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A STUDY ON ATTITUDE TOWARDS KNOWLEDGE SHARING AMONG KNOWLEDGE WORKERS IN
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS IN MYSORE CITY
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As the world moves towards a ‘Knowledge-Based Economy’, Knowledge today is regarded as a factor of production together with land, labor and capital.
Academicians have shown inhibition to share. In many cases, they even discourage such sharing. So, Knowledge Sharing must be seen in relation to the overall
development of the intellectual and moral aspects of the teaching profession. Against this background, the proposed paper intends to focus on the knowledge
processing aspect with greater emphasis on knowledge sharing in educational institutes. The study is proposed to be conducted to understand general attitude of
knowledge workers towards knowledge sharing, knowledge workers barriers to share knowledge and knowledge workers views towards strategies to encourage
knowledge sharing. The study being empirical, adopts structured questionnaire based survey method to collect primary data through convenient sampling
technique among knowledge workers in the B-Schools and Engineering colleges in the Mysore city. Educational institutions are placed in the critical role of
knowledge production. The knowledge so produced by individuals should be translated into organizational knowledge. This requires knowledge sharing. The
paper hopes to provide useful insights into how knowledge is being shared and the strategies for promoting knowledge sharing.

KEYWORDS

Knowledge Management, Knowledge Sharing, Knowledge Workers, Attitudes, Educational Institutes, Academicians.

1. INTRODUCTION

s the 21st century unfolds, many people regard the strategic management of knowledge resources as one of the key factors for sustainable competitive
advantage. In particular, knowledge sharing is perceived to be the most essential process for knowledge management. Successful knowledge intensive
firms, gain competitive advantage from the human and social capital, which make up their unique trading assets’ Human capital includes individual tacit
and explicit knowledge® brought into the organization through its knowledge workers. The success of economies in the future is going to be based on how
companies or organizations acquire, use and leverage knowledge effectively, Bircham-Connoly, Corner and Bowden(2005)°
In a growing global economy managing knowledge effectively has become a source of competitive advantage. Companies are adopting integrated approaches to
identify, manage, share and capitalize on the know-how, experience and intellectual capital of employees. During the past decade, many companies invested
heavily in electronic Knowledge Management Systems hoping to increase their ability to manage the vast array of knowledge hidden within the many nooks and
crannies of organizational life. However, experienced users of electronic Knowledge Management systems now realize that managing knowledge is a much
more complicated process.
Also the dynamism of a new economy requires information professionals to not only quickly create knowledge but also to acquire and apply knowledge through
knowledge sharing. As more information and knowledge is created and exchanged, knowledge is increasingly becoming "the" resource, rather than "a" resource
for wealth generation, Cheng, Ho and Lau(2009)" . In the "resource based" view, knowledge is considered to be the most strategically important resource. The
effective management of this resource is consequently one of the most important challenges facing today's organisations. Therefore, organisations can start to
effectively manage this resource when they understand the concept of knowledge. Hence, due to the lack of theories on this subject and the intangible nature of
knowledge more research needs to be done on this important resource
It is an open secret that today’s business organizations greatly depend upon maximizing resources, eliminating redundancy and automating process to meet the
business goals. Further it is also clear that Knowledge Sharing has become as essential part of Knowledge Management.
The effective use of knowledge is a key ingredient in all successful organizations, no matter what business they are doing, what services they may provide. Using
knowledge correctly in an organization requires an understanding that the mere availability of simple, disconnected bits of information is not knowledge and
cannot adequately address these enterprise imperatives. While Knowledge Management must focus on supporting the sharing of knowledge between
individuals, this cannot be done in isolation. Instead Knowledge Management projects must recognize the importance of providing effective platforms for this
dissemination of knowledge.
An important process of Knowledge Management in organizational setting is the transfer of knowledge to locations where it is needed and can be used. An
important aspect of transfer is that of Knowledge Sharing. Knowledge Sharing involved organizational members willingly contributing their knowledge to
organizational memory, according to Kayworth and Leidner (2004)°.
A number of organisations have adapted and applied formal knowledge management over the past decade as practitioners and academics have identified
effective knowledge management as a crucial factor for success in higher education, Aulawi et al. 2009. Within the overall knowledge management domain, a
critical area that needs more attention is Knowledge Sharing. Effective knowledge management strategies must emphasise the role of Knowledge Sharing to
achieve maximum results for academic institutions. Knowledge Sharing is considered as the most important process in knowledge management and it seems
necessary for academic institutions to do more research on it. As faculty members play an important role in higher education (doing research, publishing,
teaching, providing consultation and conducting other professional activities) identifying factors influencing their Knowledge Sharing behaviour was considered
in this study.
DEFINITION OF KNOWLEDGE SHARING
Knowledge Sharing is defined as the extent to which knowledge is being shared, Shapira, Youtie, Yogeesvaran and Jaafar(2005)°. Knowledge Sharing refers to the
“process of capturing knowledge or moving knowledge from a source unit to a recipient unit”( Bircham - Connoly, Corner and Bowden, 2005)”. Knowledge
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Sharing is “a process whereby a resource is given by one part and received by another and for sharing to occur, there must be exchange” (Sharratt and Usoro,
2003)%. Knowledge Sharing refers to the exchange of knowledge between at least two parties in a reciprocal process allowing reshape and sense-making of the
knowledge in the new context (Willem, 2003)°.

TYPES OF KNOWLEDGE

According to the literature on the studies of knowledge, knowledge can be classified as explicit or tacit. Polyani(2000)™ defines Explicit Knowledge as knowledge
that is formal, systematic, and can be codified into records such as databases and libraries. Choi and Lee define explicit knowledge as knowledge that can be
documented, created, written down, transferred verbally or through some medium of communication such as emails, telephone or information systems.
Another definition by Barth summarizes explicit knowledge as knowledge that can be processed by information systems, codified or recorded, archived and
protected by organizations.

Tacit Knowledge, on the other hand, is informal knowledge that is embedded in mental processes, is obtained through experience and work practices, and can
be transferred by observing and applying it, Choi and Lee(2003)". Barth (2002) defines tacit knowledge as knowledge that exists in people’s mind and is quite
difficult to transfer. Polyani defines tacit knowledge as knowledge that is highly personal and is embedded in a person’s daily work practice (cited by Nonaka,
1994).

FACTORS INFLUENCING KNOWLEDGE SHARING

There are many factors that influence Knowledge Sharing. These factors can be divided into positive and negative factors. The negative factors are also referred
to as ‘barriers’ in past research on Knowledge Sharing. A study done in Singapore found that Knowledge Sharing is influenced by cultural factors, motivation to
share knowledge, management support, trust, teamwork spirit, and the degree to which knowledge is considered as a source of power, Neo (2002)". The
success of Knowledge Sharing may also be influenced by the need to have a reward mechanism, good leadership, trust, and corporate culture that promotes
Knowledge Sharing, Lee (2004)". Kristina (2006) on her research on Knowledge Sharing among Multinational Corporations also found that perceived
interpersonal trust and shared cognitive ground are important determinants of cross border Knowledge Sharing. Nesan (2005) on the other hand found that
Knowledge Sharing behaviours are strongly influenced by work practices that are borne by the respective organizational behaviours.

Sharrat and Usoro™ found that Knowledge Sharing is influenced by the organizational structure (centralized and decentralized), technical infrastructure, trust,
motivation and sense of community. Flexible organizations usually are better prepared to implement Knowledge Sharing strategies as compared to more
bureaucratic organizational structures. Willem (2003) in her doctorate dissertation found that Knowledge Sharing is highly influenced by trust, opportunistic
behaviour and politicking. Some employees also see Knowledge Sharing as a threat to future career advancement. This view, which is known as ‘kiasu mentality’,
was found to be inherent in a study done by Chua (2002) in Singapore™.

IMPORTANCE OF KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Knowledge sharing is a means to an end. As such, it describes the process by which individuals and groups communicate their knowledge unconsciously or
deliberately to their mutual benefit. The benefit could be the general enhancement of culture or community wellbeing, or it could be wealth creation on the part
of the provider and the solution of problems for the recipient. We should never view knowledge sharing, or its more impersonalised counterpart, knowledge
dissemination, as an end in itself: it is always a process geared to the benefit of one party or both. Knowledge sharing is the primary, most basic knowledge
practice - without a sharing ethos, much of KM promise fails. Knowledge Management (KM) is getting the right information to the right people at the right
time, and helping people create knowledge and share and act upon information in ways that will measurably improve the potential and performance of the
individual.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

A review of the literature revealed that there is no well-defined knowledge sharing theories. Most of the views on Knowledge Sharing are embedded in

knowledge management theories, Sharrat and Usoro™. Apart from the lack of solid theories, there is also a dearth of empirical evidence, (Willem 2003)° about

the relationship between knowledge sharing, knowledge management and knowledge economy.

In the last few years there has been substantial research conducted in the area of ‘Knowledge Management’. What is knowledge management? How is

‘Knowledge Sharing’ connected to Knowledge Management? How is Knowledge Management and Knowledge Sharing connected to the overall subject or

discipline of knowledge-based economy? Research conducted by the Economic Planning Unit Malaysia and the Georgia Institute of Technology (United States),

derived a conceptual framework relating to the concept of knowledge management, knowledge sharing, and knowledge based economy, Shapira, P, Youtie, J,

Yogeesvaran, K and Jaafar, Z. (2005)°. According to this research, knowledge can be viewed as input stock variables that are further decomposed into:

a)  Knowledge enablers — which refers to inputs such as human capabilities (quality of human resources), leadership (top level management commitment),
info-structure (technological infrastructure), and environment (policies related to knowledge management). These knowledge enablers are vital inputs for
the development of a knowledge-based economy.

b) Knowledge processing — this refers to the management aspect of knowledge. In any organization, knowledge processing refers to the part where
knowledge is generated, acquired, shared and utilized. This part is seen as the most vital aspect of knowledge management since this is where the actual
knowledge is made and put to use.

c¢) Knowledge outcome — this part refers to the end result of any knowledge management efforts in an organization. Ultimately a knowledge-based
organization must meet certain knowledge outcomes that are measurable, such as performance improvement (higher profits, productivity, sales etc),
development of new innovation, and improvement of existing process.

Research concerning the factors affecting knowledge sharing has identified a number of different variables, from "hard" issues such as technologies and tools,

Van den Hoof and De Ridder (2005)™ to "soft" issues such as motivation Gao (2004)" and trust™®. This review presents the empirical literature that studied

factors influencing knowledge sharing behaviour in organisations and academic institutions in general, and the literature which focused on attitude, intention

and intrinsic motivation in particular.

Osterloh and Frey'® asserted that effective knowledge creation and transfer is closely related to motivation management. They analyzed various organisational

and motivational devices with respect to their suitability to generate and transfer knowledge. In doing so, they noted that certain organisational forms have the

capacity to crowd out intrinsic motivation and therefore are detrimental to the effective transfer of knowledge.

Lin and Lee investigated the applicability of the Theory of Planned Behaviour in explaining senior managers' intentions to encourage knowledge sharing. The

analytical results demonstrated that the main determinants of actual company knowledge sharing behaviour were the encouraging intentions of senior

managers. Additionally, senior managers' attitudes (correlation value=0.43), subjective norms (0.45) and perceived behavioural control (0.22) were found to
positively influence intentions to encourage knowledge sharing.

Bock, Kim and Lee (2005)*° examined factors that are believed to influence individuals’ knowledge-sharing intentions. They employed the Theory of Reasoned

Action and augment it with extrinsic motivators, social-psychological forces and organisational climate factor that are believed to influence individuals'

knowledge sharing intentions. The researchers also found that the attitude towards knowledge sharing (correlation value= 0.232) and subjective norms (0.266)

influence individual’s intention to engage in knowledge sharing behaviour, along with organisational climate (0.142)

Wasko and Faraj(2003)** examined why individuals in electronic networks of practice contribute knowledge to others, primarily strangers, when the contributor

does not have any immediate benefits and free-riders are able to acquire the same knowledge as everyone else. The results of their study indicated that

individuals contribute their knowledge when they believe that participation enhances the professional reputation, when they have necessary expertise to share
and when they become part of the structural network. An interesting finding of this study was that individuals contribute regardless of expectations of
reciprocity or high levels of commitment to the network.

By integrating a motivational perspective into the Theory of Reasoned Action, Lin examined the role of both extrinsic (expected organisational rewards and

reciprocal benefits) and intrinsic (knowledge self-efficacy and enjoyment in helping others) motivators in explaining employee knowledge sharing intentions. The
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results showed that motivational factors such as reciprocal benefits (correlation value= 0.35), knowledge self efficacy (0.27), and enjoyment in helping others
(0.21) were significantly associated with employee knowledge sharing attitudes. Also the result confirmed that reciprocal benefits (correlation value= 0.25),
knowledge self-efficacy (0.42), and enjoyment in helping others (0.24) positively influence employee knowledge sharing intentions. However, expected
organisational rewards did not significantly influence employee attitudes and behaviour intentions regarding Knowledge Sharing.
Research on knowledge sharing in higher education institutions has been considered by some researchers. Lou, Yang and Shih studied the behaviour of
instructors from information management departments with regard to knowledge sharing at technological universities. The influence of self-motivation and
incentive mechanism on instructors’ individual knowledge sharing and the obstacles encountered while Knowledge Sharing were investigated in this study. The
results showed that information management instructors may encounter some barriers when sharing knowledge with others; they showed negative consensus
on issues such as individual job security, academic promotion and intellectual property rights, making colleagues unwilling to share knowledge; the relationship
among colleagues is very distant; and department heads do not take Knowledge Sharing seriously.
Among the positive consensus items are: instructors agreed that the research workload is too heavy to share knowledge with others; and the university’s
information software that facilitate knowledge sharing is too old to use. In addition, the four aspects of knowledge sharing between instructors such as (a) the
behaviour of instructors’ Knowledge Sharing in teaching, research, educational and student counselling; (b) the motives of instructors’ knowledge sharing; (c) the
incentives of instructors’ Knowledge Sharing; and (d) the situations of instructors’ knowledge sharing were correlated with their demographic moderators which
include gender, seniority of teaching, marital status, educational background, type of institute, institute location, administrative duties and age. Also, the
motives and behaviour of Knowledge Sharing are found to be significantly positively correlated, so that the higher the motives of Knowledge Sharing, the more
that the behaviour of knowledge sharing occurs.

Kim and Ju identified and analyzed major factors (perception, trust, openness in communication, collaboration, reward systems and communication channel) for

knowledge-sharing among faculty members in a higher educational institution in order to examine how those factors influence campus wide knowledge-sharing.

The study also investigated the way in which those factors are interrelated. Results showed that perception is the most influential factor and reward systems are

the second-most influential factor for faculty Knowledge Sharing. Respondents did not consider other factors such as trust, openness in communication,

collaboration, and communication channels based on IT infrastructure to be main factors. These factors did not show statistically significant effect on faculty

Knowledge Sharing.

BARRIERS THAT INHIBIT KNOWLEDGE SHARING (KS)

There are several literature which discuss whether Knowledge Management in general and also knowledge sharing practices should be people driven or

technology driven. The management disciplines supports the view that knowledge sharing can be successful only if it is people driven and the practices followed

in an organization. However, technology also plays an important role without which most knowledge sharing practices would be less effective and applications
less timely.

It has been widely acknowledged and agreed that the main challenge of companies sharing practices is to protect and maximize the value derived from the tacit

knowledge held by the employees, customers and external stakeholders. The effectiveness of the knowledge driven work is directly related to the creation of

new knowledge and the sharing of useful existing knowledge through the interaction between tacit and explicit knowledge (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995)%%(

Spender 1996)%; (Sveiby 1997)**.

Barriers that inhibit Knowledge Sharing can be divided into barriers at the firm (or organizational level) and at the individual level. One of the main barriers that

have been outlined repeatedly in the literature on Knowledge Management is culture. Knowledge Sharing fails in organizations because firms tend to change

their organization’s culture to fit Knowledge Sharing strategies and practices, Riege(ZOOS)ZS. Organizations should come up with Knowledge Sharing strategies
that fit the existing organization’s culture. Knowledge Sharing is also viewed separately as a different activity and not part of the organization’s objectives,

McDermott, R and O’Dell (2001)*. At the individual level, Riege noted that barriers to Knowledge Sharing include lack of communication skills and social

networks, differences in culture, lack of time and lack of trust. At the firm level, Riege identifies the following Knowledge Sharing barriers:

a) Firms are reluctant to promote Knowledge Sharing due to lack of economic viability

b) Firms, especially smaller organizations, do not have adequate infrastructure or resources

c) The physical environment is not conducive to engage and promote Knowledge Sharing activities

d) Existing IT systems are not good enough and sometimes there exists mismatches between the organizational needs and what is provided.

Pauline and Mason in an empirical research on barriers of Knowledge Management in New Zealand found that barriers are mainly internal to the organization.

Organizational culture, leadership and management practices and lack of awareness and vision about Knowledge Management were the main barriers inhibiting

Knowledge Management implementation.

Colomar and Sarnoff in a case study at Burson Marsteller, a professional services firm, found the “knowledge is power” mentality among the staff a major hurdle

hindering effective KS. Staff was found to resist sharing insights and ideas due to lack of time and fear of losing value within the organization.

KS STRATEGIES

A review of the literature on KS strategies found the following commonly used strategies:

a) Communities of Practice — this refers to ‘groups of people who do some sort of work together (online or in person) to help each other by sharing tips, ideas
and best practices, Faul & Kemly27

b) Knowledge Networks — this refers to ‘a more formal and structured team-based collaboration that focuses on domains of knowledge that are critical to the
organization.

c)  Retrospect — this refers to ‘an in-depth discussion that happens after completion of an event, project or an activity, to basically capture lessons learnt
during the entire activity, Faul, M and Kemly(2004) *. At the end of the session, a documented review of the project process is created. The main idea
behind this meeting is to share feedback with decision-makers, improve support from the team, and ultimately enhance team building.

d)  Storytelling — this refers to a storytelling session whereby the person who attends an event or training session is given the opportunity to disseminate the
information/knowledge gained to others within the organization

Other strategies used are built-in HR practices that encourage Knowledge Sharing within the organization such as:

a)  Rotation policies among staff

b)  Training and learning opportunities

c)  Mentoring

d)  Having policies that recognize and reward individuals as well as teams that share knowledge within the organization

e) Integrating the web site with Knowledge sharing systems and emails that employees always use

f) Having a computerized information system to store and retrieve knowledge/information.

From the above review of the literature on Knowledge sharing, the following objectives are considered for the present study.

3. OBIJECTIVES

Knowledge is seen as an important input in most organizations since it allows the development and creation of competitive advantage. This research has
focussed on the knowledge processing aspect with greater emphasis on knowledge sharing in educational institute, which is the key element in the
implementation of knowledge management. This research hopes to provide useful insights into how knowledge is being shared in Colleges in Mysore city.
Specifically, this research was carried out with the following objectives:

a) To know the general attitude towards knowledge sharing among knowledge workers in educational institutions in Mysore City.

b) To identify the barriers in knowledge sharing.

c) To seek the views of the academicians on the strategies to encourage knowledge sharing.
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4. METHODOLOGY

A questionnaire survey method was used to seek response from the academicians from 5 MBA and engineering colleges. The instrument was designed to
understand the general attitude, the motivation to share, barriers that inhibit sharing and also the strategies to improve sharing knowledge. Five point Likert
scale anchored to one (strongly disagree) and five (strongly agree) were employed. The General attitude towards knowledge sharing was measured with 7 items,
the motivation to share was measured with 3 items, barriers that inhibit sharing was measured with 7 items and the strategies to improve sharing knowledge
was measured with 11 items. All these items were adapted from sources outlined in the review of literature. Table 2 summarizes the mean scores and standard
deviation of each of these items.

DATA AND SAMPLE

The questionnaire was administered to the academicians in the B-Schools and Engineering colleges in the Mysore city. From each college a sample of 5-10
academic staff was received for this research. The sample of the study comprised 8 colleges in Mysore city. A total of 100 self-administered questionnaires were
distributed to all academicians in the respective institution. 70 participants successfully responded, giving a response rate of 70%.

SAMPLING METHOD

The study uses convenience sampling. Convenience sampling is a non-probability sampling technique where subjects are selected because of their convenient
accessibility and proximity to the researcher.

QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

The questionnaire was divided into two sections namely section A and B. Section A comprised questions eliciting demographic characteristics. Section B
comprised 36 questions designed to ascertain the views of the academic staff on the significance of knowledge sharing, motivation to share, strategies to
encourage knowledge sharing, and barriers in knowledge sharing.

DATA ANALYSIS METHOD

The data was subjected to factor analytic method. Cronbachs’ alpha was calculated to test the reliability of the measurements before subjecting the factor
scores obtained from the factor analysis. Given the methodology the following chapter discusses the analysis and interpretation thereon.

5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
TABLE 1: RESPONDENTS’ DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

Respondents’ profile | Classification Frequency | Percentage
Gender Male 26 37.14
Female 44 62.86
Age <30 44 62.8
31-40 12 17.14
41-50 09 12.86
>50 04 5.7
Designation Lecturer 48 68.57
Senior lecturer | 1 1.43
Asst Professor | 13 18.57
Professor 6 8.57
Other 2 2.85
Status Married 46 65.71
Unmarried 24 34.28

Preliminary Analysis

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

The details of mean, standard deviation, Skewness and Kurtosis for each measurement item are shown in the table below. Observation of the Kurtosis and
Skewness reveals that all the variable items in Kurtosis and Skewness are less than 10 and 3 points respectively, and thus the data confirms normality
assumptions.

Factor analysis was conducted for t variables using principal component method and Verimax rotation for rotation of the axis. KMO statistic of above 0.50 was
taken as the criteria for measurement of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of Sphericity for establishing the significance of the factor analytic procedure. The
results of the tests and interpretation are discussed under respective factor analysis.
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TABLE 2: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

N Mean |Std. Deviation|Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic[Statistic[Statistic Statistic|Std. Error|Statistic|Std. Error]

General Attitudel 70 4.6714 [.47309 -.746 |.287 -1.487 |.566
General Attitude2 70 4.2143 [.75934 -.793 |.287 471 |.566
General Attitude3 70 3.9857 [.78929 -.339 |[.287 -.434  |.566
General Attitude4 70 4.0143 [.77071 -.416 |.287 -.192 |.566
General Attitude5 70 4.8000 |.40289 -1.533 [.287 .360 |.566
General Attitude6 70 3.7429 |.97335 -1.009 |.287 .733  |.566
General Attitude7 70 2.5000 [1.01795 .636  [.287 -.376 |.566
General Attitude8 70 3.4571 [1.20007 -.647 |.287 -.548 |.566
[Motivational factorl of KSJ70 4.5857 |.62538 -1.249 [.287 .504  |.566
IMotivationaI factor2 of KS 70 2.7714 {95054 .375  |.287 -.230 |[.566
IMotivationaI factor3 of KS 70 3.6571 [1.00557 -1.283 [.287 1.565 |.566
|Barrier1 70 3.8143 |.66579 -1.290 |.287 2.307 |.566
|Barrier 2 70 3.3429 |.89904 -.620 |.287 -.108 |.566
|Barrier 3 70 3.3571 [.91740 -.085 |.287 -.909 |.566
|Barrier4 70 3.1000 [1.15658 -.084 |.287 -.847 |.566
|Barrier 5 70 3.6000 [1.06866 -.452 |.287 -.790 |.566
|Barrier 6 70 3.2000 [.97207 -.222 |.287 -1.166 |.566
Izarrier 7 70 3.1000 [1.13124 .169  |.287 -1.000 |.566
Strategyl 70 4.1571 |.65132 -.490 |.287 .759 |.566
Strategy 2 70 4.2000 |.75373 -1.187 |.287 2.143 |.566
Strategy 3 70 4.0286 [1.07638 -1.637 |.287 2.509 |.566
Strategy 4 70 4.0143 |.95542 -1.877 |.287 4.097 |.566
Strategy 5 70 4.0286 |.72174 -.995 |.287 1.916 |.566
Strategy 6 70 3.8429 [.81000 -.713 |.287 1.283 |.566
Strategy 7 70 4.0429 |.62405 -.028 |.287 -.343 |.566
Strategy 8 70 3.3571 |.86871 -.091 |.287 -.090 |.566
Strategy 9 70 3.5000 [.95932 -.355 |.287 -.907 |.566
Strategy 10 70 3.2714 |.88336 -.178 |.287 -1.064 |.566
Strategy 11 70 3.3857 [1.02565 152  |.287 -1.082 |.566
Valid N (listwise) 70

FACTOR ANALYSIS

FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR GENERAL ATTITUDE

Factor analysis is conducted on the items of variable i.e., general attitude the KMO is found to be 0.635, which is above the required value of 0.5, hence this
sample is adequate for further factor analysis. The total variance explained is 62.19% and the component matrix shows one factor. The factor which is called as
General attitude (GA 1, 2, 4, 5) has reliability with Cronbach’s alpha of 0.779 was extracted and the results are as shown in the tables below.

TABLE 3: KMO AND BARTLETT'S TEST

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .635
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity IApprox. Chi-Square 107.831
Df 15
Sig. .000
TABLE 4: TOTAL VARIANCE EXPLAINED
Initial Eigen values Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Component{Total [% of VariancelCumulative %[Total % of Variance |Cumulative %
1 2.54742.457 42.457 2.547142.457 42.457
2 1.184119.740 62.197 1.184(19.740 62.197
3 .857 (14.283 76.480
4 722 [12.032 88.512
5 462 [7.700 96.212
6 227 [3.788 100.000
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TABLE 5:ROTATED COMPONENT MATRIX"

Component
1 2
GA1l 711
GA2 .817
GA3 .723
GA4 .842
GA7 .754
GA8 .818
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.,
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
|

TABLE 6: ITEM-TOTAL STATISTICS OF GENERAL ATTITUDE

Scale Mean if Item Deleted|Scale Variance if ltem Deleted|Corrected Item-Total Correlation|Cronbach's Alpha|
GA112.2143 3.736 .490 .779
GA2/12.6714 2.775 .595
GA3]12.9000 2.758 .563
GA412.8714 2.461 .745

FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR BARRIERS

Factor analysis is conducted on the items of variable Barriers to knowledge sharing and the KMO is found to be 0.751, which is above the required value of 0.5,
hence this sample is adequate for further factor analysis. The total variance explained is 57.69% and the rotated component matrix shows two factors. One
factor which can be called as Barriers-A (BA 2, 3), The other factor which can be called as ‘Barriers-B (BA 4, 5, 6, 7, 10,11 ,12 ,13) and has reliability with
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.853 were extracted and the results are as shown below

TABLE 7: KMO AND BARTLETT'S TEST

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 751
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity IApprox. Chi-Square 294.431
Df 45
Sig. .000

TABLE 8: TOTAL VARIANCE EXPLAINED

Component|initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
[Total [% of VariancelCumulative %|Total [% of Variance |Cumulative %

1 4.233/42.334 42.334 4.23342.334 42.334

2 1.536/15.364 57.698 1.536(15.364 57.698

3 1.17811.775 69.473

4 .801 [8.005 77.478

5 .616 [6.164 83.642

6 498 (4.975 88.617

7 .383 [3.826 92.443

8 .321 [3.207 95.650

9 .251 [2.507 98.157

10 .184 (1.843 100.000

TABLE 9: ROTATED COMPONENT MATRIX*

Component
1
BA2
BA3
BA4 .623
BAS5 .703
BA6 .586
BA9 .750
BA10 .715
BA1l .812
BA12 .791
BA13 .578
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.,

A. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
TABLE 10: TOTAL STATISTICS

Scale Mean if Item Deleted|Scale Variance if ltem Deleted|Corrected Item-Total Correlation|Cronbach's Alpha
BA4 [21.5429 27.788 .552 .853
BA5 [21.0429 27.897 .604
BA6 [21.4429 30.192 .442
BA9 [21.6143 27.226 .654
BA10)21.6857 27.175 .581
BA11)21.7429 26.397 .737
BA1221.6571 28.055 .709
BA13)21.7714 29.512 .488
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FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR STRATEGIES TO ENCOURAGE KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Factor analysis is conducted on the items of strategies to encourage knowledge sharing and the KMO is found to be 0.623, which is above the required value of
0.5, hence this sample is adequate for further factor analysis. The total variance explained is 60.49% and the rotated component matrix shows two factors. One
factor which can be called as ‘Strategies-A’ (BA 1 2, 4, 5, 6) has reliability with Cronbach’s alpha of 0.738 and the other factor which can be called as ‘Strategies-
B’ (BA 9, 10,11) has reliability with Cronbach’s alpha of 0.821 were extracted and the results are as shown in the tables below.

TABLE 11: KMO AND BARTLETT'S TEST

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .623
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity IApprox. Chi-Square 226.794
Df 28
Sig. .000
TABLE 12: TOTAL VARIANCE EXPLAINED
Component]initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
[Total (% of Variance|Cumulative %|Total |% of Variance |Cumulative %
1 2.57132.132 32.132 2.571[32.132 32.132
2 2.26928.362 60.495 2.269[28.362 60.495
3 1.255/15.692 76.187
4 .740 [9.251 85.437
5 1441 [5.508 90.946
6 .305 [3.808 94.754
7 .240 [3.006 97.760
8 1179 [2.240 100.000

TABLE 13: ROTATED COMPONENT MATRIX"

Component

1 2
ST1 .574
ST2 .792
ST4 .789
STS .607
ST6 .710
ST9 .856
ST10 .761
ST11 .892
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
|

TABLE 14: ITEM-TOTAL STATISTICS

Scale Mean if Item DeletedScale Variance if Item Deleted|Corrected Item-Total Correlation|Cronbach's Alpha|
ST1/16.0857 5.877 .386 .738
ST2/16.0429 4.940 .600
ST4(16.2286 4.382 .556
ST5(16.2143 5.504 1441
ST6/16.4000 4.939 .535

ABLE 15: TOTAL STATISTICS

Scale Mean if Item Deleted|Scale Variance if Item Deleted|Corrected Item-Total Correlation|Cronbach's Alpha
ST9 [6.6571 2.895 .693 .821
ST106.8857 3.291 .626
ST116.7714 2.643 .714
TABLE 16: SUMMARY OF RELIABILITY ANALYSIS OF THE VARIABLES

No Description No of Items | Cronbach'sAlpha

1 Items related to the general attitude towards knowledge sharing | 4 0.779

2 Items related to barriers inknowledge sharing 8 0.853

3 Items related to strategies to encourage knowledge sharing 8 0.780

IMPORTANCE OF KNOWLEDGE SHARING

One of the objectives of the research was to ascertain the degree to which knowledge sharing was considered important by the respondents. Survey found 80%

of respondents stating ‘strongly agree’ and 20 percent stating ‘agree’ to the statement. None of the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the
statement. The results of the analysis are shown in the below Table.

TABLE 17: SIGNIFICANCE OF KS FOR THE SUCCESS AND GROWTH OF A BUSINESS SCHOOL

Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree | 56 80
Agree 14 20
Total 70 100

Is the importance of knowledge sharing clearly communicated?
Respondents were also asked to respond to whether the importance of knowledge sharing is clearly communicated in their university/college. Around 61
percent said they ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ with the statement, as compared to 14 percent who were undecided. A large number of respondents (25 percent)
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‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’ to the statement that importance of knowledge sharing is not clearly communicated in the college/university. Results are
depicted in Table below

TABLE 18: COMMUNICATION OF IMPORTANCE OF KNOWLEDGE SHARING IN THE COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY

Frequency | Percentage
Strongly Agree 12 17.1
Agree 31 44.3
Neutral 10 14.3
Disagree 11 15.7
Strongly Disagree | 6 8.6
Total 70 100

Is the importance of knowledge sharing clearly communicated?

6. FINDINGS

GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARDS KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Respondents were asked to indicate the degree to which they were willing to share the knowledge and also the degree to which their colleagues were willing to
share the knowledge. In Table below, the first two statements relate to knowledge donating and the last two statements relate to knowledge receiving. It can be
observed that the self-serving biases are apparent from the views expressed by the respondents. They have given a better rating when it comes to their
willingness to share knowledge and a lower rating to when it comes to sharing of knowledge by their colleagues.

TABLE 19: VIEWS ON KNOWLEDGE RECEIVING AND KNOWLEDGE SHARING

SA A N D SD
I am willing to share information, knowledge with my colleagues 47 17
(67.1) | (32.9)
I am willing to share my lecture notes, power point slides and other resources with my colleagues | 27 33 8 2
(38.6) | (47.1) | (11.4) | (2.9)
My colleagues share information, knowledge with me 19 33 16 2
(27.1) | (47.1) | (22.9) | (2.9)
My colleagues share their lecture notes, power point slides and other resources with me 19 35 14 2
(27.1) | (50) (20) (2.9)

BARRIERS TO KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Table below shows respondents’ views on the barriers to knowledge sharing. On a Likert’s five point scale a value of 5 was assigned to ‘strongly agree’; as such, a
mean score represents high intensity of that variable in terms of barriers. The barriers have been arranged in ascending order of the mean value. It can be seen
that strongest barriers are identified as Lack of interaction between those who need knowledge and those who can provide knowledge, no proper system to
identify the colleagues to share my knowledge, support by the management, and status fear among the staff.

TABLE 20 : MEAN SCORE OF BARRIERS TO SHARE KNOWLEDGE

Barriers Scores
There is lack of interaction between those who need knowledge and those who can provide knowledge 3.6
There is no system to identify the colleagues with whom | need to share my knowledge 3.2
Existing university/college culture does not provide sufficient support for sharing knowledge 3.1
Staff is reluctant to seek knowledge from their seniors because of the status fear 3.028
It is difficult to convince colleagues on the value and the benefits of the knowledge that | may possess 2.985
There is a general lack of trust among staff in my university/college 2.95
Staff in my university/college do not share knowledge because of the fear of it being misused by taking unjust credit forit | 2.9
Knowledge sharing does not happen because of fear of negative consequences to self-image, status, or career 2.87

STRATEGIES FOR PROMOTING KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Respondents’ views were sought on the ways to promote knowledge sharing. Their responses, arranged in descending order, are given in Table below. A very
strong case was observed for promoting knowledge sharing through regular emphasis by the top management of the university. This means that people would
be more willing to share their knowledge if they felt that the top management wants it. It can also be observed from this table that there is a strong case for
linking knowledge sharing with rewards and performance appraisal. We also find that respondents feel that there is a lack of knowledge sharing strategies, a lack
of knowledge repositories, and also a lack of awareness on the benefit of knowledge sharing in their organizations.

TABLE 21: STRATEGIES TO ENCOURAGE KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Mean % of ‘SA” and
Promotion of Knowledge sharing Scores ‘A
Knowledge sharing can become a culture in the organization if top management regularly displays and reinforces the theme that | 4.2 91.3
‘knowledge is the lifeblood of an organization’.
Technology plays a significant role inpromoting Knowledge sharing 4.157 88.5
Knowledge sharing can be encouraged if it is linked with the performance appraisal of the staff. 4.028 87.4
The university/college should use its newsletter or other similar tools to disseminate knowledge and encourage knowledge | 4.014 89.8
sharing among the Staff
Knowledge sharing can be encouraged if it is clearly linked with rewards. 3.84 71.5
There is growing awareness on the benefit of knowledge sharing in my organization. 3.50 60.0
There exists a knowledge sharing strategy in my organization. 3.38 44.2
There exists knowledge repositories (database) in my organization. 3.27 47.2
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
. All the respondents agree that Knowledge sharing is important and is significant for the success and growth of the organisation.
. It can be seen that 61.4% of respondents strongly agree/agree that Importance of knowledge sharing is clearly communicated in the college/university,
whereas 39.6% of respondents are neutral/disagree to this statement.
. It can be observed that the self-serving biases are apparent from the views expressed by the respondents. They have given a better rating when it comes to
their willingness to share knowledge and a lower rating to when it comes to sharing of knowledge by their colleagues.
. It can be seen that strongest barriers identified are:
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i. Lack of interaction between those who need knowledge and those who can provide knowledge,
ii. no proper system to identify the colleagues to share my knowledge
iii. support by the management and
iv. status fear among the staff
. It is observed that 91.3% of respondents have strongly agreed/agreed that Knowledge sharing can become a culture in the organization if top management
regularly displays and reinforces the theme that ‘knowledge is the lifeblood of an organization’, 87.4% of employees strongly agreed/agreed that
Knowledge sharing can be encouraged if it is linked with the performance appraisal of the staff.
. Though 88.5 have agreed that Technology plays a significant role in promoting Knowledge sharing, only 44.23% of employees agreed that there exists a
knowledge sharing strategy in their organization and 47.2% respondents agreed that there exists knowledge repositories (database) in their organization

7. CONCLUSION

Institutions of higher learning are placed in the critical role of knowledge production. The knowledge so produced by individuals should be translated into
organizational knowledge. This requires knowledge sharing. It is very significant, as most academicians have agreed, in order to remain highly effective. Based on
this research, knowledge sharing should be continuously promoted and barriers should be overcome. The strategies for promoting knowledge sharing may be
organisation-specific. However, a strong support was found for linking knowledge sharing with rewards and performance appraisal. Support from the top
management in encouraging academicians. More efforts must be made and awareness must be created to ensure that people understand the benefits of
knowledge sharing.

Basically, teaching staff could enhance their knowledge sharing practices if their infrastructure is upgraded. There is a need to change their system from
mechanistic to organic approach. Databases must be upgraded to encompass more relevant and variety of business database. Sharing of knowledge could also
be enhanced if the administers play a positive role by encouraging their teaching staff to share knowledge by organizing open discussions, forums, seminars and
colloquiums.

8. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

. This study is limited to the influence of three factors (attitude, barriers and strategies) on knowledge sharing behaviour.
. Knowledge workers had lack of time to interact and share their views.

. The respondents’ views seemed to be inconsistent in the same institution.

9. SCOPE FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

. Further research may be conducted to determine other factors such as trust, communication, individual factors (intention and intrinsic motivation) and
collaboration on knowledge sharing behaviour of the academicians.

. Future studies may be done with a broader sample.

. Further research can be conducted taking demographic data into demographic data into consideration
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