 400
Reputation 110 079 104 1.399 .164 -.046 .267
Reciprocity .039 .060 .037 .644 521 -.081 .158
Enjoyment in Helping Others .031 .092 .029 336 737 -.151 213
Attitude .057 .108 042 526 .600 -.157 271
Normative beliefs
Interpersonal Trust .019 .081 015 236 .814 -.141 179
Peer Influence -.090 .093 -.085 -967 .335 -275 .094
Superior Influence .056 .086 .054 .653 .515 -114 226
Social Norms 173 .093 155 1.849 .067 -.012 .357
Control beliefs
Resource Availability -.085 .087 -.068 -986 .326 -.257 .086
Perceived Behavioral Control 221 .086 193 2.576 .011* .051 391

Note. KSI in ESN context. R* = .726, F = 26.158, p <.001.
*. Significant at the 0.05 level



4.5 The influence of belief factors on knowledge-sharing intention

A multiple regression analysis was conducted to test which belief factors predicted KSI per
respective context. The results of the regression indicated that the first model explained 76.6% of the
variance of predictors in the non-ESN context (R® = .766, R* adjusted .742, F (32,274), p < .001), as
seen in Table 3. Four predictors showed significant associations with KSI in a non-ESN context. It
was found that work experience significantly negatively influenced KSI (B = -.114, p < .001. This
result indicates that more experienced workers will show a lower intention to share knowledge outside
an ESN. Furthermore, perceived usefulness (B = .261, p < .001), superior influence (f = .191, p <
.001), and PBC (B = .263, p < .001) positively influenced the KSI in the non-ESN context. These
results reveal that when the perceived usefulness of knowledge sharing in the non-ESN context
increases, the KSI of workers will also increase. This is also the case for superior influence and PBC.
For example, if employees report a higher managerial influence regarding knowledge sharing, their
intention to share will increase. Also, if employees report a higher ability, amount of time resources,
and knowledge possession, and thus feel more in control of their knowledge sharing, their intention to
share will also increase. The predictor enjoyment in helping others approached near significance (f =
.160, p > .060).

The second model explained 72.6% of the variance in the ESN context (R? = .726, R? adjusted
.699, F (26,158), p < .001), as seen in Table 4. Four predictors showed significant associations with
KSI in an ESN context. According to the analysis, age had a significantly negative influence on the
KSI in the ESN context (B = .256, p < .001), revealing that older employees will show a lower
intention to share knowledge. Perceived usefulness (p = .248, p <.001), perceived compatibility (p =
247, p <.001), and PBC (B =.193, p < .001) had a significantly positive influence on KSI in the ESN
context. Revealing that when the perceived usefulness of knowledge sharing in the ESN context
increases, the KSI of workers will also increase. This is also the case for perceived compatibility and
behavioural control. If the needs, values, and knowledge-sharing habits of workers are compatible
with the use of the ESN, KSI will increase. Finally, if employees report a higher ability, amount of
time, resources, and knowledge possession, and thus feel more in control of their knowledge sharing,
their intention to share inside an ESN context will also increase.

4.6 Qualitative analysis

The results indicate that perceived usefulness, superior influence, and PBC have a significant
influence on KSI in the non-ESN context. In the ESN context, the factors perceived usefulness,
compatibility, and behavioural control formed the most important components for KSI. All the
significant belief factors were discussed in the focus group, whose goal was to determine why there
was a relationship between the said factors and KSI. For example, why is superior influence an
important predictor for KSI? How can the influence of a manager (i.e. superior) be improved? And
how could this factor be influenced so that employees feel more inclined to share their knowledge.
The five participants of the focus group were subjected to open-ended questions about each belief
factor during a semi-structured interview. For example: “What are the important aspects in which
managers can support your knowledge-sharing activities? ”. In Appendix C, an open codebook used
for coding and labelling various utterances, can be found. After the qualitative data was gathered,
conclusions from the most meaningful comments per belief factor were drawn. These comments
provide an important insight into the relationship with KSI, and how they impacted the daily practice
of the employees.

Perceived usefulness in a non-ESN context

All five participants were asked to reflect on the perceived usefulness of knowledge sharing by giving
their opinions and sharing experiences. Overall, the participants noted that sharing knowledge is a
useful act. The context within which this happens appears to be of importance. Most participants said
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they prefer to share knowledge in a non-ESN setting. This means they prefer to share their knowledge
directly with colleagues in the workplace. For example, one participant said: “For me it would be for
projects. | want to be directly involved with my colleagues and the people | do work for. I don’t need
the Community in that respect.” Two other participants disagreed, however, and noted that it could be
more useful for others when knowledge is also shared in an ESN, instead of only outside an ESN. As
one participant said: “The advantage of the Community (ESN) is that when you share knowledge,
people in Australia can know about it as well.” Another participant disagreed with the usefulness of
an ESN, saying that his work is very specialised, and he therefore only feels the need to share
knowledge with direct colleagues. He does this by emailing them, and thinks it is useless to share his
knowledge in a ESN context, such as the Community, because only a select group of colleagues need
to be informed. Overall, the usefulness of knowledge sharing could increased by organizing
knowledge-sharing meetings, and appointing an (experienced) employee as a mentor.

Enjoyment of helping others in a non-ESN context

For this subject, participants were asked to voice their opinions on how their enjoyment in helping
others by sharing their knowledge can be increased. The opinions on this subject varied, which means
that some participants experienced joy in helping others, while other participants were more neutral.
Overall, the participants were towards helping colleagues with questions. For example, as one
participant indicated: “I don’t mind sharing knowledge with anyone, but people have to ask questions
first. I very rarely get asked questions”. Participants noted that, in order for their enjoyment to
increase, some obstacles must be addressed. For example, one participant noted that a lack of time and
a high workload often works against him. Another participant disagreed with this statement and
believed knowledge sharing can be planned. Participants also raised concerns about the recent
developments inside the organisation regarding remote working. As one participant said: “We
(colleagues) don’t work in the same office space, we work from home, also internationally. We don’t
see each other very often, so the personal contact reduces, and this is not a good development.”
Another participant agreed, saying: “It makes it much more difficult. | know that with someone you 've
met you're more likely to help than someone with a blank face who is sending you an e-mail.”
Personal contact with colleagues also appeared to be an important factor when it comes to enhancing
enjoyment in helping others. The participants were enthusiastic about the idea to plan more extensive
weekly meetings to share knowledge with colleagues, and thus increase the personal contact.

Superior influence in a non-ESN context

For this subject, participants were asked to reflect on how their managers could influence their
knowledge sharing. Overall, the participants stated that a manager does not directly influence their
KSI. To increase their KSI, however, participants noted that a manager should facilitate and
sometimes initiate knowledge-sharing activities. For example, the first participant indicated that his
manager does not influence his decision to share knowledge, but thinks a manager could facilitate him
by creating more time to share knowledge with others. Another participant noted that a manager could
influence knowledge sharing when certain team members do not share their knowledge with other
colleagues. When asked about the role a manager should have, most participants agreed on the notion
that facilitating leadership would best be suited when it comes to stimulating knowledge sharing.
Some participants disagreed, however, and believed that an authoritative leadership style could help
solve issues within teams when one or more team members do not participate in knowledge-sharing
activities. He said: “Many initiatives to share knowledge fall flat because of the lack of availability of
team members. Most team members do not show up for knowledge-sharing meetings, and it seems
that people easily disregard such meetings. A manager could intervene and make those meetings
mandatory.” Therefore, suitable leadership practices, which stimulate knowledge sharing, must be
further investigated in order to enhance knowledge sharing among workers. When asked what a
manager could do specifically, participants voiced ideas about organising meetings to stimulate
employees to engage in knowledge sharing, and rewarding knowledge-sharing efforts.

22



Perceived usefulness in an ESN context

The perceived usefulness of knowledge sharing in the ESN was discussed among the participants.
Participants were asked about how the ESN could enhance its usefulness for knowledge-sharing
activities. Because participants also commented on the usefulness of knowledge sharing in a non-ESN
context, they are also included in this section. Overall, participants noted that an ESN is useful for
sharing knowledge with indirect colleagues, who work abroad or in other regions. They do not
actively use it yet, however. To increase the usefulness of such a platform, one participant indicated
that a demonstration, or training, could help. Another participant agreed, and said: “ should implement
a mandatory training on the use of the Community. That could increase the participation and teach
people how to use it.” In contrast, another participant said: “The user interface of the Community
should speak for itself, it should be easy to use.” Overall, the members of the focus group agreed on
the way an ESN platform should be presented and how its usefulness could be increased.
Opportunities for employee training on the use of a ESN should thus be studied.

Perceived compatibility in an ESN context

For this subject, participants were asked how the ESN would better fit their needs regarding
knowledge-sharing activities. Participants were asked to think about their personal habits, values, and
necessities regarding knowledge sharing in an ESN. Overall, the participants stated that for their KSI
to increase, the ESN must be compatible with their specific needs and values. This means that
technical information must be easy to share on such a platform. For example, one participant said:
“The majority of us are involved in such technical aspects that is difficult to share. Unless you know
that someone needs it, you wouldn 't do it.” This indicates that IT-professionals deal with complex
work information (IT processes) that are hard to share on an online platform. Moreover, participants
also mentioned that ESN use should mostly be for business purposes only, as some employees tend to
use it for social purposes. The focus group participants viewed the ESN as a platform that should be
used for discussing and sharing knowledge, and feel that the organisation should make this clear and
help organise the content placed on an ESN.

Perceived behavioural control in both contexts

The PBC regarding knowledge sharing in both contexts was discussed. Participants were asked how
they could increase their opportunities to engage in knowledge-sharing activities, and raise possible
barriers that could be problematic for knowledge sharing. The participants were asked to reflect on
this and talk about possible solutions regarding this matter. Overall, participants stated that, regarding
the ESN context, the organisation appeared to have many knowledge-sharing related platforms. The
participants felt a touch overwhelmed by this, and tended to stick to platforms solely used for
document sharing. For example, one participant stated: “I think there should be fewer platforms on
which we can share knowledge, there are too many platforms, this restrains me from sharing
knowledge.” Another need for the increase of behavioural control is the need for work-specific
knowledge-sharing groups within an ESN. As one participant said: “If there was an certain group
related to my work or project, maybe that would be of an benefit to us.” In addition to creating work-
specific knowledge-sharing groups, participants added that they find it difficult to find relevant
information in the Community. As one participant stated: “There is a lot of information on the
Community that is not relevant to me.” In conclusion, work-specific knowledge and more clarity on
which platform to use for knowledge sharing is needed. With regards to the non-ESN context,
participants stated that adequate time to share is necessary for them to engage in knowledge-sharing
activities in the workplace. Therefore, opportunities to increase time resources for knowledge-sharing
purposes must be further investigated.
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5 Discussion

The main purpose of this research is to study the belief factors that influence the intention of
IT-professionals to share knowledge inside and outside an ESN. Perceived usefulness, superior
influence, and PBC appear to be the main influencing belief factors that predict KSI in a non-ESN
context. Employees who perceive knowledge sharing as an advantageous activity (i.e. perceived
usefulness), show a higher intention to share knowledge. This finding is supported by a previous study
by Davis (1989), which indicated that the more useful a person perceives a system (or in this case an
act) to be, the more favourable the individual’s attitude towards knowledge sharing will be. Therefore,
it is important for the organisation to support the perceived usefulness of knowledge-sharing efforts.
Furthermore, during the focus group interview, various participants indicated that they prefer to share
knowledge in a non-ESN context, i.e. directly with colleagues. It is possible that employees perceive
the act of knowledge sharing in a non-ESN context to be more useful compared with an ESN context
due to the opportunities to communicate directly and by receiving social cues. Support from
supervisors and co-workers could also encourage knowledge sharing, enhance employee knowledge
transfer, and their impression of the usefulness of knowledge sharing as a whole (Wang & Noe,
2010).

Secondly, superior influence has a positive influence on KSI, which is in line with the
findings of Ho et al. (2011). This means that the more a manager expects an employee to share
knowledge, the more an employee feels inclined to participate in knowledge sharing. Furthermore, the
influence of a superior is a proven success factor in enhancing knowledge sharing (Damodaran and
Olphert, 2000; Fliaster, 2004; Akhavan, Jafari, & Fathian, 2006; Lin, 2007; Gagné, 2009). During the
focus group interview, some participants indicated that managers should take the lead in organising
knowledge sharing activities and voiced a need for more opportunities and time resources in order to
increase knowledge sharing with others.

The positive influence of PBC in the non-ESN context indicates that when participants are
confident about their knowledge, ability to share, and time resources, the more they intend to share
knowledge with colleagues. This finding is in line with Ho et al. (2011); Lin & Lee (2004); and
Tohidinia & Mosakhani (2010). The results on PBC indicate a necessity in investing in the
development of self-efficacy regarding knowledge-sharing abilities among employees because self-
efficacy is strongly related to PBC. Moreover, having more time to spend on knowledge sharing could
also have an enabling and positive effect on employee KSI. In relation to PBC, the focus group
participants indicated that a lack of time could form an obstacle to knowledge-sharing activities. It
was also mentioned that if managers would allow them more time, some would be more able to share
knowledge with other colleagues. In contrast, one focus group participant believed that knowledge
sharing did not require extra time, but rather planning. It is noteworthy that when professionals are
facilitated with more time to engage in knowledge-sharing activities, the intention to share knowledge
could increase.

Alongside the aforementioned influencing factors, enjoyment in helping others had a near
significant positive influence on KSI in the non-ESN context, which could indicate that employees
who have a strong intrinsic motivation to help others will also have a higher intention to share
knowledge. The overall findings for the non-ESN context indicate that the organisational culture
should be addressed to facilitate knowledge sharing and encouraging knowledge-sharing behaviour
among professionals. Furthermore, it is possible that management efforts could significantly increase
KSI and eventually increase knowledge-sharing activities. Some focus group participants indicated
that participation in knowledge-sharing activities gives them joy, knowing that they have helped a
colleague.

Perceived usefulness, perceived compatibility, and PBC were revealed as factors positively
influencing KSI in the ESN context. The finding regarding perceived usefulness is supported by Davis
(1989), who indicated that the more useful a person perceives a system (in this case, the Community)
to be, the more favourable the individual’s attitude towards knowledge sharing will be. Therefore, it is
important for the organisation to support the perceived usefulness of the Community, e.g. by
supporting employees with guidance on the use of an ESN for knowledge-sharing purposes. This
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notion was supported by most of the focus group participants, indicating that specific training (e.g. e-
learning or live training) could increase their use of the ESN because they would then know how to
use it. Perceived compatibility positively influences KSI in the ESN context, which indicates that if
employees perceive knowledge sharing as being compatible with their individual needs and values,
they have a higher intention to share knowledge in an ESN. This finding is supported by Lin, Hung &
Chen (2009). According to Hung et al. (2015), ESN usage that is similar to an employee’s earlier
(positive) experience with a system, produces a sense of familiarity that, in turn, could make the ESN
user feel that the system is consistent with his or her habits and needs. The focus group participants
noted that in order to use an ESN, it must be suited to their specific work, meaning that their expertise
must be worth sharing with others. Lastly, the PBC factor has a positive influence on knowledge
sharing in an ESN context. This finding is in line with Ho et al. (2011); Lin & Lee (2004); and
Tohidinia & Mosakhani (2010). The results on PBC indicate the importance of knowledge-sharing
encouragement and facilitation when it comes to ESN use for knowledge-sharing purposes. Important
aspects, such as more time to share, could enable more knowledge-sharing behaviour.

51 Limitations and suggestions for future research

This study has several limitations that require further examination and research. First, the
sample was drawn from 153 employees from various international locations of the healthtech
organisation. Based on the sample, several significant results have been acquired. A larger sample that
brings more statistical power would have brought forth a more robust statistical analysis.
The findings should therefor be verified with a larger sample to increase generalizability. Second, the
majority of the sample consisted of European nationalities (mostly Dutch, British, and German), with
significantly smaller samples from Australia, Peru, the Middle East, and African countries. Therefore,
the research model should be tested further using more equally distributed samples from other
countries, because cultural differences could influence the perceptions of employees regarding
knowledge sharing, and further testing would provide a stronger analysis.

Third, this study focused on IT-related professions, such as an integration consultant,
implementation consultant, project managers, support engineers, and programmers. Therefore, it does
not represent the entire healthtech organisation. Moreover, the large majority of the sample consisted
of male employees. Future research should consider a broader sample of male and female workers
with more diverse occupations, such as sales consultants, HR professionals, administrative personnel,
etc. Furthermore, due to the small sample it was not possible to run a reliable factor analysis. Also,
desirability and favourability could have influenced the respondents’ answers, notably on the topic of
intention to share knowledge. The questions related to this construct could trigger the respondent to
offer a desirable answer. Therefore, it raises the question of whether the respondents answered how
they actually perceive their KSI to be, or how believe they are supposed to perceive their KSI.

Moreover, the survey was conducted twice, once for the non-ESN context, and then for the
ESN context. This could cause response bias because respondents have to fill in the same
guestionnaire twice. Also, future studies could investigate how personal traits (such as age,
educational level, and work experience) may moderate the relationships between motivation factors
and employee KSI. Furthermore, due to practical reasons and time constraints, the focus group could
only be conducted with employees who work in the region where the study was conducted. And, due
to their busy schedules, only five participants were able to attend. Future research could incorporate
more elaborate qualitative research by conducting further focus groups to gather more qualitative data
to support quantitative findings. Lastly, future studies should gather longitudinal data to examine the
causality and relationships between the predictors and KSI. Further research into the belief factors
could significantly enhance our understanding of the critical determinants for KSI and behaviour, and
how a specific context, such as an ESN, impacts an individual’s KSI.
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5.2 Implications for practice

This study proposes the following implications for L&D professionals who intend to initiate
and encourage knowledge-sharing practices within the organisation. The results showed that
perceived usefulness, superior influence, and PBC impact employee KSI in the non-ESN context; and
perceived usefulness, compatibility, and behavioural control influence employee KSI in the ESN
context. These outcomes indicate one common incentive: managerial support. In relation to the
perceived usefulness of knowledge sharing, it is important to provide employees with managerial
support in the form of clear communication. Managers should thus stress the importance of
knowledge sharing and the perceived benefits of a knowledge-sharing culture. Previous research by
Cabrera et al. (2006) and Kulkarni et al. (2006) showed that managerial support promotes the
perceived usefulness of knowledge sharing. Managerial direction, in the form leadership and clearly
communicating the benefits and values of a knowledge-sharing culture, could significantly enable
knowledge sharing (Riege, 2005). Second, in relation to superior influence, senior and middle
management plays an important role in encouraging a knowledge-sharing culture among their staff
because active employee participation is needed to promote effective and valuable knowledge sharing.
Efforts to foster interpersonal and ESN interactions of employees are fundamental for creating and
maintaining a favourable knowledge-sharing culture in the organisation. Since top management
support is known to have a positive effect on the level and quality of knowledge sharing by
influencing employee commitment to KM (Lee, 2006), it is advisable to initiate KM from the top-
down. Senior management should set the strategic goals for KM, while middle management should
set clear tactical goals for their staff in terms of knowledge sharing. This means that middle managers
should focus on providing workers with the information and contacts necessary to perform well.
Instilling a knowledge-sharing culture at this level could include providing more accessible
information, planning knowledge-sharing activities, and encouraging inter-group communication and
feedback (Smith & McKeen, 2003). Furthermore, training and value-adding knowledge-sharing
activities, such as integrating knowledge management tools and techniques into business processes
and practices, could further support various knowledge-sharing processes (Smith & McKeen, 2003).

Third, in relation to PBC, managers could support their staff by sanctioning sufficient time for
training and knowledge sharing. Also, according to Lin (2007) management efforts should also focus
on increasing the knowledge self-efficacy among experienced employees by emphasizing that
knowledge sharing contributes to the success of the organisation. Moreover, the healthtech
organisation could invest in building a highly self-efficacious staff by recruiting and selecting
employees who are intrinsically motivated to share knowledge, proactive, and who have high
cognitive aptitude and self-esteem (Lin, 2007). Fourth, in relation to perceived compatibility,
managers could consider the usability of the ESN and how it could be more in sync with the existing
needs and values of workers. For example, incorporate ESN usage into daily work by posting
information, ‘best practices’, or questions, and thus make ESN a part of their staff’s working habits.
Employees must be given autonomy on the how they want to participate in knowledge sharing on an
ESN platform. Finally, since enjoyment in helping others has a near significant influence on employee
KSI, managers need to boost the positive mood state of employees regarding social exchange, which
precedes knowledge-sharing behaviours.
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5.3 Overall conclusion

This study aims to provide a better understanding of how various attitudinal, normative, and
behavioural control belief factors influence the intention of IT-professionals to share knowledge both
inside and outside of an ESN. The findings from this study indicate the importance of a clear
communication and understanding of the usefulness of knowledge sharing in both contexts. The
quantitative and qualitative results both confirm the notion that a clear knowledge-sharing culture
should be developed. The role of the manager in this knowledge-sharing culture is crucial. Both
studies indicate an explicit need for senior and middle management action in facilitating a favourable
environment for knowledge-sharing activities. Furthermore, this study shows that ESN usage could be
increased by paying more attention to the specific needs, values, and sharing habits of employees, and
by providing more time to share. This way, knowledge sharing in an ESN will become easier.
Multinational healthtech organisations trying to make the shift towards a knowledge-sharing culture
should therefore focus on those belief factors, as well as including and motivating older, more
experienced workers to share their knowledge. More research is needed to fully understand the critical
determinants for KSI and behaviour, and how a specific context, such as an ESN, impacts an
individual’s KSI.

27



References

Abdullah, R., Sahibudin, S., Alias, R. A., & Selamat, M. H. (2005). Collaborative knowledge management
systems for learning organisations. Journal of Information & Knowledge Management, 4(04), 237-
245.

Ajzen, 1. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational behavior and human decision processes,
50(2), 179-221.

Akhavan, P., Jafari, M. and Fathian, M. (2006). Critical success factors of knowledge management systems: a
multi-case analysis. European Business Review, 18(2), 97-113.

Alavi, M., & Leidner, D. E. (1999). Knowledge management systems: issues, challenges, and benefits. Paper
presented at the Communications of the AlS.

Alhalhouli, Z. T., Hassan, Z. B., Der S. (2014). Factors affecting knowledge sharing behavior among
stakeholders in Jordanian hospitals using social networks. International Journal of Computer and
Information Technology, 3(5), 919-928.

Bock, G. W., Zmud, R. W., Kim, Y. G., & Lee, J. N. (2005). Behavioral intention formation in knowledge
sharing: Examining the roles of extrinsic motivators, social-psychological forces, and organizational
climate. MIS quarterly, 87-111.

Bordia, P., Irmer, B. E., & Abusah, D. (2006). Differences in sharing knowledge interpersonally and via
databases: The role of evaluation apprehension and perceived benefits. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 15(3), 262-280.

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

Chen, C. J., & Huang, J. W. (2007). How organizational climate and structure affect knowledge
management—The social interaction perspective. International Journal of Information Management,
27(2), 104-118.

Chen, C. J., & Hung, S. W. (2010). To give or to receive? Factors influencing members’ knowledge sharing
and community promotion in professional virtual communities. Information & Management, 47(4),
226-236.

Chin, C. P. Y., Evans, N., & Choo, K. K. R. (2015). Exploring factors influencing the use of enterprise social
networks in multinational professional service firms. Journal of Organizational Computing and
Electronic Commerce, 25(3), 289-315.

Chiu, C. M., Hsu, M.H., & Wang, E.T.G. (2006). Understanding knowledge sharing in virtual communities:
An integration of social capital and social cognitive theories. Decision Support Systems, 42(3), 1872-
1888.

Connelly, C. E., & Kelloway, E. K. (2003). Predictors of employees' perceptions of knowledge sharing
cultures. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 24(5), 294-301.

Constant, D., Sproull, L., & Kiesler, S. (1996). The kindness of strangers: The usefulness of electronic weak
ties for technical advice. Organization science, 7(2), 119-135.

Creswell, J. W., Plano Clark, V. L., Gutmann, M. L., & Hanson, W. E. (2003). Advanced mixed methods
research designs.

Cummings, J. N. (2004). Work groups, structural diversity, and knowledge sharing in a global organization.
Management Science, 50(3), 352-364.

Daft, R. L., & Lengel, R. H. (1984). Information Richness: A New Approach to Managerial Behavior and
Organizational Design. Paper presented at the Research in Organizational Behavior, Homewood, IL.

Damodaran, L., & Olphert, W. (2000). Barriers and facilitators to the use of knowledge management systems.
Behaviour & Information Technology, 19(6), 405-413.

Davis, F. D. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user acceptance of information
technology. MIS quarterly, 13(3), 319-340.

Ellison, N. B., Gibbs, J. L., & Weber, M. S. (2014). The use of enterprise social network sites for knowledge
sharing in distributed organizations the role of organizational affordances. . American Behavioral
Scientist.

Figueroa, J., & Cranefield, J. (2012). Creating And Sharing Knowledge Through A Corporate Social
Networking Site: The Impact Of Employees’ Perceptions On Effectiveness. Paper presented at the

28



Pacific Asia Conference on Information Systems, Wellington, New Zealand.

Fliaster, A. (2004). Cross-hierarchical interconnectivity: forms, mechanisms and transformation of leadership
culture. Knowledge Management Research & Practice, 2(1), 48-57.

Gagné, M. (2009). A model of knowledge-sharing motivation. Human Resource Management, 48(4), 571.

Hjerland, B., & Albrechtsen, H. (1995). Toward A New Horizon in Information Science: Domain Analysis
Journal of the American Society for Information Science, 46(6), 400-425.

Ho, S. C., Ting, P.H., Bau, D.Y., & Wei, C.C. (2011). Knowledge-sharing intention in a virtual community: A
study of participants in the Chinese Wikipedia. . Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking,
14(9), 541-545.

Hung, S. Y., Lai, H. M., & Chou, Y. C. (2015). Knowledge-sharing intention in professional virtual
communities: A comparison between posters and lurkers. Journal of the Association for Information
Science and Technology, 66(12), 2494-2510.

Ismail, W. K. W., & Hosseini, S. A. (2014). Understanding online knowledge sharing intention: A factor
analysis in E-Learning system. Journal of Emerging Trends in Computing and Information Sciences,
5(1), 9-20.

Kankanhalli, A., Tan, B. C., & Wei, K. K. (2005). Contributing knowledge to electronic knowledge
repositories: an empirical investigation. MIS quarterly, 113-143.

Kulkarni, U. R., Ravindran, S., & Freeze, R. (2006). A knowledge management success model: Theoretical
development and empirical validation. Journal of management information systems, 23(3), 309-347.

Law, W. K. (2007). Information Resources Management: IGI Global.

Lee, H. S., & Hong, S. A. (2014). Factors affecting hospital employees' knowledge sharing intention and
behavior, and innovation behavior. Osong public health and research perspectives, 5(3), 148-155.

Lee, J. H.,Kim, Y. G., & Kim, M. Y. (2006). Effects of managerial drivers and climate maturity on
knowledge-management performance: Empirical validation. Information Resources Management
Journal, 19(3), 48-60.

Leonardi, P. M., & Treem, J. W. (2012). Knowledge management technology as a stage for strategic self-
presentation: Implications for knowledge sharing in organizations. I. Information and Organization,
22(1), 37-59.

Lin, H. F., & Lee, G. G. (2004). Perceptions of senior managers toward knowledge-sharing behaviour.
Management decision, 42(1), 108-125.

Lin, H. F. (2007). Knowledge sharing and firm innovation capability: An empirical study. International
Journal of Manpower, 28(3/4), 315-332.

Lin, M. J. J., Hung, S.W., & Chen, C.J. (2009). Fostering the determinants of knowledge sharing in
professional virtual communities. Computers in Human Behavior, 25(4), 929-939.

Market, H. I. (2015). Healthcare IT Market by Product (EHR, RIS, PACS, VNA, CPOE, mHealth, Telehealth,
Healthcare analytics, Supply Chain Management, Revenue Cycle Management, CRM, Claims
Management, Fraud Management) by End User (Provider, Payer). Global Forecast to 2020.
Retrieved from http://www.marketsandmarkets.com/Market-Reports/healthcare-it-252.html

McAfee, A. (2006). Enterprise 2.0: The Dawn of Emergent Collaboration. MIT Sloan Management Review,
47(3), 21-28.

Michailova, S., & Gupta, A. (2005). Knowledge sharing in consulting companies: Opportunities and
limitations of knowledge codification. Journal of Information & Knowledge Management, 4(03), 201-
212.

Perik, H. T. M. (2014). Research into factors that influence the intention to share knowledge on a knowledge
community platform within youth care: the case of “Jeugdkwartier”. University of Twente, Enschede.

Pulakos, E. D., Dorsey, D. W., & Borman, W. C. (2003). Hiring for knowledge-based competition. . San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Riege, A. (2005). Three-dozen knowledge-sharing barriers managers must consider. Journal of knowledge
management, 9(3), 18-35.

Smith, H. A., & McKeen, J. D. (2003). Instilling a knowledge-sharing culture. Queen’s Centre for
Knowledge-Based Enterprises. Queen’s Centre for Knowledge-Based Enterprises, 20(1), 1-17.

Taylor, S., & Todd, P. A. (1995). Understanding information technology usage: A test of competing models.
Information systems research. Information systems research, 6(2), 144-176.

Tohidinia, Z., & Mosakhani, M. (2010). Knowledge sharing behaviour and its predictors. Industrial

29



Management and Data Systems, 110(4), 611-631.

Tseng, F. C., & Kuo, F.Y. (2010). The way we share and learn: An exploratory study of the self-regulatory
mechanisms in the professional online learning community. Computers in Human Behavior, 26(5),
1043-1053.

Van den Hooff, B., & De Ridder, J. A. (2004). Knowledge sharing in context: the influence of organizational
commitment, communication climate and CMC use on knowledge sharing. Journal of knowledge
management. Journal of knowledge management, 8(6), 117-130.

Venkatesh, V., Morris, M. G., Davis, G. B., & Davis, F. D. (2003). User acceptance of information
technology: Toward a unified view. MIS quarterly, 425-478.

Wang, S., & Noe, R. A. (2010). Knowledge sharing: A review and directions for future research. Human
Resource Management Review, 20(2), 115-131.

Wang, S., Noe, R. A., & Wang, Z. M. . (2014). Motivating Knowledge Sharing in Knowledge Management
Systems: A Quasi—Field Experiment. Journal of Management, 40(4), 978-1009.

Wasko, M. M., & Faraj, S. (2005). Why should | share? Examining social capital and knowledge contribution
in electronic networks of practice. MIS quarterly, 35-57.

30



Appendices

Appendix A.  Survey

Introduction

Welcome to the survey on knowledge sharing.

We invite you to participate in this survey set out by the L&D department to help us investigate
knowledge sharing intentions and attitudes in the workplace and in the Community.

Based on your current function in the department you have been selected to participate in this survey
to share your valuable input about knowledge sharing regarding processes, services and/or solutions.

Why should you fill in this survey?
We would like to gain more insight about your intentions and attitudes regarding knowledge sharing
as an employee. The survey results will help us understand how to better meet the needs of employees
and to make information more accessible so that employees can increase their work productivity and
learning performance. Improving knowledge sharing also benefits our customers by increasing the
quality and efficiency of our service.

Furthermore, when you participate and complete the entire survey you will be entered for a chance to
win 250 Recognition Points, which will be awarded to 5 participants through a random drawing after
the survey has closed. Your opinions are very valuable to us! Thank you for sharing them with us.

Kind regards,
Desirée Parren
Education & Clinical Programs

About this survey

This survey consists of 15 general questions and 104 questions regarding knowledge sharing
intentions in the workplace through personal interactions (face-to-face conversations, telephone or
Lync/Skype for Business calls, and e-mail) and knowledge sharing intentions in the Community.

About your privacy

When you participate in the survey, we commit not to mislead you in any way about the nature of our
research, the way that the data are collected and how the survey results will be used. We treat all of
the information you provide confidentially; it will be used only for research purposes. We will
combine your comments with those gathered from other survey participants, and analyze them as part
of a group.

We do not use any of the information you provide for other non-research activities. If we ask you for
personal information that enables you to be identified (e.g., your hame and e-mail address), we will
clearly state why we are asking for it and for your permission to use it for that purpose. Personal
information, such as an e-mail address, will only be used to inform the winner of the drawing or to
contact you for follow-up research. Your participation is voluntary. You are entitled to ask that part,
or all, of the record of your involvement in the survey be deleted or destroyed.
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Consent
Please read the following information before participating in the survey:

e This survey will take about 30 minutes to complete.

e There are no wrong answers.

o Please fill in the survey based on your personal opinion and intuition.

e Some questions are very similar, but it is still important to carefully read and answer them.

e Your data will be treated confidentially.

e Due to anonymity we cannot provide you insight into your own personal answers and results.

e By completing this survey you agree to participate in this study,

e Please provide any questions, remarks and/or suggestions about this survey or this study in
the comment section at the end of this survey.

By agreeing to the below statement you give permission to use the data obtained from this survey for
research purposes:

"I hereby state that by participating in this survey I agree to the nature, methods and purpose of this
study. I understand that my data will be used for research, treated confidentially, and will not be used
for any other purpose. I voluntarily give my permission to participate in this study. | understand my
right to ask that part, or all, of the record of my involvement in the survey can be deleted or
destroyed."
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Questionnaire

Variable Question Range

Age What is your age? 20 years or younger
21-30 years
31-40 years
41-50 years
51 or older

Sex What is your gender? Male
Female

Country of citizenship What is your country of n.a.

citizenship?
Country of employment What is your country of n.a.

Educational degree

Work experience in total

Work experience

Current position

Years working in position

Management or non-
management?

employment?

What is your highest obtained
educational degree?

How many years of working
experience do you have?

How many years have you been
working for this organisation?

What is your current position?

How many years have you been
working in this position?

Is this a management or a non-
management position?

Secondary education or high
school

Vocational education
Certificate (non-degree)
Bachelor’s degree

Master’s degree

Ph.D

Other

n.a.

n.a.

Integration Consultant
Implementation Consultant
Project Manager

Technical Consultant
Application Consultant
Migration Consultant

Client Service Manager
Technical Account Manager
n.a.

Management
Non-management
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Department or Team

Perceived level of knowledge

Amount of participation in the
ESN (Community)

Amount of participation in the
non-ESN context

Type of Knowledge
(Explicit)

Type of Knowledge
(Implicit)

For which department or team
do you work for?

What is your perceived level of
knowledge in this function?

How often do you share
knowledge in the Community?

How often do you share
knowledge in the Community?

The type of knowledge | share
can be best described as:
formulas, processes, and/or
routines

The type of knowledge | share
can be best described as:
sharing experiences and/or
know-how.

Center of Expertise El
Center of Expertise CAl
CARE

Benelux organization
Other, please specify

Junior
Medior
Senior

Five times or more per week
Three or four times per week
Two or three times per week
Once per week

Once per month

Once per quarter

Five times or more per week
Three or four times per week
Two or three times per week
Once per week

Once per month

Once per quarter

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree

Agree

Strongly agree

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Somewhat disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree

Agree

Strongly agree
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Questions regarding KS in non-ESN context

Questions regarding KS in ESN-context

Answers

Perceived usefulness (Taylor & Todd, 1995)
Participating in knowledge sharing through personal
interactions in the workplace will be of no benefit to
me.

Participating in knowledge sharing through personal
interactions in the workplace will improve my
work/learning performance.

The advantages of participating in knowledge sharing
through personal interactions in the workplace
outweigh the disadvantages.

Overall, participating in knowledge sharing through
personal interactions in the workplace is
advantageous

Perceived ease of use (Taylor & Todd, 1995)
It is difficult to participate in knowledge sharing
through personal interactions in the workplace.

It is difficult to learn how to participate in knowledge
sharing through personal interactions in the
workplace.

It is easy to participate in knowledge sharing through
personal interactions in the workplace.

Perceived compatibility (Taylor & Todd, 1995)
Sharing knowledge in the workplace through
personal interactions fits well with the way | share
knowledge.

Perceived usefulness (Taylor & Todd, 1995)
Participating in the Community for knowledge sharing will
be of no benefit to me.

Using the Community for knowledge sharing will improve
my work/learning performance.

The advantages of using the Community for knowledge
sharing outweigh the disadvantages.

Overall, using the Community for knowledge sharing is
advantageous.

Perceived ease of use (Taylor & Todd, 1995)
The Community tool for knowledge sharing is difficult to
use.

It is difficult to learn how to use the Community for
knowledge sharing.

It is easy to use the Community for knowledge sharing.

Perceived compatibility (Taylor & Todd, 1995)
Using the Community for knowledge sharing fits well with
the way | share knowledge.

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree
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Sharing knowledge in the workplace through
personal interactions fits into my habits.

Sharing knowledge in the workplace through
personal interactions is compatible with the way |
share knowledge.

Reputation (Wasko & Faraj, 2005)
| earn respect from others by sharing my knowledge
through personal interactions in the workplace.

| feel that knowledge sharing through personal
interactions in the workplace improves my status in
the profession.

Through knowledge sharing by personal interactions
in the workplace, | can improve my reputation in the
profession.

Reciprocity (Kankanhalli et al., 2005)

When | share my knowledge in the workplace
through personal interactions, | believe that | will
receive an answer for giving an answer.

When | share my knowledge in the workplace
through personal interactions, | expect somebody to
respond when | need information.

When | share knowledge in the workplace through
personal interactions, | expect to get back knowledge
when | need it.

When | share my knowledge in the workplace
through personal interactions, | believe that my

Using the Community for knowledge sharing fits into my
habits.

The Community is compatible with the way | share
knowledge.

Reputation (Wasko & Faraj, 2005)
| earn respect from others by sharing my knowledge in the
Community.

| feel that knowledge sharing in the Community improves
my status in the profession.

Through knowledge sharing in the Community, I can
improve my reputation in the profession.

Reciprocity (Kankanhalli et al., 2005)
When | share my knowledge through the Community, |
believe that | will receive an answer for giving an answer.

When | share my knowledge through the Community, |
expect somebody to respond when I need information.

When | share knowledge through the Community, | expect
to get back knowledge when | need it.

When | share my knowledge through the Community, |
believe that my requests for knowledge will be answered.

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree
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requests for knowledge will be answered.

Enjoyment in helping others (Kankanhalli et al.,
2005)

I enjoy sharing my knowledge with others through
personal interactions in the workplace.

I enjoy helping others by sharing my knowledge
through personal interactions in the workplace.

It feels good to help someone else by sharing my
knowledge through personal interactions in the
workplace.

Sharing my knowledge with others in the workplace
through personal interactions gives me pleasure.

Interpersonal trust (Kankanhalli et al., 2005)
I believe that my colleagues in the workplace give
credit for others’ knowledge where it is due.

I believe that my colleagues in the workplace use
others’ knowledge appropriately.

I believe that my colleagues in the workplace share
the best knowledge they have.

Peer influence (Taylor & Todd, 1995)

My peers/colleagues think that I should participate in
knowledge sharing through personal interactions in
the workplace.

My peers/colleagues influence me to participate in
knowledge sharing through personal interactions in

Enjoyment in helping others (Kankanhalli et al., 2005)

| enjoy sharing my knowledge with others through the
Community.

I enjoy helping others by sharing my knowledge through the
Community.

It feels good to help someone else by sharing my knowledge
through the Community.

Sharing my knowledge with others through the Community
gives me pleasure.

Interpersonal trust (Kankanhalli et al., 2005)
| believe that people in the Community give credit for
others’ knowledge where it is due.

| believe that people in the Community use others’
knowledge appropriately.

| believe that people in the Community share the best
knowledge they have.

Peer influence (Taylor & Todd, 1995).
My peers/colleagues think that I should use the Community
for knowledge sharing.

My peers/colleagues influence me to use the Community for
knowledge sharing.

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree
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the workplace.

My peers/colleagues prompt me to participate in
knowledge sharing through personal interactions in
the workplace.

Superior influence (Taylor & Todd, 1995)

My manager thinks that | should participate in
knowledge sharing through personal interactions in
the workplace.

My manager influences me to participate in
knowledge sharing through personal interactions in
the workplace.

My manager instructs me to participate in knowledge
sharing through personal interactions in the
workplace.

Knowledge self-efficacy (Kankanhalli et al., 2005)
I have confidence in my ability to provide knowledge
that others consider valuable through personal
interactions in the workplace.

I have the expertise to provide valuable knowledge
through personal interactions in the workplace.

It does not really make any difference whether | add
to the knowledge that others are likely to share
through personal interactions in the workplace.

Other colleagues can provide more valuable
knowledge through personal interactions in the
workplace than | can.

My peers/colleagues prompt me to use the Community for
knowledge sharing.

Superior influence (Taylor & Todd, 1995)
My manager thinks that | should use the Community for
knowledge sharing.

My manager influences me to use the Community for
knowledge sharing.

My manager instructs me to use the Community for
knowledge sharing.

Knowledge self-efficacy (Kankanhalli et al., 2005)
I have confidence in my ability to provide knowledge that
others in the Community consider valuable.

I have the expertise to provide valuable knowledge to the
Community.

It does not really make any difference whether | add to the
knowledge that others are likely to share through the
Community.

Most other community members can provide more valuable
knowledge in the Community than I can.

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree
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Resource availability

(Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005)

I have access to the resources | need in order to share
knowledge through personal interactions in the
workplace.

I have opportunities to participate in knowledge
sharing through personal interactions in the
workplace.

I have time to participate in knowledge sharing
through personal interactions in the workplace.

Attitude (Taylor & Todd, 1995)
Participating in knowledge sharing through personal
interactions in the workplace is a good idea.

Participating in knowledge sharing through personal
interactions in the workplace is a foolish idea.

I like the idea of participating in knowledge sharing
through personal interactions in the workplace.

Participating in knowledge sharing through personal

interactions in the workplace is a pleasant experience.

Subjective norm (Taylor & Todd, 1995)

People who influence my behavior would expect me
to participate in knowledge sharing through personal
interactions in the workplace.

People who are important to me would expect me to
participate in knowledge sharing through personal
interactions in the workplace.

Resource availability
(Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005)
| have access to the Community to share knowledge.

| have opportunities to use the Community for knowledge
sharing.

I have time to use the Community for knowledge sharing.

Attitude (Taylor & Todd, 1995)

Using the Community for knowledge sharing is a good idea.

Using the Community for knowledge sharing is a foolish
idea.

I like the idea of using the Community for knowledge
sharing.

Using the Community for knowledge sharing is a pleasant
experience.

Subjective norm (Taylor & Todd, 1995)
People who influence my behavior would expect me to use
the Community for knowledge sharing.

People who are important to me would expect me to use the
Community for knowledge sharing.

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree
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People I daily work with prompt me to participate in
knowledge sharing through personal interactions in
the workplace.

Perceived behavioral control (Taylor & Todd,
1995)

| feel able to adequately participate in knowledge
sharing through personal interactions in the
workplace.

Participating in knowledge sharing through personal
interactions in the workplace is entirely within my
control.

I have the knowledge and ability to share knowledge
through personal interactions in the workplace.

KSI (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003)
I intend to share knowledge through personal
interactions in the workplace.

I will try to share knowledge through personal
interactions in the workplace.

I plan to share knowledge through personal
interactions in the workplace.

People I daily work with prompt me to participate in
knowledge sharing in the Community

Perceived behavioral control (Taylor & Todd, 1995)
| feel able to adequately share knowledge through the

Community.

Using the Community for knowledge sharing is entirely
within my control.

I have the knowledge and ability to share knowledge
through the Community.

KSI (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003)

I intend to share knowledge through the Community.

I will try to share knowledge through the Community.

| plan to share knowledge through the Community.

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1= strongly disagree 7= strongly agree
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Appendix B. Focus Group Discussion Template

Focus group discussion template

Welcome and Introduction
* Introduction of officers and explanation of why the session has been organized, the format
of the session and how their views will be used.

Rules
Please speak one at a time, we want to ensure that everyone has an opportunity to give their
views

Respect the opinions of others - everyone’s views are valid although you might not agree
with them

There are no right or wrong answers — we just want to know what you think
Notes will be taken but everything that is said will be kept confidential — no names will be
put against comments

If anyone has any specific questions that do not relate to the discussion, there will be an
opportunity at the end of the meeting.

End Time: 12.30 p.m. If you need to leave earlier, please notify us.

Focus group guestions

ENJOYMENT IN HELPING OTHERS (non-ESN context):

What could stimulate your motivation for sharing knowledge?
Keep in mind what enables and/or hinders your motivation to share knowledge with others

SUPERIOR INFLUENCE (non-ESN context):

What are important aspects in which managers can support your knowledge sharing
activities?

PERCEIVED BEHAVIORAL CONTROL.:

How could your opportunities to participate in knowledge sharing be increased?
(Related to both contexts)

Keep in mind the opportunities and/or hindrance for knowledge sharing (for example: time,
resources, knowledge, ability)

PERCEIVED USEFULNESS (both contexts):

How can the Community enhance its usefulness for knowledge sharing activities?

How can the organisation enhance the usefulness of knowledge sharing activities in the
workplace?

Follow-up: What are the benefits of using the Community for knowledge sharing? And what
are the disadvantages?
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COMPATIBILITY (ESN context):

How would the Community best fit your personal needs and values concerning knowledge
sharing?

Follow-up: What needs to change and/or stay the same so that you can share knowledge in
the Community

Keep in mind your personal habits, values, needs, and/or wishes when it comes to knowledge
sharing

Any questions from the group?
Summing up

Summarizing main points

Thank you and close session
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Appendix C. Open codebook Focus Group Interview

Nr. Topic Question Keywords Confirmatory comment Explanatory comment  Recommendations

1 Perceived “How can the Direct contact “We once had a knowledge “I want to be directly “Organize a meeting, bring
usefulness organisation Meeting sharing meeting with various involved with my people together and appoint
(non-ESN) increase the Mentor teams to discuss work colleagues and the someone as a mentor, then you

usefulness of processes and share people I do work for” have the focus”
knowledge sharing knowledge, and this is very
activities in the useful, but someone has to
workplace?” initiate and plan it and also
get an okay from the
manager”’

2 Enjoyment of  “What could the Personal “It satisfies me to help others “I know that someone “People are not sitting together
helping others  organisationdoto  contact and to teach them things, you’ve met you're more  anymore (remote work,
(non-ESN) stimulate your Satisfaction yes, it gives me a good likely to help than international locations), so the

motivation for feeling” someone with a blank interpersonal contact decreases,

sharing face who is sending you  and this is not a good

knowledge?” an e-mail”. development. More personal
contact would be better (for
knowledge sharing).”

3 Superior “What are Meetings “We have managers who “When a manager gives  “Knowledge sharing must be
Influence important aspects Responsibilities  organize standing meetings  everyone certain stimulated. People who share
(non-ESN) in which managers  Rewards in which we share responsibilities, then it knowledge could be rewarded

can support your knowledge, this is helpful” turns out good” more. This could motivate people
knowledge sharing to share knowledge”
activities?”

3.1 Superior Manager “You need a manager when “I take the initiative “Organizing meetings, something
Influence intervention your colleagues do not share  myself to share that stimulates people to engage”
(non-ESN) Self-initiative knowledge” knowledge, it’s not like a

Stimulate manager facilitates me “Many initiatives to share
Team with that. knowledge fall flat because of the
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Perceived
usefulness
(ESN)

Perceived
compatibility
(ESN)

Perceived
Behavioural
Control
(ESN)

“How can the
Community
enhance its
usefulness for
knowledge sharing
activities?”’

“How would the
Community best fit
your personal
needs and values
concerning
knowledge
sharing?”

“How could your
opportunities to
participate in
knowledge sharing
be increased?”

availability
Mandatory
meetings
Time

Mandatory
training
Easy

Technical
aspects
Difficult
Added value

Less platforms
Restrains
Information
overload
Function
specific

“The user interface of the
Community should speak for
itself, it should be easy to

”»

use .

“The point is, there are so
many newsletters, you have
SharePoint, Community and
those platforms haven'’t
proven themselves yet. It
doesn’t have the added value
that we are waiting for. Not
for me at least”

“When I receive an overload
of information, I don’t know
what to do with it, and then
I'm less likely to share”

“They only sent an email
(on the introduction of
the Community). Here’s
the link and get to it, but
then | think, why not
organize a meeting?”’

“The majority of us are
involved in such
technical aspects that is
difficult to share. Unless
you know that someone
needs it, you wouldn’t do
it”

“For me it has to be
very function specific, its
even very project
specific, its about
qualifications or
developments”

lack of availability of team
members. It seems that people
easily disregard such meetings. A
manager could intervene and
make those meetings mandatory”.

“Maybe with time, he (manager)
could provide me with more space
to share knowledge”

“The organization should
implement a mandatory training
on the use of the Community. That
could increase the participation
and teach people how to use it”

“It (the Community) should be
used for business purposes only,
not social activities. The
organization should make that
clear”

“[ think there should be less
platforms on which we can share
knowledge, there are too many
platforms, this restrains me from
sharing knowledge”
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Appendix D. Demographic profile of respondents

Demographic profile of the respondents

Variables Numbers and Percentages
Gender
Male 127 (83%)
Female 26 (17%)
Age
21 — 30 years 9 (5.9%)
31 — 40 years 70 (45.8%)
41 — 50 years 36 (23.5%)
51 years or older 34 (22.2%)
Educational degree
Secondary or high school degree 21 (13.7%)
Vocational education degree 10 (6.5%)
Certificate (non-degree) 8 (5.2%)
Bachelor’s degree 70 (45.8%)
Master’s degree 35 (22.9%)
Ph.D. 1 (0.7%)
Other 8 (5.2%)
Years working for
1to 3 years 33 (21.6%)
410 10 years 65 (42.6%)
11 to 15 years 25 (16.4%)
16 to 19 years 9 (6%)
20 years or longer 20 (13.3%)
Perceived level of knowledge
Junior 10 (6.5%)
Medior 51 (33.3 %)
Senior 92 (60.1%)
Management or non-management position
Management 33 (21.6%)
Non-management 120 (78.4%)

Note. Numbers and percentages of the different genders, ages, educational degrees, years of experience,
perceived level of knowledge and management or non-management position.



Appendix E.  Reliability analysis

The survey consisted of 98 items spread across three sections: attitudinal, normative, and control
beliefs. The complete survey can be found in Appendix A. A reliability analysis was conducted to
assess the reliability of each construct and item. Below, a detailed description is given on the
reliability of each scale.

Perceived usefulness: the scales for perceived usefulness in the non-ESN and ESN context are
measured with four items per context (e.g. Using the Community for knowledge sharing will improve
my work/learning performance, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Taylor & Todd, 1995).
Reliability analysis showed an acceptable reliability score for the scale related to the non-ESN context
(o = .70) after item one was deleted to increase Cronbach’s alpha. For the ESN context, the reliability
analysis showed a high reliability score (a = .87).

Perceived ease of use: the scale for perceived ease of use in both contexts is measured with three
items per context (e.g. It is easy to participate in knowledge sharing through personal interactions in
the workplace, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Taylor & Todd, 1995). Reliability analysis
showed a minimally acceptable reliability score for the non-ESN context (a = .60), and an acceptable
score for the scale related to the ESN context (a = .73).

Perceived compatibility: the scale for perceived compatibility in both contexts is measured with three
items per context (e.g. Using the Community for knowledge sharing fits well with the way | share
knowledge, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Taylor & Todd, 1995). Reliability analysis
showed an acceptable reliability score for the non-ESN context (o = .78), and a high reliability score
for the scale related to the ESN context (o = .91).

Reputation: the scale for reputation in both contexts is measured with three items per context (e.g. |
earn respect from others by sharing my knowledge through personal interactions in the workplace, 1 =
strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Reliability analysis showed an
acceptable reliability score for the scale in the non-ESN context (a = .73), and a high reliability score
for the scale related to the ESN context (o = .89).

Reciprocity: the scale for reciprocity in both contexts is measured with four items (e.g. When | share
knowledge through the Community, I expect to get back knowledge when I need it) (Kankanhalli, Tan
& Wei, 2005, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Reliability analysis showed a high reliability
score for the non-ESN context (a = .81), and also a high reliability score for the ESN-context (a =
.91).

Enjoyment of helping others: the scale for enjoyment in helping others in both contexts is measured
with four items (e.g. | enjoy helping others by sharing my knowledge through personal interactions in
the workplace, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Kankanhalli, Tan & Wei, 2005). Reliability
analysis showed a high reliability score for the scale related to the non-ESN context (a = .87), and also
a high reliability score for the ESN-context (« = .93).

Attitude: the scales for attitude in the non-ESN and ESN context are measured with three items per
context (e.g. Using the Community for knowledge sharing is a good idea, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 =
strongly agree) (Taylor & Todd, 1995). After item 2 was deleted to increase the Cronbach’s Alpha,
reliability analysis showed a high reliability score for the scale related to the non-ESN context (a =
.82), and an acceptable reliability score for the scale related to the ESN context (o = .72).

Interpersonal trust: the scales for interpersonal trust in the non-ESN and ESN context are measured

with three items per context (e.g. I believe that my colleagues in the workplace use others’ knowledge
appropriately, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Kankanhalli, Tan & Wei, 2005). Reliability
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analysis showed an acceptable reliability score for the scale related to the non-ESN context (o = .72),
and also for the scale in the ESN-context (a =.77).

Peer influence: the scales for peer influence in the non-ESN and ESN context are measured with three
items per context (e.g. My peers/colleagues think that | should use the Community for knowledge
sharing, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Taylor & Todd, 1995). Reliability analysis showed
an acceptable reliability score for the scale related to the non-ESN context (¢ = .74), and a high
reliability score for the scale related to the ESN context (o = .88).

Superior influence: the scales for superior influence in the non-ESN and ESN context are measured
with three items per context (e.g. My manager influences me to participate in knowledge sharing
through personal interactions in the workplace, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Taylor &
Todd, 1995). Reliability analysis showed a high reliability score for the scale related to the non-ESN
context (o = .81), and also a high reliability score for the scale related to the ESN context (a = .91).

Subjective norms: the scales for subjective norms in the non-ESN and ESN context are measured
with three items per context (e.g. People who are important to me would expect me to use the
Community for knowledge sharing, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Taylor & Todd, 1995).
Reliability analysis showed an acceptable reliability score for the scale related to the non-ESN context
(o =.74), and a high reliability score for the scale related to the ESN context (« = .88).

Knowledge self-efficacy: the scales for knowledge self-efficacy in the non-ESN and ESN context are
measured with four items per context (e.g. | have confidence in my ability to provide knowledge that
others in the Community consider valuable, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Kankanhalli,
Tan & Wei, 2005). Reliability analysis showed a low reliability score for the scale related to the non-
ESN context (o = .50), and an exceptionally low reliability score for the scale related to the ESN
context (a = .34). Both scales were therefor excluded from further analysis.

Resource availability: the scales for resource availability in the non-ESN and ESN context are
measured with three items per context (e.g. | have access to the resources | need in order to share
knowledge through personal interactions in the workplace, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
(Kankanhalli, Tan & Wei, 2005). Reliability analysis showed an acceptable reliability score for the
scale related to the non-ESN context (e = .74), and a minimally acceptable reliability score for the
scale related to the ESN context (a = .64).

Perceived behavioural control: the scales for perceived behavioural control in the non-ESN and ESN
context are measured with three items per context (e.g. | feel able to adequately share knowledge
through the Community, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Taylor & Todd, 1995). Reliability
analysis showed an acceptable reliability score for the scale related to the non-ESN context (a = .72),
and also an acceptable reliability score for the scale related to the ESN context (a = .82).

Knowledge sharing intention: the scales for knowledge sharing intention in the non-ESN and ESN
context are measured with three items per context (e.g. | intend to share knowledge through personal
interactions in the workplace, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, &
Davis, 2003). Reliability analysis showed an acceptable reliability score for the scale related to the
non-ESN context (o = .78), and also a high reliability score for the scale related to the ESN context (o
=.92).
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