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Abstract This paper is to investigate how employees’ tacit knowledge sharing behavior is influenced
by various antecedents. We propose that tacit knowledge sharing consists of three specific behaviors
(i.e., socialization, externalization, and internalization) and they are influenced by four antecedents
(trust, self-efficacy, knowledge tacitness, and IT support). A survey was conducted to collect data from
258 knowledge workers who worked on complex product development projects. Structural equation
modeling was used to analyze the data. The results demonstrate that trust, self-efficacy, knowledge
tacitness, and IT support significantly affect the externalization and internalization behaviors, and trust
and IT support significantly affect the socialization behavior. This study is helpful to organizations
where it is critical for employees to share tacit knowledge. It suggests that tacit knowledge is difficult
to share and organizations should nurture mutual trust between employees, enhance their self-efficacy,
and provide sufficient I'T support so that they are more likely to engage in tacit knowledge sharing.
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1 Introduction

It is recognized that the resources of an organization have been shift from tangible assets
such as land and capital to knowledge, and knowledge has become one of the fundamental
resources for an organization!’. As intangible, valuable, rare and inimitable asset, knowledge
is the most powerful engine of production!?!. However, while tangible resources are relatively
easy to acquire and transfer, knowledge is intangible and difficult to reproduce.

Knowledge can be classified into explicit knowledge and tacit knowledge. Explicit knowledge
is considered to be totally codifiable and transferable in a formal systematic language, while
tacit knowledge is more difficult to formalize and communicate even in an informal atmosphere.
The characteristics of tacit knowledge are complexity, idiosyncrasy, ambiguity, and partially

understood, which make it hard to imitate by othersl®. Most researchers think that tacit
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knowledge is the foundation for building sustainable competitive advantages in an organization,
so it must be somehow codified or shared using communication mechanisms, otherwise, the
organization’s competitiveness based on tacit knowledge will not sustain. Polanyil¥ emphasized
that tacit knowledge is based primarily on doing rather than cognition, a person therefore can
do more than he or she knows. Moreover, Botkin and Seeley!® estimated, eighty percent of
knowledge is tacit, yet one of the most difficult tasks of knowledge management remains to
facilitate the transfer of tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge. Therefore, tacit knowledge

sharing has become an important issue for organizations.

Tacit knowledge sharing is the behavior of an employee to distribute acquired tacit knowl-
edge to others within an organization, which is a complex and complicated processl®. Tacit
knowledge sharing can improve organization performance and innovativeness, and influence the

7.8l Since tacit knowledge is difficult

speed of knowledge deployment inside an organization!
to imitate, transfer and replicate, it is important to understand how tacit knowledge sharing
behavior can take place. Nonaka and Takeuchil® suggested four modes of tacit and explicit
knowledge sharing: Socialization (from tacit to tacit), externalization (from tacit to explicit),
combination (from explicit to explicit), and internalization (from explicit to tacit). As com-
bination is the process by which explicit knowledge is converted into explicit knowledge, the
other three activities of socialization, externalization, and internalization are used in this study,
and to explore the process of employees’ tacit knowledge sharing behaviors. Prior works make
investigation about what predicts knowledge sharing behaviors and how to increase knowledge
sharing!'®. Some researchers recognize that communication and interpersonal relationships are
the critical factors influencing knowledge sharing!*!l, others think that trust and interpersonal
familiarity are positively correlated with people’s willingness to share knowledgel'? 13!, Besides
personal factors, the past research have shown, organizational components also can significantly

[14]

influence the transfer of tacit knowledge However, in so far, influencing factors on knowledge

sharing behavior, especially on tacit knowledge sharing behavior has not been fully understood.

In light of the above analysis, we think one of the limitations in current research on knowl-
edge sharing is that, it has rarely differentiated in an explicit manner between explicit knowledge
and tacit knowledge, and there are also few empirical studies on the tacit knowledge sharing
behavior. Tacit knowledge is very personal, deeply rooted in an employee’s action, and in-
fluenced by employee’s ideal, value, or emotion. Although, tacit knowledge is very difficult
to sharing, it can be achieved by employee’s action and behavior. Therefore, it is necessary
to emphasize that tacit knowledge sharing behavior how to occur in organization. Build on
the extant research, the purpose of this paper is to explore factors influencing employee’s tacit
knowledge sharing behavior from the personal (self-efficacy), interpersonal (trust), knowledge
based (tacitness) and IT based (IT support) perspectives, thus providing a relatively holistic
coverage of antecedents of tacit knowledge sharing behavior.

2 Theory and Hypothesis

According to the existing research on tacit knowledge sharing, a research model was created
to explain why an employee is willing to share tacit knowledge (see Figure 1). It is proposed

that an employee’s tacit knowledge sharing can be classified into socialization behavior, ex-
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ternalization behavior, and internalization behavior, and that trust, self-efficacy, knowledge
tacitness, and IT support are associated with these three behaviors. We discuss the theory and

hypotheses as follows.

Socialization
Trust Hia behavior
H2a
H3a H4a
Self-efficacy Hib
H2b > Externalization
Knowledge H3b b behavior
Tacitness
H2c Hlc
H3c —
Internalization
T Support Hac behavior

Figure 1 Research model

2.1 Trust

Trust is a psychological state in which an employee is willing to be vulnerable to another
employee based on the belief that the latter will perform a particular action in the absence of
the former’s monitoring or controll*?l. Trust plays an important role in facilitate employees’
knowledge sharing with others.

Developed in a social and cultural context, trust is prerequisite for tacit knowledge shar-
ing. The existence of a trusting relationship between employees, suggests an environment
in which a high degree of sharing is possible. Many studies have indicated that trust is re-
lated to knowledge-sharing, in the trust atmosphere, employees are more willing to sharing
knowledgel'¢l. This was further demonstrated by Holste and Fields!'”!, Yang and Farn['®, who
found that trust, has a significant effect on tacit knowledge sharing. A similar point was made

(19]

by Nelson and Cooprider'*”!, who suggest that trust is the key factor to influencing knowledge

sharing behavior, and Renzl(2"]

also provided empirical evidence that trust in management fa-
cilitates knowledge sharing by reducing fear of loss of one’s unique value. Therefore, a trusting
person is more willing to provide useful knowledge to others, and trust among people contributes
to improvement in knowledge sharing behavior among employees. In addition, Holste'? and
Choil?!l have carried out empirical studies about the role of trust in the field of knowledge
management, and the findings suggest that trust is important for knowledge management, par-
ticularly for willingness to share knowledge. Personal relationships had the greatest impact
on the sharing of tacit knowledge between employees!??, and trust can increase the quality of
knowledge sharing in virtual communities!?®l. Hence, employee with greater trust will have more
opportunities of accessibility and a better chance of knowledge being shared in organization[>4.

Based on these evidences, we contend that, in order for tacit knowledge to be successfully
shared within organizations, trust between employees is necessary. The stronger the trust is, the
greater the intensity of the socialization activities, such as direct interaction, brainstorming, and

informal meetings. When people trust each other they do not fear losing knowledge-based power,
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as a result of letting others peek into their brain. Thus, they will be more willing to engage
in externalization behaviors, and convert their tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge. Trust
also is very important for creating a favorable atmosphere of learning by doing to accumulate
internalization behaviors. Based on the above discussion, we predict the followings:

Hla: Trust will have a positive effect on employees’ socialization behavior in tacit knowledge
sharing.

H1b: Trust will have a positive effect on employees’ externalization behavior in tacit knowl-
edge sharing.

Hlc: Trust will have a positive effect on employees’ internalization behavior in tacit knowl-

edge sharing.
2.2 Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy is a form of self-assessment that influences an employee’s behavior. It is an
expectation whether or not one can reach a certain performance level, undertake a specific
behavior, or attain a certain learning goal. Self-efficacy reflects the belief that one possesses
the skills and abilities to successfully accomplish a specific task?®l. Bandura and Lockel2°!
suggested that self-efficacy is a proven mediator of the relationship between input variables such
as assigned goals or persuasion, and outcome variables such as effort, personal goal setting, and
performance. Self-efficacy has been shown to play an important role in influencing employees’
motivation and behavior®l. Research in the field of knowledge management has found the
importance of self-efficacy on an employee’s intention to share knowledge, and the motivations
for performing a behavior do not stem from the goals themselves, but from the self-evaluation
that is made conditional on their fulfillment[?]. It is widely accepted that mastery experience
is the most important factor determining self-efficacy, in other words, success raises self-efficacy,
while failure lowers it. In this study, self-efficacy is one’s confidence in his or her ability to share
tacit knowledge with others or articulate tacit knowledge to others. Through sharing useful
knowledge, employee feels more confident in what he or she can do. Therefore, self-efficacy in
the ability to share tacit knowledge should predict actual tacit knowledge sharing behavior.

The past research supports the thoughts that belief in the ability to share tacit knowledge

(28] postulated, self-

(29]

will positively predict the action of sharing tacit knowledge. As Bandura
efficacy determines the willingness of an employee to perform certain activities, Elias et al.
concluded that self-efficacy influences employees’ adjustment behavior, and a study conducted
by Oliver and Shapirol®”) found that the stronger the employee’s self-efficacy is, the more effort
the employee would put forth to try to obtain the desired results. This means that when an
employee has stronger knowledge sharing self-efficacy, he or she will make even greater efforts
to successfully complete the knowledge sharing behavior and have positive expectations of
behavioral outcomes. It is further demonstrated by Bock and KimB!l, who discovered that self-
efficacy could be treated as a major source of motivation for knowledge sharing. In contrast,
Endres et al.3? found self-efficacy facilitates tacit knowledge sharing. Therefore, employee
who has high self-efficacy will be more likely to perform related behaviors than those with low
self-efficacy, and self-efficacy promotes the sharing of tacit knowledge.

We believe that employees with a higher self-efficacy may share their tacit knowledge more

willingly than employees with low self-efficacy, because employees with higher self-efficacy would
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formulate a positive judgment on their capabilities, which would motivate them to share their
tacit knowledge. Thus, when an employee has a strong self-efficacy, he or she will have a greater
willingness to provide tacit knowledge to others, which intensifies employee’s socialization be-
havior. Self-efficacy could enhance motivations to practice the transfer of tacit knowledge into
explicit forms such as written descriptions, narratives, or pictures and diagrams that facilitate
externalization behavior. With strong self-efficacy, one will feel more confident in assimilat-
ing the experiences and concepts of others into his or her own tacit knowledge, and thus the
internalization behaviors will accumulate. Therefore, self-efficacy promotes employee’s social-
ization behavior, externalization behavior, and internalization behavior. Based on the above
discussion, we predict the followings:

H2a: Self-efficacy will have a positive effect on employees’ socialization behavior in tacit
knowledge sharing.

H2b: Self-efficacy will have a positive effect on employees’ externalization behavior in tacit
knowledge sharing.

H2c: Self-efficacy will have a positive effect on employees’ internalization behavior in tacit

knowledge sharing.

2.3 Knowledge Tacitness

Knowledge tacitness refers to the degree of difficulty that employees have in articulating and
transferring knowledge. It is a function of complexity, uncertainty, resistance to codification
or ambiguity'® 33/, As D’Eredita and Barreto®¥ contend, when the knowledge is tacit, it
is highly personal and context-specific. Hence, it cannot be acquired if the related context
information is insufficient. Most researchers suggest that tacit knowledge constitutes elements
that are inarticulate, that is, we know more than we can telll¥. However, not all knowledge is
completely tacit. To the degree of its tacitness, knowledge can be learned or extracted, thus
making organizational knowledge creation possiblel® 35!

Tacit knowledge includes the subconscious nature of tacit knowing, is hard to communicate,
and often socially embedded and based on personal experiences3638.  According to Nonaka
and Takeuchil®, tacit knowledge contains an important cognitive dimension residing in the
employee’s mind and consisting of mental models, beliefs, perceptions and schemata, which
in turn are embedded in employee’s cultural context. Because all knowledge possesses a tacit
dimension that is difficult to articulate, we usually know a person’s face, and can recognize it
among a thousand, even among a million, yet we usually cannot tell how we recognize a face
we know!*. Some empirical research has explored the relationship between the tacitness of
knowledge and the knowledge sharing process, Zander and Kogut!®? found that the codified

knowledge transfers faster than tacit knowledge, a similar point was made by Lord and Ranft[39,

(0] who proposed there is a negative relationship between the tacitness of

Inkpen and Dinur
knowledge and efficiency of knowledge sharing.

When knowledge is more tacit, it is more difficult to share. Therefore, knowledge tacitness
is an obstacle to an employee’s socialization behavior. Tacitness also decreases an employee’s
ability to express, summarize, and view explicitly the knowledge they have through exchange
and synthesis, thus preventing externalization behavior. Moreover, because knowledge tacit-

ness impedes the relative capacity and effectiveness of employees to acquire and internalize
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relation-specific knowledge, it will negatively relate to knowledge internalization behavior. Ac-
cordingly, tacitness will decrease the three tacit knowledge sharing behaviors. Based on the
above discussion, we predict the followings:

H3a: Knowledge tacitness will have a negative effect on employees’ socialization behavior
in tacit knowledge sharing.

H3b: Knowledge tacitness will have a negative effect on employees’ externalization behavior
in tacit knowledge sharing.

H3c: Knowledge tacitness will have a negative effect on employees’ internalization behavior

in tacit knowledge sharing.

2.4 IT Support

IT provides relative infrastructure and capability to facilitate knowledge flow smoothly
within an organization. By accelerating knowledge related activities, such as searching, commu-
nicating, transferring, and integrating between employees, IT can improves knowledge sharing
and organizational performance[*!> 42,

Previous studies have shown that IT is an important factors influencing KM infrastructure,
and contributes significantly to the knowledge sharing process!*® 4. As Hildreth!*®! main-
tained, the sharing of tacit knowledge is important for maintaining a distributed community,

[42] show IT can en-

and IT can enable tacit knowledge sharing. In contrast, Alavi and Leidner
courage and facilitate knowledge sharing by using tools, such as corporate intranets, databases,
and document management systems. Therefore, IT enables an employee to develop knowledge
about how to communicate one’s own ideas and integrate them into the ideas of others, and
facilitates the process of knowledge sharing by enabling the creation, dissemination, and use of
knowledgel46: 471

It is generally believed that IT can promote tacit knowledge sharing. For example, IT pro-
vides employees in the organization access to the right information quickly and effectively!®!,
and IT can also be used to catalogue the expertise of organizational employees, which facilitate
employee’s access to the right people, thus enhancing knowledge sharing!*?). Certain systems,
e.g., groupware and collaborative system, provide a virtual space where employees can process

[44,50] 1y

tacit knowledge in real time, providing a greater chance for meaningful interaction
addition, exchange space is an ideal place to develop innovative and creative behaviors around
problems and situations. One of the most important characteristics of these systems and ex-
change space is that they are founded on the democratization of knowledge. Therefore, IT
enables employees to coordinate, and quickly disseminate and sharing tacit knowledge.

IT also facilitates the standardization and automation of certain tasks, supporting an em-
ployee’s internalization behavior in tacit knowledge sharing. Through internet and groupware,
employees can communicate and exchange ideas, thus promoting socialization behavior. And
an employee’s externalization behavior can easily occur with the use of knowledge mapping, as
a result, facilitates the transfer of tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge. Based on the above
discussion, we predict the followings:

H4a: IT support will have a positive effect on employees’ socialization behavior in tacit
knowledge sharing.

H4b: IT support will have a positive effect on employees’ externalization behavior in tacit
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knowledge sharing.
H4c: IT support will have a positive effect employees’ internalization behavior in tacit

knowledge sharing.

3 Research Methodology
3.1 Sample Characteristics and Data Collection

To empirically test the proposed research model, a survey methodology was used. The
questionnaire items, shown in Appendix A, were adapted from previously validated measures.
Trust was measured by adapting Renzl29) and Liu et al.l’!l. Self-efficacy was measured with the
scale developed by Compeau and Higgins!® | and Hsu et al.[3]. Knowledge tacitness was based

on the variables provided by Subramaniam and Venkatraman!®4.

(55]

IT support measurements

were adapted from the work of Tippins and Sohi*®!. Knowledge socialization behavior, exter-

nalization behavior and internalization behavior items were developed based on Hendriks[%%,
Bock and Kim/[31!.

All variables were measured on 5-point Likert scales where 1 means “strongly disagree” and
5 means “strong agree”. The English to Chinese translation accuracy was insured by having two
independent translators first translate and then back-translate the items. We selected employees
working on complex product development projects as respondents. Complex products and
systems are high cost, engineering-intensive products and systems custom-made for clients.
Complex products projects are often developed by many key stakeholders including integrators,
contractors, buyers, suppliers, and in most cases, the government. Hence, how to sharing tacit
knowledge among key stakeholders is vital to the success of complex product development.

The measures’ face validity was validated by interviewing nine experienced complex product
development workers from three enterprises in China. These interviews allowed the authors to
modify the survey items and rectify any potential problems. A pre-test was undertaken with 50
MBA students in a major Chinese university, and minor adjustments were made on the basis
of specific suggestions. Finally, the refined questionnaire was issued to 400 knowledge workers
who work on complex product development projects in companies located in six major and big
province locations in China — Shaanxi, Beijing, Guangzhou, Sichuan, Hubei, and Guizhou.

A total of 258 useable responses were collected, resulting in a response rate of 64.5%. Among
the 258 respondents, approximately 63% are male, and 37% are female. Most respondents’ job
tenure (42.64%) is from 4 to 6 years, 5.81% is under 2 years, 26.74% is from 2 to 4 years,
18.22% is from 6 to 8 years, and 6.59% is greater than 8 years. About 15.89% responses come
from R%D organizations, 17.44% from manufacturing enterprises, 14.34% from sub-contractors,
13.57% from suppliers, 6.98% from government agencies, and the rest from other types of

organizations.

3.2 Reliability and Validity Analysis

The reliability of the measures was analyzed using Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. As Table 1

(7] Convergent

shows, all of the reliability coefficients are above 0.70 and considered acceptable
validity was shown to be adequate since: 1) The average variance extracted (AVE) was 0.7 or

better for all latent variables (Table 1); 2) The factor loadings of the items on their substantive
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construct are high (above 0.60) and significant. Discriminant validity was deemed satisfactory
because: 1) The square root of each construct’s AVE is greater than the correlations between
the construct and other constructs (Table 1); 2) Each item’s loading on its substantive construct

is much greater than its cross-loadings on other constructs (Table 2).

Table 1 Reliability, AVE, and correlations

e AVE trust SE KT ITS SB EB 1B

trust 0.91 0.79 0.89

SE 0.82 0.74 0.48 0.86

KT 0.92 0.87 —0.49 —0.51 0.93

ITS 0.83 0.75 0.54 0.58 —0.59 0.87

SB 0.92 0.80 0.59 0.54 —0.50 0.59 0.89

EB 0.90 0.76 0.62 0.60 —0.57 0.65 0.58 0.87

1B 0.91 0.78 0.58 0.55 —0.62 0.63 0.59 0.60 0.88

Note: SE-self efficacy; KT-knowledge tacitness; ITS-IT support; SB-socialization behavior;

EB-Externalization behavior; IB-Internalization behavior; square roots of AVEs are bold on diagonal.

3.3 Analytical of Model Fitting

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to test the research model. Specifically,
the AMOS software package was used. First, we estimated the fit of the research modell®!.
Going beyond Chi-square statistics, overall fit measures evaluate how well a model reproduces
the observed variables’ covariance matrix. For models with good fit, Chi-square normalized
by degrees of freedom (x?/df) should not exceed three; the goodness-of-fit index (GFI), the
adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI), and the comparative fit index (CFI) should have a
minimum value of 0.9; and the root mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) value should
not exceed 0.051°]. The model fitting results show acceptable values of x2/df (1.29), GFI (0.91),
CFI (0.98), and RMSEA (0.033). AGFTis 0.89, slightly lower than the commonly cited threshold

but still acceptable.

3.4 Hypotheses Testing and Results

The path significance of each hypothesized association in the research model and the vari-
ance explained (R2) in each endogenous variables are examined. The results are presented in
Figure 2.

As Figure 2 shows, the link between trust and socialization behavior was positive and
significant (8 = 0.29, p < 0.01), supporting Hla. The significant path between trust and
externalization behaviors in tacit knowledge sharing provided support to H1b (8 = 0.26, p <
0.01). Trust is significantly related to internalization tacit knowledge sharing behaviors, hence
Hlc is confirmed (8 = 0.20, p < 0.01).
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Table 2 Factor loadings and cross-loadings
trust SE KT ITS SB EB 1B
trustl  0.748 0.190 0.020 0.153 0.210  0.195 0.259
trust2  0.814 0.111 0.171 0.200 0.222  0.161 0.149
trust3  0.796 0.150 0.135 0.063 0.207  0.229 0.168
trust4  0.787 0.104 0.206 0.134 0.199  0.178 0.165
SE1 0.178 0.686 0.200 0.142 0.149  0.151 0.163
SE2 0.146 0.764 0.080 0.092 0.228  0.240 0.137
SE3 0.141 0.780 0.194 0.227 0.170  0.202 0.267
KT1 -0.141 -0.193 -0.810 —-0.160 —0.135 —0.159 —0.245
KT2 -0.211 -0.164 -0.795 —-0.179 —0.191 —-0.224 —0.260
KT3 —-0.146 -0.139 —-0.808 —0.175 —0.200 —0.222 —0.241
ITS1 0.192 0.110 0.172 0.742 0.263  0.212 0.215
ITS2 0.218 0.196 0.236 0.564 0.238  0.265 0.246
ITS3 0.171 0.255 0.199 0.765 0.166  0.245 0.182
SB1 0.196 0.151 0.128 0.204 0.796 0.171 0.211
SB2 0.202 0.194 0.203 0.176 0.722 0.183 0.134
SB3 0.260 0.159 0.093 0.105 0.766  0.106 0.226
SB4 0.208 0.146 0.166 0.149 0.838 0.218 0.222
EB1 0.162 0.203 0.163 0.255 0.228  0.732 0.120
EB2 0.320 0.191 0.196 0.193 0.251  0.652 0.213
EB3 0.232 0.265 0.193 0.145 0.136  0.681 0.293
EB4 0.224 0.155 0.194 0.166 0.154  0.811 0.183
IB1 0.158 0.181 0.239 0.140 0.196  0.182 0.740
1B2 0.229 0.179 0.206 0.220 0.204  0.128 0.753
IB3 0.200 0.186 0.185 0.148 0.211  0.277 0.695
1B4 0.226 0.151 0.240 0.143 0.245  0.165 0.793

The relationship for self-efficacy and socialization behavior is not statistically significant
(6 =0.10, p > 0.1), thus H2a is not supported. As predicted, higher self-efficacy leads to more
externalization behavior (6 = 0.18, p <0.01) and internalization behavior (8 = 0.19, p <0.01)
in tacit knowledge sharing, which support H2b and H2c.

No significant relationship is found between knowledge tacitness and socialization behavior
(6 = —0.10, p > 0.1), hence failing to support H3a. As expected, knowledge tacitness is
significantly related to both externalization and internalization behavior in tacit knowledge
sharing, supporting H3b (3 = —0.15, p < 0.05) and H3c (8 = —0.29, p < 0.01).

Finally, the results show that I'T support is positively associated with socialization behavior
(6 =10.34, p < 0.01), externalization behavior (8 = 0.38, p < 0.01), and internalization behavior
(8 =0.25, p < 0.01), supporting H4a, H4b and H4c.
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The model explained a substantial amount of variance in the three dependent variables.
First, 52% of the variance in socialization behavior is explained by trust and IT support.
Furthermore, 69% of variance in externalization behavior and about 61% of variance in inter-

nalization behavior is accounted for by the four antecedents.

Trust
20* Socialization
_____ 10 ==~ ':_-,——_‘-’ behavior
_____________ =107 3 R?=52%
Self-Efficacy [<<J )
26 Externalization
> behavior
.38
Knowledge o
i 19% .20
Tacitness ) ="
-.29**% Internalization
25" behavior
R2=61%
IT Support

Note: ** P< .01, * P<.05

Figure 2 Model testing results

4 Discussions
4.1 Major Findings

As suggested by the previous literature, tacit knowledge sharing is affected by many factors.
This study investigated tacit knowledge sharing among employees from the personal, interper-
sonal, knowledge based, and IT based perspectives. The results are discussed in the following
section.

First, the findings of this study indicated that trust had a significant impact on knowledge
socialization behavior, externalization behavior, and internalization behavior. Employees who
trust each other can establish better relationships, and then they are more willing to share rel-
evant ideas and information, as well as to clarify goals and problems. Trust between employees
is an essential attribute in organizational culture, which is believed to have a strong influence
on tacit knowledge sharing. Thus, trust is known as an employee’s confidence in the reliability

[60] " and employees require the existence of trust

of the promise or actions of other employees
in order to respond easily and share their knowledge. When there is high trust in employees’
relationships, they become more willing to participate in tacit knowledge sharing.

Second, the study shows that self-efficacy plays an important role in the tacit knowledge
sharing activities. Self-efficacy has a positive effect on externalization behavior and internal-
ization behavior. According to Bandural?®, self-efficacy is the judgment of one’s capability to
organize certain behaviors. It is concerned not only with the skills employees have, but also
with their judgment of what they can do with those skills. For example, employees assess their
self-efficacy based on their environment, personal goals and the relationship they find them-
selves in. Hence, one may formulate a degree of self-efficacy depending on the expectation of the

outcomes. Employees may have higher assessments of their knowledge exchange self-efficacy,
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when there is cooperation within the environment and good relationship in which they find
themselves.

Third, most previous studies focused only on the antecedents of knowledge tacitness, and
the relationship between knowledge tacitness and knowledge sharing has received tremendous
attention. However, the effects of knowledge tacitness on the knowledge sharing behavior have
never been clearly addressed. The results show that knowledge tacitness has a negative ef-
fect on both knowledge externalization behavior and internalization behavior. This indicates
it is difficult to imitate and transfer tacit knowledge among employees. Because tacit knowl-
edge is unique and relatively less mobile, it becomes the basis of organizations’ competitive

[61], These points out the need for organizations to concentrate their efforts on fa-

advantage
cilitating tacit knowledge transfer. If organizations successfully share tacit knowledge, it could
play a vital role in building and sustaining organizations’ competitive advantagel62!.

Finally, the literature suggests that I'T support has a positive effect on knowledge sharing,
however, previous research has not examined the specific effect of IT support on each of the
employee’s tacit knowledge sharing behavior. One of the main contributions of this study has
been to analyze the impact of IT support on these three tacit knowledge sharing behavior. The
results showed the significant influence of IT support on employee levels of tacit knowledge
sharing behavior. Higher levels of IT support positively influences tacit knowledge sharing
between employees. This leads to the conclusion that IT support has an important role in
facilitating all three tacit knowledge sharing behaviors: Socialization behavior, externalization

behavior and internalization behavior.

4.2 Theoretical Implications

This study makes several theoretical contributions. First, this study empirically exam-
ines employees’ tacit knowledge sharing behavior. Although past research has discussed the
importance of tacit knowledge sharing, relatively few empirical studies have examined tacit
knowledge sharing behavior. Second, we decomposed tacit knowledge sharing into three be-
haviors: socialization behavior, externalization behavior, and internalization behavior. These
specific behaviors describe how tacit knowledge sharing behavior occurs at the individual level
in a more refined way. Third, we propose that tacit knowledge sharing can be understood from
four perspectives: Personal, interpersonal, knowledge based, and IT based perspectives, and
we selected one factor from each perspective to examine its impact on the three tacit knowl-
edge sharing behaviors. The results demonstrate that the four factors can explain over 50% of
variance in each of the behaviors. These findings suggest that powerful explanations of tacit
knowledge sharing can be obtained by studying factors in the four perspectives we proposed.
Future research can extend this research to investigate the impact of other factors in the four

perspectives on tacit knowledge sharing.

4.3 Practical Implications

From a practical viewpoint, the results of our study have implications for managers to pro-
mote employees’ tacit knowledge sharing behaviors. First, trust helps eliminate resistance to
tacit knowledge sharing, and without trust the cooperation required for successful tacit knowl-

edge sharing might be difficult to attain. Therefore, a climate of trust among employees is a
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basic condition that allows tacit knowledge to be shared, and manager should create a shared
social and cultural context that cultivates a high degree of trust existence. Second, since self-
efficacy plays a vital role in facilitating employees’ tacit knowledge sharing, managers should
provide valuable feedback and information to improve employees’ self-efficacy. Training on lead-
ership, teamwork, and communication skills should be offered to employees to improve their
self-efficacy in externalization and internalization behaviors. Third, since knowledge tacitness
is negatively related to employees’ tacit knowledge sharing, it is important for organizations to
identify the most tacit knowledge and design communication mechanism to enhance the sharing
of such knowledge. Our findings suggest that the most effective way is likely to be socialization
behavior, because such knowledge is difficult to externalize and internalize. Finally, organiza-
tions need to be aware that IT plays an important role in supporting tacit knowledge sharing,

and adequately fund it, so that tacit knowledge can be efficiently shared among employees.

4.4 Limitations

The study is in some regards limited. First, because the survey sample was drawn from
Chinese companies, the results of this study may not be generalizable to other countries. Second,
there may be common method bias, because the survey asked the same respondents about both
independent and dependent variables. If knowledge sharing behavior as a dependent variable
can be measured via objective measurements, such problems may be decreased substantially.
Finally, because the data in our study was cross-sectional and not longitudinal in nature, some
causal relationships could only be inferred, rather than empirically supported. Confidence in
the relationships among the constructs will be further enhanced by future studies that make
use of other research methods. Future studies can consider longitudinal designs that will make
it possible to understand better the factors influencing of employee’s tacit knowledge sharing
behavior.
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APPENDIX

Trust
1. I believe the help I give to others will be returned in the future.
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2. Generally speaking, I can trust others to do what they say they will.
3. Others can be relied upon if I come across critical incidents.
4. Our team members trust each other.
Self-efficacy
1. I am confident about my ability in providing my experiences, insights and expertise.
2. I am confident that I am able to communicate my ideas and perspectives to others.
3. I am confident in articulating myself in written, verbal and symbolic forms.
Knowledge tacitness
In general, the knowledge used our projects is difficult

1. -+ to comprehensively document in manuals and reports.
2. --- to precisely communicate through written documents.
3. --- to understand without personal experiences.

IT support

1. IT is widely utilized by members in my organization to communicate.

2. IT is widely available for members in my organization to manage knowledge.

3. Members in my organization apply IT to search and use current organizational knowledge.
Socialization behavior

1. I often talk about my job experience or know-how with other members.

2. T often tell others my expertise during group meetings.

3. I always try to interact with other members to solve problems at work.

4. T actively exchange ideas with colleagues.
Externalization behavior

1. I take the initiative to document my work-related knowledge.

2. After learning new skills useful to work, I explain it to let more people learn it.

3. I can translate jargons into everyday language to communicate with others.

4. T express my thoughts using example when others cannot understand.
Internalization behavior

1. I often use knowledge acquired from others to improve my skill level.

2. I always try to integrate new things I learned with past experiences.

3. T often apply newly learned knowledge to solve relevant problems at work.

4. T often collect new information and combine it with old information to generate new ideas.



