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ABSTRACT

Knowledge sharing (KS), a critical process of knowledge management (KM), is
promoted by many universities, yet the success of KM initiatives mostly relies on the
willingness of individuals to share their knowledge. However, KS has not always met
many universities’ expectations. Vietnam has shifted from a bureaucratically centralised
planned economy to a market economy since 1986 placing big challenges on
Vietnamese higher education in supporting a responsive national knowledge-based
economy. To examine academics’ knowledge-sharing behaviours (KSBs) in
Vietnamese public universities, this study developed a new research model which
modified the standard Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) model and augmented it with
other theories (e.g. Theory of Planned Behaviour, Economic Exchange Theory, Social
Exchange Theory).

This study used a mixed-methods sequential, explanatory strategy employing a
quantitative data collection followed by a qualitative study. First, questionnaire surveys
were conducted with a sample of 785 academic staff from public universities in
Vietnam to: (1) examine the relationships between environmental-personal factors and
KSB, moderated by transformational leadership, and (2) examine the relationship
between KSB and innovative work behaviour (IWB), moderated by the quality of
transactive memory systems (TMS). The current research used Structural Equation
Modelling to assess the research model and test hypotheses. The significant quantitative
findings were explored further in semi-structured interviews with seven experts from
Vietnamese tertiary education to probe aspects of the KSB. The findings interpreted
from both phases have shown that (1) two environmental factors (subjective norms,
trust) and three personal factors (knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping others
and reciprocal benefits) had positive impacts on KSB; (2) KSB had a strongly positive
effect on IWB and; (3) transformational leadership positively moderated the effects of
subjective norms, trust and knowledge self-efficacy on KSB of academic staff.
Interestingly, two personal factors (expected organisational rewards and psychological

ownership of knowledge) were found to have insignificant associations with KSB.

The study findings can be used by university leaders, academic staff and researchers in
other contexts with similar characteristics in the region (i.e. Southeastern Asia
developing countries). A clear understanding of the critical factors influencing KSB
towards better IWB may help Vietnamese educational policymakers and university
leaders develop suitable strategies to address the challenges of KS. This study
contributes to the growing literature of KM, bringing Vietnam into the world map of
KM research.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to set the scene and provide a rationale for the study. It
begins with an overview of the research background. The discussion then moves into
the motivation and justification for the selection of the study context as Vietnamese
university settings. The purpose statement is next presented, followed by a discussion of
the research questions and objectives. An overview of the research design and method is
also briefly discussed. Finally, this chapter turns to the significance of the study and the

organisation of the thesis. The chapter’s outline is displayed in Figure 1.1.

[ 1.1. Background ]

'

1.2. Selection of study context

'

[ 1.3. The purpose statement

v

1.4. Research questions and objectives ]

'

[1 .5. Overview of research design and method

'

1.6. The significance of the study ]

'

[ 1.7. Thesis organisation ]

Figure 1.1. Chapter outline

1.1 Background

Many governments have been struggling to build a higher education system that is
innovative to the needs of the knowledge-based economy. In such a system, it is
undoubted that universities, as knowledge-intensive organisations, play an essential role
in knowledge creation and transfer through their core activities such as research,
dissemination, and working with other organisations to promote innovation (Ramayah
et al., 2013; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017). As with many other organisations,
universities recognise that Knowledge Management (KM) is becoming a vital
competitive weapon for the demands of a national knowledge-based society (Loh et al.,

2010). Universities have struggled to promote Knowledge Sharing (KS) as a recognised



key component of successful KM initiatives (Hendriks, 1999; Alavi and Leidner, 2001;
Earl, 2001; Kuo and Young, 2008). There are three significant benefits associated with
increased KS specifically in higher education. First, creating a knowledge-sharing
culture where sharing knowledge is practised throughout the organisation, and every
person generates, promotes, and uses knowledge in imaginative ways
(Hawryszkiewycz, 2017) to benefit their organisation (Tohidinia and Mosakhani, 2010).
Another important advantage is that it can initiate improved decision-making processes
that could enhance learning and teaching, and speed up curriculum development and
research (Fullwood and Rowley, 2017). Finally, KS also benefits universities through
the creation, storage and accessibility of a large amount of knowledge from key persons
to maximise organisation capability. It helps universities to meet their needs and to
generate solutions and efficiencies that, in turn, provide businesses with competitive

advantages (Reid, 2003; Lin 2007a; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017).

Organisations can successfully build a knowledge-sharing culture by directly integrating
knowledge in their business plans and encouraging individuals’ behaviours consistent
with KS as well (Connelly and Kelloway, 2003; Lin and Lee, 2004; Lin, 2007a). This is
because the success of KM initiatives mostly relies on the willingness of individuals to
share their knowledge (Chatzoglout and Vraimaki, 2009). Davenport and Prusak (1998)
described, “knowledge originates and resides in people’s minds” (p.24). In this way,
knowledge-based resources in organisations involve all the intellectual abilities and
their members’ knowledge (Ramayah et al., 2013) and thus, a shortage of knowledge
does not usually happen in any organisations (Davenport and Prusak, 2000). However,
the existence of knowledge in an organisation does not guarantee its utilisation
(Davenport and Prusak, 2000) that mainly depends on its members’ Knowledge Sharing
Behaviours (KSBs), who actually share, generate and utilise knowledge (Henttonen et
al., 2016). Consequently, promoting KSBs among employees has become a critical

agenda for many organisations, especially universities today (Tangaraja et al., 2015).

In response to this problem, researchers have advanced critical arguments supporting
KS in university settings. Ramayah et al. (2013) claimed that it is expected that
universities are places in which university members freely share and exchange their
knowledge with colleagues. Nevertheless, the reality has shown that KS is barely
present within universities these days (Ramayah et al., 2013). Fullwood and Rowley

(2017) have recently asserted that it could rationally be supposed that universities would



be proactive organisations, successful in promoting KS to achieve the success of KM.
Also, that university leaders and managers would have a deeper understanding of the
ways to efficiently manage and exploit the value of their knowledge resources.
However, KM has not met many universities’ expectations. Indeed, previous studies
have reported that KM often fails in encouraging knowledge-sharing practices because
it ignores the importance of individuals’ willingness to share knowledge (Pfeffer and
Sutton, 1999; Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Lin et al., 2009). Moreover, researchers have
also shown that it is naturally challenging for university members to have a willingness
to share knowledge for achieving common goals in their universities compared to other
working environments (Sohail and Daud, 2009; Howell and Annansingh, 2013;
Ramayah, 2014; Rahman, 2016; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017). This is because
knowledge in wuniversities involves not only institutional knowledge such as
experiences, expertise, processes, or routinised knowledge being shared, but also
includes academic and scientific knowledge (Ta, 2014). Many university staff believe
that their knowledge is power, is valuable, and gives them the security of employment
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998). Thus, people tend to think there may be a loss of
ownership of knowledge that others may use their knowledge to their detriment and job
security (Hawryszkiewycz, 2010). Therefore, KS is not automatically given in any
situation that needs the willingness of individuals to share their knowledge with others
(Hawryszkiewycz, 2010). Cheng et al. (2009) claimed that knowledge hoarding instead
of KS could be more popular in higher education institutions. It is because the
publication of research and lecturing by academics are a personal task (Fullwood and
Rowley, 2017). Knowledge hoarding leads to negative effects such as inefficiency,
fragmentation of services or service breakdown in the organisation (Konstantinou and
Fincham, 2010). Such negative results have prompted researchers to examine further
influential factors on KSB among employees and knowledge-sharing outcomes

(Tangaraja et al., 2015).

Studying the impact of influential factors on KSB and knowledge-sharing outcomes has
been considered from four perspectives. The first set of studies examined the
relationship between factors influencing KS. The focus is on the investigation of the
effect of knowledge-sharing factors. To identify this effect, researchers have examined
some knowledge-sharing factors such as attitude, subjective norm, intention,

organisation culture, top management support, and IT support (Bock et al., 2005;



Fullwood et al., 2013; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017; Lin, 2007b). A second considerably
larger set of studies investigated, analysed and identified the relationships among factors
influencing KS and KSB. A central proposition is that KS factors (e.g., attitude,
intention or subjective norm) should influence KSB (Bock and Kim, 2002; Van den
Hooff and Van Weenen, 2004; Liao, 2008; Chatzoglou and Vraimaki, 2009; Ramayah
et al.,, 2013). A third small group of studies identified and recognised relationships
among factors, KS, and KS effects. The primary objective of these studies was to
identify and assess KS factors (e.g., attitude, intention or organisational culture) and
KSB for improving organisational or individual performance (e.g. organisational
innovation capacity; innovative behaviour; individual work performance) (Lin, 2007a;
Lin et al., 2009; Yu et al., 2013; Radaelli et al., 2014; Akhavan et al., 2015; Liou et al.,
2016; Henttonen et al., 2016). The final and smallest studies researched the relationship
between factors influencing KS and KS effects. The purpose of these studies was to
sharpen the understanding of the effects of KS factors on knowledge-sharing outcomes
(i.e. work performance and behaviour) (Hung et al., 2011). These various approaches
have highlighted the importance of KSB in promoting KS leading to improved
organisational and personal capacities (e.g. organisational innovation capacity,

individual work performance and behaviour).

Of the above studies, only a limited number of studies (e.g. Cheng et al., 2009; Sohail
and Daud, 2009; Ramayah et al., 2014; Rahman et al., 2016; Fullwood and Rowley,
2017) have specifically investigated whether knowledge-sharing factors (e.g.
organisational factors, individual factors, technology factors) facilitate or impede
individual KSB. These studies were mostly conducted in public and private universities
in Malaysia and the United Kingdom (see Chapter 2). How environmental and personal
factors have direct effects on KSB leading to individual innovative work behaviour in
university settings, however, remains an open question. Furthermore, leadership also
plays a vital role in motivating and nurturing KSB by providing employees with
experiential learning and opportunities for managing the processes whereby their staff
participate in sharing knowledge (Bircham-Connolly et al., 2005; Fullwood and
Rowley, 2017). However, far fewer studies explore the joint influence of
transformational leadership and factors affecting KS on KSB. Furthermore, prior studies
have reported that KS positively influences innovative work behaviour (Yu et al., 2013;

Akhavan et al., 2015) and the quality of transactive memory systems (TMS) (Ariff,



2013). However, the joint effect of TMS quality and KSB on innovative work behaviour

has not been adequately studied in past research.

The lack of understanding of the effect of these above factors on KSB or the impact of
KSB on academics’ innovative work behaviour in universities is regrettable because it is
the sort of evidence that the university leader or university policymaker appears to need

if they want to achieve successful KM initiatives and increased innovations.

Taken together, the current research attempted to contribute to the literature of KM by
examining: (1) the effect of environmental and personal factors on KSB (2) the impact
of the KSB on innovative work behaviour; (3) the joint effect of transformational
leadership and environment-personal factors on KSB; and (4) the joint effect of TMS

quality and KSB on innovative work behaviour.

1.2 Selection of study context: rationale and motivation

Vietnam has shifted from a bureaucratically centralised planned economy to a market
economy since the introduction of the “Doi Moi” policy (“Renovation”) in 1986 (Dong
et al., 2010). The Vietnamese Government has published its vision for the higher
education sector (Dang, 2009). That is, building a higher education system, which is
required to be innovative, responsive to the demands of the market, and vital to national
knowledge-based development (WB, 2009). However, the nation’s modernisations and
industrialisation requirements in international integration process have placed big
challenges on Vietnamese higher education. Many studies revealed that it is not easy to
overemphasise the seriousness of the challenges facing the higher education sector in
Vietnam (Vallely and Wilkinson, 2008; Huong, 2009; Nguyen and Vu, 2015). Le
(2014) claimed that Vietnamese higher education has been so backward. There has even
been a lack of a single Vietnamese university of recognised quality (Nguyen and Vu,
2015). Also, Nguyen and Nguyen (2008) pointed out that teaching programs,
curriculums and methods have been out of date, resources have been limited, and
resource utilisation has been inefficient. As a result, Vietnamese higher education
institutions are largely isolated from international currents of knowledge because of
their poor publication record (Vallely and Wilkinson, 2008; Nguyen and Vu, 2015).
These latter issues are associated with knowledge generation and sharing in universities,
in which many academics currently work (Ta, 2014). Consequently, given the critical

benefits of KS in promoting successful KM initiatives in Vietnamese universities, this



research makes a significant contribution to both researchers and practitioners, which

brings Vietnam into the world map of KM research.

The researcher has placed the research issues in public university settings in Vietnam

for the following reasons.

Firstly, KM is still new in Vietnam for both academia and practitioners (Dong et al.,
2010). KM is included in very few official national policies and documents. Moreover,
there has been a lack of research into KS in emerging nations transitioning from
centrally planned to market economies, such as Vietnam (Dong et al., 2010; Ta, 2014).
This transformation is not automatic and cannot be occurred quickly in Vietnam. It can
only happen if it is assisted by wise national strategies built on the support of retrieval
of information about how other similar countries participate in transformation processes
(Othman et al., 2014). Thus, it is necessary for Vietnam to learn the failures and
successes experienced by those countries in their transformation to a knowledge-based
economy. Therefore, the context has been selected to find out whether a linkage
between knowledge-sharing cultures exists in developed countries with a Confucian
culture and a Socialist-oriented market economy in which most of the public

universities are backward and subsidised by the government.

Secondly, there has been lack of research into KM in university settings (Sohail and
Daud, 2009; Fullwood et al., 2013; Ta, 2014; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017). Researchers
have attempted to conduct knowledge-sharing research in general, in particular in
business working environments. However, KS in the context of universities is different
from other business sectors (Sohail and Daud, 2009; Howell and Annansingh, 2013; Ta,
2014; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017) as it involves not only institutional knowledge such
as experiences, expertise or processes but also includes academic and scientific
knowledge (Ta, 2014). Moreover, it is believed that academic staff tend to set a higher
priority on personal scholarly accomplishment and teaching than on sharing collective
visions towards common goals of their universities (Kim and Ju, 2008). Accordingly,
KSB amongst university members is likely to be more complicated and challenging. It
is critical in teaching, learning and research at universities (also known as knowledge-
intensive organisations), in which their members freely share and exchange their
knowledge with colleagues (Ramayah et al., 2013). Therefore, promoting KSB is not
only necessary for academic staff but also crucial for students and learners.

Understanding of KSB would help to achieve the success of KM leading to increased



creativity and innovation capacity for teaching, curriculum development and research in

universities (Fullwood and Rowley, 2017).

Thirdly, most of the studies have focused on Western, developed countries with more
advanced and mature strategies of KM. To date, very little is known about KS in higher
education in non-Western contexts, especially in a communist system and less
developed country such as Vietnam (Tohidinia and Mosakhani, 2010; Shanker et al.
2017; Phung et al., 2018). Moreover, there has been little research investigating
developing countries in which strategies of KM in universities are less mature and low
performing, leaving a notable performance gap between strategies in developing
countries and developed countries. Consequently, the selection of this context helps to

facilitate KS better and mitigate the above gaps.

Fourthly, KM research is an urgent, imperative need in Vietnam to participate in
establishing the national project “Developing digitised Vietnamese knowledge system”
(VGP, 2017). The project is promising to provide access to a comprehensive knowledge
management system. It will promote and facilitate to all Vietnamese people the need for
lifelong learning, mastery of knowledge, improving creative research, applying
scientific and technological advances leading to supporting the development of the

country (VGP, 2017).

Fifthly, the scope of the current research is set with the substantive focus on public
universities subject to government supervision. The discussion on non-public tertiary
institutions is outside the scope of this study. In a global context, East Asian regional
and Vietnamese national contexts, public universities can be considered as non-profit
bodies, which open to any resident (Ngo, 2014). The majority of Vietnamese
universities are public ones account for eighty eight per cent of higher education
institutions, which “have been the key providers of qualified human resources in
Vietnam” (as cited in Ngo, 2014, p. 10). Moreover, more than seventy per cent of
students are enrolled in public higher education institutions in East Asia, while globally
the majority of universities are public ones in most countries (WB, 2011). Thus, the
focus of this study would make a significant contribution at national, regional and

global levels.

Finally, Dong et al. (2010) portrayed the Vietnamese profile as one of collectivism,
unequal power distribution, and long-term orientation affected by Confucian values and

ideals. The authors argued that as a premature assumption, such a cultural imprint
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would necessarily mean a greater propensity towards KSB. Thus, to implement KM
initiatives within a Vietnamese organisational environment has some unique aspects that
involve some formidable challenges. Traditional cultural aspects alone are insufficient
to account for all of the individual behaviours in such complicated settings as modern-
day Vietnam (Dong et al., 2010). Accordingly, to better understand the knowledge-
sharing culture in Vietnam, it is vital to examine salient factors that have affected the
KSB such as environmental-related factors (trust, subjective norm), personal-related
factors (e.g. knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping others, reciprocal benefits)
and leadership styles. Few studies have made serious attempts to explore and develop a

new knowledge-sharing model of public universities for modern Vietnam.

To conclude, the current research is therefore positioned in Vietnamese public
university context implying that there is a problem concerning KS inside Vietnam. The
extensive context recommends that Vietnamese higher education could not go against
the general trend or stand still, instead, it should have a willingness to learn from other
nations, especially those neighbouring countries that are its closest competitors, but
concurrently are helpful sources of reference for the best knowledge-sharing practices in
public universities (Ngo, 2014). This study rationally supposed that research into KS of
public universities in Vietnam, a developing country as a ‘“need help” nation, is of
practical learning value in the development of new KM model of public universities for

Vietnam.

1.3 The purpose statement

Given that there is an urgent need for a new successful KM model that can better
promote a knowledge-sharing culture in Vietnamese universities. In response to this
need, the paramount purpose of this two-phase, sequential mixed methods study is to
develop a research model, which modifies the standard Social Cognitive Theory (SCT)
model and augments it with other theories (e.g. Theory of Planned Behaviour,
Economic Exchange Theory, Social Exchange Theory, and Transformational
Leadership Theory) to account for academics’ KSBs. This novel model allows the study
to (1) examine the relationship between environmental-personal factors and KSB,
moderated by transformational leadership, (2) explore the relationship between KSB
and innovative work behaviour, moderated by the quality of transactive memory

systems, amongst academic staff who work in public universities in Vietnam.



In the first phase, quantitative research questions and hypotheses address the
relationships between environmental factors (subjective norm, trust) and personal
factors (knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping others, expected organisational
rewards, reciprocal benefits, and psychological ownership of knowledge) and KSB to
promote innovative behaviour between academic staff at four public universities in the
North of Vietnam. The model also explores the moderating roles of transformational
leadership on environment-personal factors and KSB and transactive memory systems
on KSB and innovative work behaviour. As applied to this study, the SCT theory holds
that this investigation would expect environmental and personal factors to influence or
explain KSB because the SCT theory indicates that individual behaviour is affected by

environmental influences and personal perceptions.

Information gathered from this first phase was explored further in a second qualitative
phase. In the second phase, qualitative interviews were used to probe significant
quantitative results by exploring aspects of KS with seven interview participants at
public universities in Vietnam. The reason for following up with qualitative research in
the second phase was to better understand and explain the quantitative results of the

study context (Creswell, 2009).

1.4 Research questions and objectives

Given that the paramount intent of this study is to propose a new research model that
helps to examine the impact of influential factors on KSB and how KSB leads to
innovative work behaviour in Vietnamese university settings, the current research was

designed to investigate and answer key research questions as follows:
1. What are the critical factors that influence KSB in Vietnamese university
settings?
1.1. How do subjective norms affect KSB in Vietnamese university settings?
1.2. How does trust influence KSB in Vietnamese university settings?
1.3. How does knowledge self-efficacy influence KSB in Vietnamese university settings?
1.4. How does enjoyment in helping others influence KSB in Vietnamese university settings?
1.5. How do expected organisational rewards influence KSB in Vietnamese university settings?
1.6. How do reciprocal benefits influence KSB in Vietnamese university settings?

1.7. How does psychological ownership of knowledge influence KSB in Vietnamese university

settings?



How does KSB influence innovative work behaviour in Vietnamese university
settings?

What are the joint effects of transformational leadership and the critical factors
on KSB in Vietnamese university settings?

What is the joint effect of the quality of transactive memory systems and KSB

on innovative work behaviour in Vietnamese university settings?

Given the identified knowledge gaps and to achieve the primary research goal, this

study was carried out with the below objectives:

1.

To advance and validate a research model to explore the issues of KS in
Vietnamese universities;

To explore the critical factors influencing KSB in Vietnamese universities;

To investigate and understand the impact of KSB on IWB in Vietnamese
universities;

To explore the moderating role of transformational leadership on the
relationships between environmental-personal factors and KSB in Vietnamese
universities;

To explore the moderating role of the quality of transactive memory systems on
the relationship between KSB and IWB in Vietnamese universities;

To validate the proposed research model using a qualitative study of semi-
structured expert interviews;

To contribute knowledge to the existing body of knowledge about KM within
the university setting context in a developing country and to provide practical

information to universities about achieving the successful KM initiatives.

1.5 Overview of research design and method

This study applied a mixed methods approach to investigate the above research

objectives and questions. According to Creswell (2009), researchers deploy a sequential

mixed methods strategy with the qualitative follow-up phase allowing further

explanation of the preliminary quantitative research. The purpose of this two-phase,

sequential explanatory mixed methods approach was to investigate the effects of

environment and personal factors on KSB leading to innovative behaviour. In the first

phase, quantitative research questions and hypotheses addressed the relationships

between environment-personal factors and KSB; KSB and innovative behaviour; the

moderating effect of transformational leadership on the relationship between
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environment-personal factors and KSB; the moderating effect of transactive memory
systems on KSB and innovative behaviour at the public university context in Vietnam.
The findings from this first phase were explored further in a second qualitative phase. In
the second phase, the semi-structured interviews were deployed to probe significant
findings from quantitative phase by examining aspects of KSB with seven participants
(interviewees) at universities in Vietnam. The rationale for using follow-up qualitative
interviews in the second phase was to explain and interpret critical quantitative findings
from the quantitative phase. This phase also helped the researcher to better understand

the central phenomena of the current research topic (Creswell, 2009, 2016).

In the first quantitative phase, this study developed the instruments through the
literature review, a five-week seminar series with the experts at the University of
Technology Sydney (UTS), and suggestions by the researcher’s supervisors. Before
administering the data collection, a pilot test was conducted to assess the questionnaire
survey and the overall research model and hypotheses. The primary data collection was
conducted by self-administered questionnaire method. The quantitative data analysis
methods involved descriptive statistics, Explanatory Factor Analysis (EFA),
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). The
IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 22.0 and Analysis of Moment
Structure (AMOS) 22.0 were used to perform Cronbach’s alpha, EFA, CFA and SEM in
this study. In the second qualitative research, this study developed and tested the
interview protocol based on the significant findings obtained from the quantitative
phase. The study then transcribed and analysed the interviews to validate the result from

the first phase.

1.6 The significance of the study

This study makes several significant contributions to both theory and practice in many
ways. First, to date, there has been no study comprehensively examining the
relationships of environmental and personal factors on KSB and innovative work
behaviour and which sheds light on the moderating roles of transformational leadership
and transactive memory systems on these relationships at the tertiary level in a less
studied country such as Vietnam. The findings from this study, when incorporated with
those of other studies in the world, will lead to a deeper understanding of KSB into KS

worldwide.
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Second, there has been a lack of research into KM in university settings (e.g. Ta, 2014;

Fullwood and Rowley, 2017). Consequently, more studies in this area are essential.

Third, most of the previous studies have examined the influence of limited salient
factors on KSB indirectly through knowledge-sharing intentions based on Theory of
Reasoned Action (TRA) or Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB). However, TRA and
TPB have limitations in explaining the direct effect of influential factors on an
individual’s actual behaviour; that is people may feign a willingness to, but fail to
actually share their knowledge (Kuo and Young, 2008). Thus, this study contributes to
limited number of research to examine individuals’ actual KSB, not only their
behavioural intention and attitudes to sharing knowledge (Bock and Kim, 2002; Bock et
al., 2005; Chatzoglou, 2009; Henttonen et al., 2016).

Fourth, this study seeks to raise awareness in Vietnam and other countries with similar
contexts and characteristics that it is necessary to pay more attention to non-technical
factors (i.e. environmental and individual factors) as key determinants of successful KM

initiatives and KS as well.

Fifth, knowledge of the critical factors influencing KSB amongst academic staff can be
of value to many stakeholders, e.g. university policymakers, university leaders,
lecturers, and researchers. This research provides empirical evidence to help them
become more successful in developing relevant strategies for integrating KS and KM

into teaching, learning and research.

Finally, the current research will make a significant contribution to the knowledge by

providing a comprehensive research model of KS.

1.7 Thesis organisation

The thesis is organised into eight chapters including this introductory chapter (Chapter
1). The next chapter (Chapter 2) provides an extensive literature review on the research
problem, which relates the current research to larger, extant dialogue in the literature,
filling in gaps and extending previous studies. Chapter 2 starts with an overview of the
relevant concepts towards KSB and the importance of KSB on knowledge management
systems. This is followed by a detailed discussion about innovative work behaviour.
Then, previous studies associated with research problem are reviewed with the objective
of identifying the knowledge gaps in the current literature. Factors influencing KSB are

also presented. The relationships between transformational leadership and KSB, and
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transactive memory systems and KSB are discussed. Finally, the gaps in the literature

will be identified by the synthesis of the review of previous studies.

Chapter 3 presents the theoretical considerations and the research model to address the
relevant knowledge gaps identified in Chapter 2. The chapter starts with the
presentation of the development of the conceptual model. This chapter further explains
and justifies the relationships between the model constructs and propose the research
hypotheses. Chapter 4 begins by presenting and justifying the selection of the research
methodology for this study. The chapter explains and justifies the choice of the research
design and methods (a two phases, sequential mixed methods approach) for this study.
Following the research approach, the quantitative study (phase 1) is presented with the
objective to present the development of the survey instrument, the procedure of data
collection, and the selections of data analysis techniques. Next, the qualitative phase is
discussed concerning data collection method and analysis strategy. Finally, chapter 4

presents the ethical considerations.

Chapter 5 reports the findings of the quantitative phase based on survey questionnaires.
It begins by presenting descriptive results of the survey and data cleaning. Data cleaning
aims to ensure that the collected data has suitable characteristics for subsequent analyses
such as the validation of measurement scale (Exploratory Factor Analysis - EFA), the
assessment of the measurement model (Confirmatory Factor Analysis - CFA) and the
structural model (SEM - hypothesis testing). Chapter 6 focusses the results of
qualitative data analyses. This chapter starts by describing the participants’ profiles then
discusses the results of the semi-structured interviews including the interpretation of the
relevant statements transcribed and translated from interviews. Next, the comparisons of
the quantitative and qualitative results for the explanation of each hypothesis are

presented.

Chapter 7 interprets and discusses the findings from both the quantitative and qualitative
data analyses for the whole research. The chapter first reviews the research purposes,
questions and objectives. It then discusses the findings to answer the research questions
and hypotheses. The chapter next advances an ideal model of KS based on the
combination of the findings from both quantitative and qualitative phases. Chapter 8

summarises and concludes the research.
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CHAPTER 2 : REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews and summarises the major literature on the research problem, and
relates the current research to the broader, extant dialogue in the literature, filling in
gaps and extending previous studies (Creswell, 2009). The chapter begins with an
overview of knowledge, Knowledge Management (KM), Knowledge Sharing (KS),
Knowledge Sharing Behaviour (KSB), and the importance of KSB in knowledge
management systems. This is followed by a detailed discussion about innovative work
behaviour that will be measured as the outcome of KSB. Then, previous studies related
to the research problem will be comprehensively reviewed. Factors influencing KSB
and innovative work behaviour are also presented. Following this, transformational
leadership and KSB, and transactive memory systems and KSB are discussed. Finally,
the chapter synthesises the review of previous studies to recognise the gaps in the
current literature before explaining the selection of environmental and personal factors

as critical factors influencing KSB. The chapter’s outline is presented in Figure 2.1.

[ 2.1. Introduction J

v

2.2. Towards knowledge sharing

.

2.3. Innovative work behaviour

v

2.4. Previous empirical studies

[ )
[ )
[ )
v

[ 2.5. Transformational leadership and KSB ]
[ J
[ ]
[ J

.

2.6. Transactive memory systems and KSB

|

2.7. Gaps in the literature

I

2.8. Environmental and personal factors

v

[ 2.9. Summary of Chapter 2 ]

Figure 2.1. Chapter outline
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2.2 Towards knowledge sharing

2.2.1 Overview of data, information and knowledge

Several studies in KM have suggested that it is essential to distinguish between data,
information and knowledge. Some perspectives address the issue of defining knowledge
by examining the nature of data, information and knowledge and their mutual
relationships. From the general view of data as raw facts set into a situation, it becomes
information as a result of the integration of important structures, and then it becomes
knowledge by the integration of useful information, judgment, and experience (Tian et
al., 2009). To date, there has been no single definition for data, information, and
knowledge. Zins (2007) conducted a study, which reviewed and summarised 130
definitions of the concepts of data, information and knowledge, articulated by forty-five

researchers by using five models in a Critical Delphi study carried out in 2003-2005.

Tacit Zone

+Value >
anifht >
-'—Coﬁ’

Explicit Zone

Figure 2.2. Knowledge Value Chain. Source: Shankar et al. (2003)

Stenmark (2002) argued that there is a simplistic view that treats knowledge and data at
the highest and lowest level respectively, while information is in the middle of the
hierarchy. By adding the additional “wisdom” layer in Stenmark’ approach, Shankar et
al. (2003) examined the concept of a knowledge value chain as shown in Figure 2.2. In
this knowledge value chain, data, information and knowledge are set in a hierarchic

relationship with the others.

The difference between explicit and tacit knowledge is often distinguished in KM
(Hawryszkiewycz, 2010). In research on KM in the manufacturing industry, Nonaka
(1994) stated that knowledge could be both tacit and explicit. According to

Hawryszkiewycz (2010), tacit knowledge is both a combination of cognitive processes
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and physical facts used by people that a knowledgeable person owns but cannot easily
be codified and stored. On the other hand, it is easier to understand the explicit
knowledge that knowledge can be unstructured and structured and also is codified,

stored and easy to access.
2.2.2 Overview of knowledge management

KM is not often easily defined because it spans many different areas. Davenport and
Prusak (1998) defined KM as the process of capturing, storing, sharing, and using
knowledge. To support this definition, Gupta et al. (2007) defined KM as the set of
processes that manage the creation, diffusion, and use of knowledge including the
creation of facilitating organisational structures, the assistance of organisational
participants, setting IT instruments with stress on teamwork and the diffusion of
knowledge into place. The authors stated that KM is an evolvement, interdisciplinary
business model treating all aspects of knowledge within the context of organisations,
involving knowledge creation, codification, sharing, and application of these activities
to improve learning and innovation. It can be both technological tools and everyday
organisational tasks including the creation of new knowledge and access of valuable
knowledge from external sources, which, in turn leading to make decisions, using
knowledge in processes and services, digitising information into databases, enabling
knowledge increase, exchanging knowledge, and measuring the value of knowledge
resources or/and the influence of KM (Gupta et al., 2007). KM is able to support these

tasks towards organisational performance effectiveness (Maier, 2007).

Furthermore, KM is also critical in inter-organisational relationships from two potential
advantages: longer-run new knowledge generation and short-term operational
effectiveness (Gottschalk, 2008). Accordingly, KM is becoming vital for various
rationales (Gupta et al., 2007). Dataware (1998) proposed seven steps to deploy KM as
the following:

1. Identify the business problem,

Prepare for change,

Create the KM team,

Perform the knowledge audit and analysis,
Define the key features of the solution,
Implement the building blocks for KM and,

o

Link knowledge to people.
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2.2.3 Knowledge sharing and KSB

KS is a difficult concept to define because it has been examined from multiple
perspectives. There are several definitions of KS (Paulin and Suneson, 2012). Van den
Hooff and De Ridder (2004, p. 118) defined KS as “the process where individuals
mutually exchange their (implicit and explicit) knowledge and jointly create new
knowledge”. Following this perspective, a KS process is distinguished into two forms:
donating (giving) knowledge and collecting (receiving) knowledge (Van den Hooff and
De Ridder, 2004; Van den Hooff and Van Weenen, 2004). Their definition is in line
with many other researchers. For example, Grotenhuis and Weggeman (2002) made a
distinction of KS into a “knowledge source” and a “knowledge receiver”, while
Ardichvili et al. (2003) stated that KS comprises the providing for new knowledge and
the request for new knowledge. The combination of these perspectives labels the two
processes of KS as follows: (1) “Knowledge donating, communicating to others what
one’s personal intellectual capital is; and (2) Knowledge collecting, consulting
colleagues in order to get them to share their intellectual capital” (Van den Hooff and
De Ridder, 2004, p. 118). From another perspective, Hendriks (1999) proposed a
simplified model of KS in which KS is related to communication and is also different
from but related to the distribution of information. Hendriks considered KS as shared
practices and activities. The author also argued that an act of reconstruction is required
when someone intends to learn from others that take knowledge to gain knowledge and,
consequently, to share his or her knowledge. KS assumes a relation between the one
holding knowledge and the other acquiring knowledge. The “simplified model of
knowledge sharing” is shown in Figure 2.3 in which KS in a simplified form is
described as a process with two sub-processes. In the first sub-process, KS assumes an
act of “externalisation” by those who own knowledge as “knowledge owners”, while
KS assumes an act of “internalisation” by those seeking to gain knowledge as
“knowledge re-constructors” in the second sub-process. Many forms can be taken by
“externalisation”, comprising knowledge-based performing actions, systemising it in a
knowledge system or accounting for it in an educational talk. Likewise,
“internalisation” also may take place in various forms such as learning by doing or
seeking for understanding the codified knowledge. The model shows that the presence
of barriers may twist the internalisation of externalised knowledge. These barriers may

also be more basic including barriers of time, culture and language, and distance.
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@ Knowledge

Figure 2.3. A simplified model of KS. Adapted from Hendriks (1999)

From another viewpoint of KS and context study, Lin (2007a) defined KS as a social
interaction culture through which knowledge, skills, and experiences are exchanged
among individuals in the whole department or organisation. Likewise, Schwartz (2006)
defined KS as “the exchange of knowledge between and among individuals, and within
and among teams, organisational units, and organisations. This exchange may be
focused or unfocused, but it usually does not have a clear a priori objective”, or “an
exchange of knowledge between two individuals: one who communicates knowledge
and one who assimilates it. In KS, the focus is on human capital and the interaction of
individuals. Strictly speaking, knowledge can never be shared. Because it exists in a
context; the receiver interprets it in the light of his or her own background” (as cited in
Paulin and Suneson, 2012, p. 3). By combining all the definitions above, KSB involves
the exchange of knowledge between at least two parties, one that owns knowledge and
the other that gains knowledge (Hendriks, 1999). In the current research, KSB is
operationalised as an interaction among academic staff, which involves the exchange of
knowledge among Vietnamese academic staff, measured by the frequency of employees
participating in KS activities in Vietnamese universities. Knowledge, here, refers to
what employees know, create and own, such as data, information, experiences, and
skills they obtain through experience, work or education. Moreover, this study assumes
that KS in the university settings is more than disseminating knowledge but creating it
(Van den Hooff and Huysman, 2009). This selection is necessary for the clarity in

accounting for the phenomenon of KSB among academic staff in universities.
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In summary, KS is the critical key to the successful KM initiatives (Davenport et al.,
1998; Al-Alawi et al., 2007). It is because KS is a voluntary behaviour and for the
benefits of KM to be recognised, people need to be convinced that it is in their interests
to share (Hislop, 2013; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017). These benefits can be taken from
KS by providing both explicit links to gather knowledge and chances to socialise with
others to exchange and interpret their knowledge (Hawryszkiewycz, 2010).

2.2.4 The importance of KSB in knowledge management systems

KS needs certain tools to support the exchange of knowledge among individuals
(Cabrera et al., 2006). Knowledge management systems (KMSs) are usually known as
tools and systems, which support KS in organisations (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). A
KMS has been expected to be a technology-management tool designed to facilitate KS
that helps to enhance the performance of organisations (Alavi and Leidner, 1999;
Bhusry et al., 2011). However, a successful KMS involves both the technological aspect
and human factors (Saad, 2015). Haron et al. (2017) cited that there are at a minimum
about 31 billion US dollars lost per year in Fortune 500 firms caused by the failure of
sharing knowledge in spite of the investment in KM initiatives including KMS. They
also claimed that a lack of the consideration of individual behaviours is one of the key
reasons why many KMS have failed in organisations. Saad (2015) supported that there
has been little attention paid to the human aspects in developing KMS. To explain the
role of the determinants of individual engagement in KS and KMS, Cabrera et al. (2006)
used two measures associated with KMS: availability and perceived quality of contents.
Availability refers to the extent of the accessible readiness people perceive KMS to be.
The study argued that people would be willing to share their new ideas or ask advice
from other people if they view the existence of appropriate KS tools to facilitate such
exchanges. The availability perceptions are not what the KMS actually does, but what
the users (individuals) who used the system perceive about it. Regarding perceived
quality of contents of KMS, the study asserted that the quality of the contents might also
influence KS by shaping the individual perceptions of the importance and influence of
contributions. People may be encouraged to share their ideas with others if they
perceive that the contents of a repository are valuable for them. Finally, Cabrera et al.
(2006) concluded that systems-related variables are impacted by relevant factors
predicting KSB. In summary, studying KSB will contribute to the development of KMS

by providing the guidelines and requirements associated with KMS-based KS activities.
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2.3 Innovative work behaviour

According to Janssen (2000), innovative work behaviour (IWB) involves three
components considered as consecutive steps in personal innovation: idea creation, idea
promotion, and idea implementation. The first step of individual innovation is to create
an idea that is the generation of new and valuable ideas in any field (Amabile et al.,
1996). Second, potential colleagues or partners will be promoted the idea, which occurs
when an individual has created an idea and engages in social activities to get supporters
for the idea (Janssen, 2000). Finally, the innovation process involves idea application by
developing a model or innovative prototype that is likely to be tried and utilised in
teams or the whole organisation (Kanter, 1998). Individuals accomplish fundamental
innovations, while the completion of more complicated innovations often needs
teamwork, which relies upon diversity of knowledge, ability, and work roles (Kanter,

1998; Janssen, 2000).

With the belief that individual IWB has positive effects on work outcomes, several
researchers have dedicated increasing attention to factors that potentially foster IWB
such as KS and IWB (Radaelli et al., 2014) and KS determinants, behaviours, and IWB
(Akhavan et al., 2015). First, Yu et al. (2013) examined individual-level KS and
innovative behaviour of employees and interactions between the individual level of KS
and the climate of innovation within the organisation. The findings showed that KS and
interactive behaviour among staff in the finance and insurance industry in Taiwan
enhanced innovative behaviour and the ability to innovate and there is a positive
association between KS and innovative behaviour. Second, Radaelli et al. (2014)
conducted a study which investigated new insights into how employees’ KS impacts
their IWB. This study proposed three mechanisms linking an individual’s KS behaviors
to his or her own IWB: (1) a direct impact whereby the act of sharing derives a
recombination and translation of knowledge that promotes innovation; (2) an indirect
impact by which KS creates social conditions (i.e., reciprocation with new knowledge)
for innovation; (3) a distal influence whereby the antecedents of KS also facilitates
innovation. The results indicated that individuals who share knowledge also engage
more in generating, promoting and implementing innovations. The study also
recommended that it is the act of knowledge recombination and translation embedded in
KS that utilises the most positive impact on IWB. Finally, Akhavan et al. (2015)

examined the influence of socio-psychological factors from different theoretical
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perspectives and whether it led to superior employees’ IWB. The results supported the
influences of three motivational factors (perceived loss of knowledge power, perceived
reputation enhancement, and perceived enjoyment in helping others) and two social
capital factors (social interaction ties and trust) on employees’ attitude toward KS. The

study also specified that individuals’ KS behaviours improve their IWB.

2.4 Previous empirical studies

To identify the gaps for the current study, this review of the literature to date has
highlighted the key empirical studies on KSB that are related to this study (see Table
2.3). These studies are classified into the following important aspects: topic, source,
theoretical foundation, research context, research methodology, relationships among KS
factors. The above classification used in the current study has helped to clearly
understand the investigated factors (variables/constructs) and select an appropriate
theory and methodology. Overall, these studies provide support for the view that there
are relationships between environmental and personal factors on KSB, and individuals’
KSB positively influences their innovative work behaviour. The following sections will
summarise the results from four aspects: (1) Theoretical foundations, (2) Study
contexts, (3) Research methodologies, and (4) Influential factors, which then will be

synthesised to find knowledge gaps (Figure 2.4).

( Literature gaps )

Synthesising

Figure 2.4. The process of reviewing previous studies to find knowledge gaps
2.4.1 The usage of theoretical foundations

This section (2.4.1) covers the use of relevant theories in prior studies. The motivation
for this review, as also stated by Creswell (2009), is to explain the phenomena of KS
and specify how and why the variables (KS factors) and relational statements are

interrelated.
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Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)

The TRA theory was first introduced in 1975 by Fishbein and Ajzen. TRA was
designed to account for the causal relationships among belief, attitudes, intentions and
human behaviours (Rahman et al., 2016). TRA presumes that human beings usually
make systematic use of the information available to them in rational ways (Bock and
Kim, 2002). According to TRA (see Figure 2.5), an individual’s behaviour is
determined by his or her behavioural intention. The intention is determined by
individual attitudes and subjective norms (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). TRA has been

applied to explain the KSB in organisations in KM and IS research field.

Attitude towards
behaviour

Behavioural
intention

Behaviour

A 4

Subjective norm

Figure 2.5. Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975)

A large number of researchers have applied TRA to investigate individual KSB (e.g.
Bock and Kim, 2002; Bock et al., 2005; Lin, 2007b; Dong et al., 2010; Ramayah et al.,
2013; Rahman et al., 2016). Rahman et al. (2016) argued that TRA had been commonly
used in multiple disciplines for two critical reasons: (i) its ability to predict a personal
behaviour, which is essential to assess a personal attitude toward performing certain
behaviour; (ii) its significance to interpret the attitude toward the behaviour by

involving another salient factor such as subjective norms.

Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB)

TPB is a new generation of TRA made necessary by the original model’s limitations in
tackling behaviours over which people have incomplete volitional control (Ajzen,
1991). TPB, as shown in Figure 2.6, portrays the extension of TRA model. The model
assumes that individual behavioural intentions are jointly determined by three
independent factors: attitude, subject norms, and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen,
1991). Moreover, in TPB, the behavioural achievement can be directly predicted by
both perceived behavioural control and intention. Like TRA, TPB has been widely used
to predict and explain behavioural intention and actual behaviour in IS and KM (e.g.

Harrison et al., 1997; Liao et al., 1999; Lin and Lee, 2004; Kuo and Young; 2008;
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Chatzoglou and Vraimaki, 2009; Tohidinia and Mosakhani, 2010; Jeon et al., 2011;
Akhavan et al., 2015).

Attitude towards

behaviour
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v
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Figure 2.6. Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991).

In summary, some studies have investigated KS using TRA or its extension version
TPB. Nevertheless, as Tangaraja (2015) noted, TRA and TPB are well-established
theories, which provide pre-determined factors that impact actual behaviour through
behavioural intention. However, Bock and Kim (2002) reported that even when
intentions were high, behaviour might not take place if specific preconditions of a
particular situation (e.g. accessibility) made the behaviour impossible. Moreover, in
TRA and TPB, KSB has been investigated solely focusing on salient beliefs (subjective
norms, attitudes, perceived behavioural control) as a very individualistic behaviour
(Bock and Kim, 2002). TRA and TPB do not explain other factors that may facilitate or
impede KSB such as culture (e.g. trust, intrinsic or extrinsic motivations) (Chatzoglout,
2009).

Economic Exchange Theory (EET) and Social Exchange Theory (SET)

The two theories, EET and SET, are often used to explain the social interaction of
individuals (Bock and Kim, 2002). EET is concerned with extrinsic benefits. From this
perspective, people will behave based on their rational self-interest (Bock and Kim,
2002; Hung et al., 2011). People will share their knowledge with others if they feel that
the rewards exceed its costs (Kelley and Thibaut, 1978; Constant et al., 1994; Bock and
Kim, 2002; Hung et al., 2011). Karlsen and Gottschalk (2004) revealed that without a
lack of incentives to promote KS is the reason that often prevents success in IT projects.
This is a reason why there have been many researchers focusing on the incentive
systems for the success of KM initiatives (Bock and Kim, 2002). Hence, expected
extrinsic rewards suggest that people would have a more positive attitude toward KS if
they feel they will gain extrinsic benefits such as higher salary, higher bonus, promotion

opportunities or job security in turn for their KS activities (Bock and Kim, 2002).

23



In contrast to EET, SET concerns itself with on intrinsic rewards (Blau, 1967). SET
presumes that individual behaviours involve benefit maximisation and cost
minimisation (Hung et al., 2011). In a social exchange, personal and social costs and
benefits are able to affect knowledge contribution (Hung et al., 2011). Here, knowledge
self-efficacy and enjoyment in helping others can be benefit factors, while the loss of
knowledge power and the codification effort can be cost factors (Kankanhalli et al.,
2005). The two theories are different that there are not any explicit constraints to receive
future benefits (Kankanhalli et al., 2005). In this study, EET is used to explain extrinsic
benefits such as expected organisational rewards and reciprocal benefits, while SET
helps to account for intrinsic benefits such as knowledge self-efficacy and enjoyment in
helping others.

Social Cognitive Theory (SCT)

SCT was first introduced by Bandura (1986) as a broader framework for understanding
human motivation, thought and behaviour to predict and explain individual behaviour
and behaviour changes. In the SCT’s model, environmental influences, personal factors,
and behaviours act as interactive relationships (Wood and Bandura, 1989). Bandura
(2002) explains the main concepts of SCT by the “triadic reciprocal causation” as

follows (see Figure 2.7).
e Environmental influences that impact the individual capacity to fulfil the
behaviour successfully;
e Personal factors determine whether a person has low or high knowledge self-
efficacy leading to his or her behaviour and;
e Behaviour is the response, which a person gains after his or her performing a

certain behaviour.

Environmental
influences

A
h 4

Personal factors [«

Behaviour

Figure 2.7. The interactions between environment, person and behaviour (Bandura,

1986)

The theory, in short, indicates that an individual behaviour is affected by environmental

influences and personal perceptions. SCT has been broadly used in the literature of
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information systems for identifying the individual behaviour (Hsu et al., 2007).
However, there have been few studies using SCT to examine KSB. The first study to
adopt the SCT based model to examine the determinants of KSB was conducted by Hsu
et al. (2007). These authors are regarded as the pioneers who first utilised SCT in the
field of KSB in virtual communities. Following this model, Lin et al., (2009) also
applied SCT to examine KSB in virtual communities. However, Chang et al. (2015)
stated that subjects of research are members in virtual communities could have the
limitation of the generalisability of the results to other sorts of organisations. Till now,
far few studies have applied SCT to investigate research on KSB in organisations that
are different from virtual communities. Unlike virtual communities, an organisation
such as a university has formal policies and procedures to guide the individual’s KSB

with the common interests or needs of organisational goals.

To conclude, from the above discussion the researcher has provided an overview of

theories, which are commonly used in the prior research related to this study.
2.4.2 Knowledge-sharing studies in the higher education context

This section (2.4.2) supports the view that there has been a lack of research on KS in
higher education in general and in the Vietnamese context in particular. The key
empirical studies on KS in higher education are highlighted in Table 2.1. The results
show that most of the extant studies on KS in the higher education context have focused

on public and private universities in Malaysia and the United Kingdom.

In the context of Malaysia, the two first studies to investigate KS in the university sector
was conducted by Cheng et al. (2009) and Sohail and Daud (2009). The results from
Cheng et al.’s (2009) research found that there were positive relationships between
reputation building and incentive systems on KS. Sohail and Daud (2009) found that a
change from a mechanistic to an organic structure facilitates KS. More recently,
Ramayah et al. (2013) applied TRA as the theoretical background for their study, which
explored the factors influencing KS among academics in Malaysia. The authors
collected data from 447 academics in 10 public universities scattered throughout
Malaysia. The study found that anticipated extrinsic rewards, anticipated reciprocal
relationships, sense of self-worth and subjective norms were critical factors of
individual attitude towards KS in academia, which, in turn, had a positive influence on
KSB. Subjective norms were also found have a positive impact on KSB. Finally, the

study revealed that perceived behavioural control and organisational climate had a
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significant influence on KSB. In another quantitative research carried out by Rahman et
al. (2015), the authors proposed a research model to improve KSB among non-academic
staff of higher learning institutions. The study focused on the relationships between trust
and perceived risk, perceived risk and KSB, and workplace spirituality and KSB. The
research gathered data from 230 non-academic staff. The results from the study showed
that workplace spirituality had a positive impact on KSB. This means that the success of
KS could have a strong link to workplace spirituality. Thus, managers in a higher
learning institution at both university and department levels should consider the practice
of spirituality to establish a knowledge-sharing culture in their department or the whole
organisation. Perceived risk mediated the relationship between trust and KSB.
Extending the research model in 2015, Rahman et al. (2016) explored the antecedents of
KSB among the non-academic staff of higher learning institutions. The authors
administered a survey of 220 non-academic staff of different public and private
universities from the Klang Valley region in Malaysia. The research model emphasised
the relationships between attitude, subjective norms and intention, and intention and
KSB guided by TRA theory. The results from this study found that attitude and
subjective norms had a positive influence on non-academic staff’s KSB, in which
intention acted as the mediating variable. The author believed that their study was one
of the pioneer studies which applied TRA theory to examine the nature of KSB among

the non-academic staff of higher learning institutions.

In the context of the United Kingdom with a different educational system and culture
(Fullwood and Rowley, 2017), a survey was conducted by Fullwood et al. (2013) on
230 academics in 11 universities in the United Kingdom. This research aimed to
examine the relationships between KS factors, attitude and intention to share
knowledge. The authors said that this contributed to the limited research on KS in
universities. The findings revealed that there was a positive relationship between
attitudes towards KS and intentions to share knowledge. This means that academics’
belief that KS will enhance and extend their relationships with colleagues, and provide
chances for internal promotion and external appointments. The authors concluded that
academics engage in KS concerning many types of knowledge associated with learning,
teaching and research. Teaching was deemed to be most commonly exchanged. Thus,
they believed that there is an implicit knowledge-sharing culture in universities. In other

words, an embedded knowledge-sharing culture existed in universities, however that
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culture is individualistic in nature and to some extent self-serving. The challenges
facing universities is to attempt to find ways which support the creation, sharing, and
dissemination of knowledge. Recently, by using the model of Fullwood et al.’s research
(2013), Fullwood and Rowley (2017) conducted an online questionnaire survey with a
sample of academics in different universities and disciplines in the United Kingdom.
The results from the respondents of 367 academics concerning their attitude and
intention towards KS confirmed that attitudes to KS had a positive influence on
intentions to share knowledge. The research also found that personal beliefs amongst
academics were more influential on their knowledge-sharing attitudes than
organisational culture, in which leadership was an influential factor within the
organisational culture. Expected rewards were found to be a highly significant personal
factor towards KS, which is in line with other another investigation on KS in academic
institutions in Malaysia (Cheng et al., 2009). The authors concluded that academics are
willing to share knowledge and individual beliefs have more impact on KS that

organisational culture.

Regarding the Vietnam context, rare research was conducted by Pham et al. (2015)
examining the effect of organisational culture, knowledge-oriented leadership,
knowledge-centred human resource practices, technology support, and job demands on
KSB. The research survey was employed with a sample of 123 lecturers and support
staff in 10 universities in Vietnam. The results from this study found that there were no
relationships between culture, reward and KSB. This finding is not consistent with some
studies in the Malaysian (Cheng et al., 2009) and the United Kingdom context
(Fullwood et al., 2013; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017). However, leadership style and IT
support had a positive impact on KSB. The study also uncovered interesting finding
related to the non-significant association between cultural values (e.g. trust) and KSB.
That is not consistent with the results from many other studies such as Lee and Choi
(2003), Lin (2007a), and Al-Alawi et al. (2007) who have indicated the significant
impact of trust on KSB in organisations. The authors also revealed that job demands and
IT support are the essential enablers for lecturers’ KSB in Vietnamese universities. The
study recommended that further work should focus on investigating how knowledge

enhances member and organisation performance of universities.
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Table 2.1: Key empirical studies on KS in the higher education sector

Topic and reference KS factors KSB | KS effects Theory/ Finding/Future Work Context
Methodology

Knowledge sharing in | Incentive System; Management KS N/A N/A; Incentive systems and personal expectation are the | Private

Academic Institutions: a | System; Organizational Culture; Quantitative two key factors in promoting academics to engage | university in

Study of Multimedia | Individual Attitude; Personal method in KS activity. Malaysia

University Malaysia. | Expectation; IT Application

Cheng et al. (2009)

Knowledge sharing in | Nature of knowledge; Working KS N/A N/A; A change from a mechanistic to an organic | Private

higher education | culture; Opportunities to share; Quantitative structure is also facilitated to support sharing. university in

institutions: Perspectives | Motivation to share; Staff Malaysia

method

from Malaysia. Sohail | attitude

amd Daud (2009)

KS amongst academics in | Organisational culture; | N/A N/A N/A; There was the positive relationship between | Universities

UK universities. | Normative beliefs; Subjective o attitudes towards KS and intentions to share | in
Quantitative

Fullwood et al. (2013) norms; Attitude towards KS; method knowledge. UK

Intention towards KS

An  investigation  of | Organizational culture; | N/A N/A N/A; Attitudes to KS had a positive influence on | Universities

factors  affecting KS | Normative beliefs; Subjective o intentions to share knowledge. The research also | in
Quantitative

amongst UK academics. | norms; Attitude towards KS; method found that personal beliefs amongst academics UK

Fullwood and Rowley

were more influential on their KS attitudes than

28




Topic and reference KS factors KSB | KS effects Theory/ Finding/Future Work Context
Methodology

(2017) Intention towards KS organisational culture, in which, leadership was an

influential factor within organisational culture.

Expected rewards were a highly significant

personal factor toward KS.
An Empirical Inquiry on | Perceived behavioural control; | KSB N/A TRA; Anticipated  extrinsic  rewards, anticipated | Higher
Knowledge Sharing | Anticipated extrinsic rewards; Quantitative reciprocal relationships, sense of self-worth and | Education in
Among Academicians in | Anticipated reciprocity; Sense of method subjective norm are critical factors of individual | Malaysia
Higher Learning | self-worth; Subjective norms; attitude towards KS, which, in turn, have a
Institutions. Ramayah et | Organisational climate positive influence on the KSB. Subjective norms
al. (2013) were found have a positive impact on KSB.

Perceived behavioural control and organisational

climate have a significant relationship on KSB.
Influence of | Knowledge-centered culture; | KSB N/A N/A; There were no relationships between culture, | University in
Organizational and | Job demand; Knowledge-entered Quantitative reward and KSB, while leadership style and IT | Vietnam
Technological Aspects on | HR  practices;  Knowledge- method support had a positive impact on the KSB. Job
the KSB in Vietnam’s | oriented leadership; Information demands and IT support are the critical enablers
University Context. | technology for lecturers’ KSB in Vietnamese universities.
Pham et al. (2015)
Trust and workplace | Trust; Perceived risk; | KSB N/A N/A; Workplace spirituality had a positive impact on | Higher
spirituality on  KSB KSB. The relationship between trust and KSB was | learning
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Topic and reference KS factors KSB | KS effects Theory/ Finding/Future Work Context
Methodology

Perspective from non- | Workplace spirituality Quantitative | mediated by perceived risk. institutions

academic staff. Rahman method in Malaysia

etal (2015)

KSBs among  non- | Attitude towards KS; Subjective | KSB N/A TRA; Attitude and subjective norms had a positive | Higher

academic staff of higher | norms; Intentions to share Quantitative influence on non-academic staff KSB, in which | learning

learning institutions. | knowledge method intention acts as the mediating variable. institutions

Rahman et al. (2016) in Malaysia
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2.4.3 Research methodology usage

The results from the reviewing of literature (see Table 2.3) indicated that most of the
studies conducted on KS related to the current research have used the quantitative
approach. These studies have used questionnaire surveys to collect data through paper-
based or online methods. There has been little research used a mixed-method approach
including quantitative and qualitative methods. For example, the combination of a
sequential mix-method can be used in a complementary manner (Neuman, 2006) which
applies the quantitative approach as the main approach, followed by qualitative
approach as a complementary need. A mixed method is able to help researchers gain the

highest level of understanding and investigating the research problem (Neuman, 2005).
2.4.4 Influential factors on KSB

The review of the literature to date has also covered approaches to investigate the
relationships among factors influencing KS in many ways. By adapting the research
models for studying KM developed by Lee and Choi (2003), this study has categorised
knowledge-sharing factors into four groups based on how the relationships were
identified (see Figure 2.8): (1) Relationship among factors influencing KS; (2)
Relationship among factors influencing KS and KSB; (3) Relationship among factors,
KS, and KS effects; and (4) Relationship among factors influencing KS and KS effects.

Table 2.3 summarises the KS factors and their findings across studies.
A first set of studies examine the relationship among factors influencing KS:

The focus is on the investigation of the effect of KS factors. To identify this effect,
researchers have examined some KS factors such as attitudes, subjective norms,

intention, organisational culture, top management support, and I'T support.

An observation from Table 2.3 shows that Bock et al. (2005) are the first scholars to
advance an integrative comprehension of the factors facilitating or impeding
individuals’ KS intentions. The authors employed as their theoretical framework, the
TRA theory (subjective norms, attitudes towards KS, intentions towards KS), and
integrated with extrinsic motivators (anticipated extrinsic rewards, anticipated
reciprocal relationships, sense of self-worth), social-psychological forces and
organisational climate factors. These factors were considered to affect individuals’ KS
intentions. The study suggested that future research should extend the research models

by including actual personal KSB. Up till now, this research has been widely cited by
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many researchers and practitioners into KSB (Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Lin, 2007b;
Chow and Chan, 2008; Fullwood et al., 2013; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017).

Following this model, Fullwood et al. (2013) and Fullwood and Rowley (2017)
conducted surveys in 11 universities in the United Kingdom in 2013 and 2017

respectively. The results from these two studies were presented above in section 2.4.2.

KS factors
Bock et al. (2005); Lin (2007b); Dong

et al. (2010); Fullwood et al. (2013);
Fullwood and Rowley (2017)

KS effects

Community loyalty

Community participation

Innovation capacity
Lin (2007a);
Lin et al. (2009); Innovative behaviour
Liou et al. (2015);
Yu et al. (2013); Work performance
Radaelli et al. (2014);
Akhavan et al. (2015); Outcome of KS
Henttonen et al. (2016)

Bock and Kim (2002); Van den Hooff and Van Weenen (2004); Lin
and Lee (2004); Cabrera et al. (2006); Hsu et al. (2007); Liao (2008);
Kuo and Young (2008); Chen et al. (2009); Chatzoglou and Vraimaki

(2009); Tohidinia and Mosakhani (2010); Jeon et al. (2011); Ramayah
et al. (2013); Pham et al. (2015); Rahman et al. (2015); Chang et al.

(2015); Rahman et al. (2016); Brooke et al. (2017)

Donating knowledge

Collecting knowledge

KS behaviour

KS activities

Figure 2.8. A research framework for studying KS.
Adapted from Lee and Choi (2003).
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Another significant model was conducted by Lin (2007b), who developed a research
model based on TRA to investigate the roles of both extrinsic (expected organisational
rewards and reciprocal benefits) and intrinsic (knowledge self-efficacy and enjoyment
in helping others) motivators on attitudes toward KS and to explain individual
intentions toward KS. However, the research only concentrated on the motivational
factors (salient beliefs) which affected attitude and intention toward KS. Thus, the
author suggested that the further work must examine subjective norms to improve the
explanatory power of the research model. This is because, following the TPB theory,

behavioural intention is influenced by subjective norms.

A second considerably larger set of studies investigate, analyse and identify the

relationships among factors influencing KS and KSB

A central proposition is that KS factors (e.g. attitude, intention or subjective norms)
should affect KSB. Bock and Kim (2002) are the first authors who conducted a study to
explore the effects of factors affecting KSB in the organisational context. They
advanced a research model based on SET, self-efficacy, and TRA. Positive attitude
toward KS was found as the most impact which leads to positive intention to share
knowledge and, finally, to actual KSBs. However, expected rewards as the most salient

motivational factor of KS did not significantly impact the attitude toward KS.

Another critical research model was developed by Van den Hooff and Van Weenen
(2004). This model was used to examine the impact of organisational commitment and
the use of Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC) on KS. The authors emphasised
that it is important to distinguish two forms of KS: donating and collecting knowledge.
The results indicated that the use of CMC is an antecedent of organisational
commitment that in turn, impacts the willingness to both donating and collecting
knowledge. The first study, which adopted the SCT based model examining the
determinants of KSB in virtual communities, was conducted by Hsu et al. (2007). This
study examined one environmental factor (trust) and two personal factors consisting of
KS self-efficacy and outcome expectations. Hsu et al. (2007) recommended that future

research should explore other critical environmental factors such as subjective norms.

Furthermore, Liao (2008) studied the managers’ social power influencing R&D
employees’ KSB in both direct and indirect effects using the mediated variable of trust.
Kuo and Young (2008) examined four types of volitional control mechanisms that may

influence individual KS practices. The authors claimed that the use of KM involved
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both psychological and environmental barriers, which can inhibit people from sharing
their knowledge in spite of their intention to share knowledge. Also, by integrating the
TPB theory with social network ties, Chen et al. (2009) investigated factors influencing
KS from the perspective of human behaviour including attitude toward online KS,
subjective norms, knowledge self-efficacy, social network ties jointly determine KS

intention and lead to KSB.

Similarly, by using commonly used social psychology theory, TPB, Chatzoglou and
Vraimaki (2009) attempted to understand the factors that influence KSB in bank
employees using an aggregate research model. According to the study, in TPB, KSB is
often considered solely focusing on salient beliefs which do not explain other factors
that may impede KS. Thus, other factors such as leadership style, social influences
(environmental factors) should pay more attention to reflect the effects of organisational
accurately. By extending the TPB model, Jeon et al. (2011) developed a research model
to discover the factors and relationships that affect the community of practice (CoP)

members’ KS attitudes, intentions, and behaviours.

In the higher education context, Ramayah et al. (2013) applied TRA as the theoretical
background for the study to explore the influence of factors (anticipated extrinsic
rewards, anticipated reciprocal relationships, sense of self-worth and subjective norms)
on KSB. Pham et al. (2015) examined the effect of organisational culture, leadership
style, human resource practices, technology support, and job demands on KSB in
Vietnamese universities. Rahman et al. (2015) proposed a research model to improve
KSB among the non-academic staff of higher learning institutions. The study focused
on the relationship between trust and perceived risk, perceived risk and KSB, and
workplace spirituality and KSB. Recently, by extending the research model in 2015,
Rahman et al. (2016) explored the antecedents of KSB among the non-academic staff of
higher learning institutions in Malaysia. The research model emphasises the
relationships between attitude, subjective norms and intention, and intention and KSB

guided by the TRA theory.

A third small group of studies identify and recognise relationships among factors, KS,

and KS effects:

The main objective of these studies was to identify and assess KS factors (e.g., attitude,

intention or organisational culture) and KSB for improving organisational or individual
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performance (e.g. organisational innovation capacity; innovative behaviour; individual

work performance).

Table 2.2 highlights the key research on KS and measure KS outcomes that are
associated with this study. These studies presented below explores the relationships
between KSB and its effects (e.g. innovation capacity, innovative behaviour) in
different contexts of study. Overall, these investigations provide support for the view

that individuals’ KSB has a significant impact on their innovative work behaviour.

Table 2.2: Key empirical studies measuring KS outcomes

Key reference Relationship KS outcomes Context of study
Lin (2007a) KS process = Organisational ~ Organisational Organisations in Taiwan
innovation capacity innovation capacity
Lin et al. 2009) KSB > Community loyalty Community loyalty Virtual communities in
Taiwan
Yu et al. 2013) KS - Innovative behaviour Innovative behaviour  Financial and insurance

companies in Taiwan

Radaelli et al. KS - Innovative behaviour Innovative behaviour ~ Healthcare in Italy
(2014) (Not supported)

Akhavan et al.  KSB - Innovative behaviour  Innovative behaviour ~ High-tech companies in
(2015) Iran

Liou et al. KSB = Community Community Virtual communities in
(2015) Participation Participation Taiwan

Henttonen et al. KSB - Individual work Individual work City-based organisation
(2016) performance performance in Finland

N/A N/A N/A Higher education

As an early study, Lin (2007a) investigated the impact of organisational factors,
individual factors and technology factors on KS processes and whether more leads to
superior firm innovation capability. The results also indicated that employee willingness
to both donate and collect knowledge allow the firm to improve innovation capability.
Lin et al. (2009) applied SCT to examine KSB in professional virtual communities. The
findings from the study showed that KSB had a strong significant impact on community
loyalty. This outcome of KS benefits professional virtual communities by providing
more knowledge, potential members, and sustainable advantages. Other studies more
associated with this study, examining the effect of KSB on innovative work behaviour,
conducted by Yu et al. (2013) in financial and insurance companies in Taiwan, Radaelli
et al. (2014) in healthcare in Italy, and Akhavan et al. (2015) in high-tech companies in
Iran. While, Yu et al. (2013) and Akhavan et al. (2015) supported that KSB had an

essential role in the development of individual innovative behaviour, Radaelli et al.
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(2014) found that KSB did not facilitate innovative behaviour. Radaelli et al. (2014)
argued that knowledge that individuals gain through KS activities does not necessarily
lead to innovative behaviour in healthcare organisations. Moreover, Liou et al. (2015)
explored how the factors from the environmental level and personal level influence the
KSB and community participation in virtual communities in Taiwan. The results
indicated that there were positive relationship KSB and community participation.
However, the results of the study are limited to the online community. Finally,
Henttonen et al. (2016) examined the influence of KS propensity on KSB lead to
individual work performance. The results asserted that there is a positive relationship

between KSB and individual job performance.

In summary, all of these above studies, except for Radaelli et al.” (2014) research,
supported that the outcomes of KSB are a positive impact at both organisational and
individual levels such as individual behaviour, individual performance and innovation
capacity. However, as refers to the final row of Table 2.2, there has been no research
examines the effect of KSB on innovative work behaviour in the higher education
sector. As Radaelli et al.” (2014) suggestion, the further work should pay more attention

to other environments (e.g. education).

A final research group associated with the relationship among factors influencing KS

and KS effects

The purpose of these studies is to sharpen the understanding of the effects of KS factors
on KS effects (work performance or work behaviour). Hung et al. (2011) examined the
effect of extrinsic and intrinsic motivation on KSB based on economic exchange theory,
social exchange theory, and social capital theory on KSB towards outcomes of KS. The
authors argued that people’s motivation to share knowledge with others is the critical
challenge in KM. The results indicated that a knowledge management system with

built-in reputation feedback is significant to facilitate the success of KS.
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Table 2.3. A comparison of previous empirical studies

Author(s)/ KS factors KSB/KSP KS Effect Theory/ | Main findings/recommendations
Context Method
G1. The relationship among factors influencing KS
Bock et al. | Subjective norms, Attitude, N/A N/A TRA Attitudes toward KS, subjective norms and organisational climate influence
(2005) Intention, Extrinsic Survey personal KS intentions. Furthermore, the results pointed out that subjective
Organizations Rewards, Reciprocal norms were impacted by sense of self-worth and organisational climate, while
in Korea Relationships, Sense of personal attitudes toward KS is positively driven by anticipated reciprocal
Self-Worth, Organizational relationships.
climate Personal attitudes towards KS was negatively influenced by anticipated
extrinsic rewards which are opposite to widely accepted practices related to KM
initiatives. It may hinder the attitudes towards KS, rather than promote KS.
Lin (2007b) Expected rewards, N/A N/A TRA Individual attitudes predicted intentions, which revealed that motivational
Organizations Reciprocity, Knowledge Survey factors such as reciprocal benefits, knowledge self-efficacy, and enjoyment in
in Taiwan self-efficacy, Enjoyment in helping others positively impacted on individual KS attitudes and intentions.
helping others, Attitudes, However, expected organisational rewards did not significantly impact on
Intentions individual attitudes and behavioural intentions regarding KS.
Ha et al. (2009) | Individualism, Power N/A N/A N/A Individualism and power distance had the most substantial impact on the
Organisation in | distance, Uncertainty Survey communication competence towards KS. However, uncertainty avoidance did
Vietnam avoidance, Communication not have a significant influence on communication competence towards KS.
competence, KS The authors argued that KS is a form of communication, formal or informal.
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Author(s)/ KS factors KSB/KSP KS Effect Theory/ | Main findings/recommendations

Context Method
Thus, this study benefits many Vietnamese organisations to use the new lens of
KS to account for the communication and individual KSB.

Dong et al. | Attitude, Intention, N/A N/A TRA Better understand the factors impacting the intent to share knowledge within the

(2010) Subjective norms, Trust, Survey Vietnamese organisational context.

Multinational Rewards, Expected Subjective norms, social trust and sense of self-worth significantly influence

companies  in associations, Sense of Self- attitude towards KS behaviours except for extrinsic awards and expected

Vietnam Worth associations did not affect KS intention. The authors suggested that Vietnam is
still in the early stages of preparing itself to engage in the knowledge-based
economy fully and there has been a lack of investigations on emerging
economies such as Vietnam.

Fullwood et al. | Organisational culture, N/A N/A N/A There was the positive relationship between attitudes towards KS and intentions

(2013) Normative beliefs, Survey to share knowledge.

Universities in Subjective norms, Attitude In other words, embedded KS culture is existed in universities. However, that

UK » Intention culture is individualistic in nature and to some extent self-serving. The
challenges facing universities attempt to find the ways which support to create,
share, and disseminate knowledge.

Fullwood and | Organisational culture, N/A N/A N/A Attitudes to KS had a positive influence on intentions to share knowledge.

Rowley (2017) | Normative beliefs, Survey Personal beliefs amongst academics were more influential on their KS attitudes

Universities in

Subjective norms, Attitude

than organisational culture, in which, leadership was an influential factor within
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Author(s)/ KS factors KSB/KSP KS Effect Theory/ | Main findings/recommendations
Context Method
UK , Intention the organisational culture. Expected rewards were found to be a highly
significant personal factor toward KS. The authors concluded that academics
are willing to share knowledge and individual beliefs have more impact on KS
that organisational culture.
G2. The relationship among factors influencing KS and KSB
Bock and Kim | Expected Rewards, KSB N/A EET, SET, | Expected associations and contribution are the key factors decisively affect the
(2002) Expected Associations, SCT, TRA | personal attitude toward KS. Positive attitude toward KS was found as the most
Organisations Expected Contribution, Survey which lead to positive intention to share knowledge and, finally, to actual
in Korea Attitude, Intention, IT KSBs. However, expected rewards as the most salient motivational factor of KS
usage did not significantly impact the attitude toward KS. The study also found that
level of IT usage did not moderate the relationship between intention toward KS
and KSB.
The further investigation which should develop more direct and objective
measures for KSB and social influences need to be investigated in the future.
Van den Hooff | Computer mediated, KSP N/A Survey The use of CMC is an antecedent of organisational commitment that in turn,

and Van

Weenen (2004)

Firm in the

Netherlands

communication (CMC)

impacts the willingness to both donating and collecting knowledge.
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Author(s)/ KS factors KSB/KSP KS Effect Theory/ | Main findings/recommendations
Context Method
Lin and Lee | Subjective norms, KSB N/A TPB Senior managers’ attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control
(2004) Attitudes, Perceived Survey were found to impact intentions toward KS positively. Additionally, senior
Organizations behavioural control, managers’ intentions to encourage KS would positively impact corporate KSB
. . Intentions that is in line with the result of research conducted by Bock and Kim (2001,
in Taiwan
2002). The authors suggested that further studies should consider more factors
such as leadership styles or mutual trust.
Cabrera et al. | Self-efficacy, Extrinsic KS N/A Survey Personal self-efficacy and openness to experience were important to KSB.
(2006) rewards, Intrinsic rewards, Personal competence and confidence were essential for an individual to engage
Organisational in knowledge exchange. Furthermore, individuals who recognise their
IT, systems and
services in commitment, KM systems, colleagues and supervisors to value KS feel more inclined to engage in such
Spain KS behaviour. The effect of social support on KS seemed significantly.
Hsu et al. | Trust, Knowledge self- KSB N/A SCT KS self-efficacy, personal outcome expectations, and trust significantly
(2007) efficacy, Personal outcome . influence KSB in virtual communities. KS self-efficacy was deemed an
Direct Survey

Virtual
communities in

Taiwan

expectations, Community-
related outcome
expectations

important role in guiding personal behaviour. Member would be a more positive
attitude on KS when they believe that they could strengthen the relationships
with others by sharing their knowledge.

Having a high level of trust with others would help members mitigate barriers
that facilitate self-regulating policies, source disclosure and establish brands of

virtual communities. Hsu et al. (2007) recommended that the future research
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Author(s)/ KS factors KSB/KSP KS Effect Theory/ | Main findings/recommendations
Context Method
should explore the critical environmental factors such as subjective norms.
Liao (2008) Expected rewards, Trust KSB N/A Survey Manager’s reward power and expert power have direct effects, while reference
Industry in | Coercive, Legitimate, power and expert power have indirect effects on KSB. It was also found that
Tuiwan Reference, Expert different social powers have different impacts on R&D engineers’ KSB.
Especially, trust was found has a positive impact on KSB.
Kuo and Young | Attitude, Subjective norms, KSB N/A TPB Individuals do not often behave in in a manner consistent with their espoused
(2008) Controllability  of KS, Survey beliefs. Perceived self-efficacy can explain the inconsistency of intention and
Virtual Knowledge self-efficacy action, but not by intention and controllability. Furthermore, an individual’s
. action orientation moderates his or her approval of intention toward KS into
community
behaviours.
The use of KM involved both psychological and environmental barriers which
can inhibit people from sharing their knowledge in spite of their intention to
share knowledge.
Chen et al. | Subjective norms, KSB N/A TPB Attitude, subjective norms and social network ties have positive impact on KS
(2009) Knowledge self-efficacy, Survey intention which, in turn, is significantly associated with KSB. However,
Virtual Intention, Attitude, Social knowledge creation self-efficacy did not significantly influence KS intention

communities in

Taiwan

network ties

which is not in line with results from many previous studies.
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Author(s)/ KS factors KSB/KSP KS Effect Theory/ | Main findings/recommendations
Context Method
Chatzoglou and | Subjective norms, KSB N/A TPB Employees’ attitude toward KS significantly impacts intention to share their
Vraimaki Attitudes, Survey knowledge. It also indicated that subjective norms have a positive influence on
(2009) . . KS intention, which, in turn, lead to KSB. The most interesting finding is that
Perceived behavioural
Bank in Greece | control, KS, Intention, IT the relationship between intention to share knowledge and the actual KSB was
usage not significant. It is not consistent with many other studies.
Other factors such as leadership style, social influences (environmental factors)
should pay more attention to reflect the effects of organisational accurately.
Tohidinia and | Subjective norms, Attitude, KSP N/A TPB There were the positive relationships between self-efficacy, anticipated
Mosakhani Intention, Self-efficacy, Survey reciprocal relationships and attitude toward KS, while expected extrinsic
(2010) Expected rewards, rewards did not have a significant impact on this factor. The study also revealed
Oil industry in Anticipated reciprocal, that there was a positive relationship between organisational climate and
TIran Organisational climate, ICT subjective norms about KS. Also, the level of ICT usage reflected a positive
usage influence on KSB. Finally, significant relationships were found between the
TPB elements.
Jeon et al. | Extrinsic motivation, KSB N/A TPB Both extrinsic motivational (reciprocity) and intrinsic motivational factors
(2011) Intrinsic motivation, Survey (enjoyment in helping others) positively impact attitude toward KS, in which
Perceived behavioural intrinsic motivational factors were more significant. Moreover, some

Companies in

South Korea

control, Attitude, Intention

differences in KS mechanisms were indicated between normally managed CoPs

and informally nurtured CoPs.
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Author(s)/ KS factors KSB/KSP KS Effect Theory/ | Main findings/recommendations
Context Method
Ramayah et al. | Behavioural control, KSB N/A TRA Anticipated extrinsic rewards, anticipated reciprocal relationships, sense of self-
(2013) Anticipated rewards, Survey worth and subjective norms are critical factors of individual attitude towards KS
Higher Anticipated reciprocity, in academia, which, in turn, have a positive influence on the KSB. Furthermore,
. .| Sense of  self-worth, subjective norms were found have a positive impact on KSB. Finally, the study
Education  in
. Subjective norms, revealed that perceived behavioural control and organisational climate have a
Malaysia
Organisational climate significant relationship on KSB
Pham et al. | Knowledge-centered KSB N/A Survey There were no relationships between culture, reward and KSB, while leadership
(2015) culture, Job  demand, style and IT support had a positive impact on the KSB. However, the study
University  in | Knowledge-entered HR found the exciting finding that is not consistent with the results from many
Vietnam practices, Knowledge- other studies such as Lee and Choi (2003), Lin (2007a), and Alawi et al. (2007)
oriented leadership, have indicated the significant impact of trust on KSB in organisations. The
Information technology authors also revealed that job demands and IT support are the crucial enablers
for lecturers” KSB in Vietnamese universities. The study recommended that
further work should focus on investigating how KS enhance the organisational
performance of universities.
Rahman et al. | Trust,  Perceived  risk, KSB N/A Survey Workplace spirituality had a positive impact on KSB. This means that the

(2015)

HEI in
Malaysia

Workplace spirituality

success of KS cannot be served without workplace spirituality. Thus, managers
in a higher learning institution at both university and department levels should
consider the practice of spirituality to establish a KS culture in their

organisation. Perceived risk mediated the relationship between trust and KSB.
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Author(s)/ KS factors KSB/KSP KS Effect Theory/ | Main findings/recommendations

Context Method

Chang et al. | Trust, Commitment, KSB N/A SCT Trust and KSE positively impact KS intention at two points of measurement.

(2015) Knowledge self-efficacy, Survey The relationship between trust and KS intention reduce over time. It means that

Virtual KS Intention if virtual community members or KSE, they will have more intention to share

. their knowledge with others members. At the same time, the relationship

communities in

Taiwan between commitment and KS intention strengthen with time. Surprisingly, even
though commitment did not have an impact on KS intention at the first point of
measurement, it critically influenced KS intention at the second point of
analysis. Commitment will become meaningful as it grows over time.

Rahman et al. | Attitude  towards  KS, KSB N/A TRA Attitude and subjective norms had a positive influence on non-academic staff

(2016) Subjective norms, Survey KSB, in which intention acts as the mediating variable. The author believed that

Edu-institutions Intentions their study is one of the pioneer studies which applied TRA theory to examine

. . the nature of KSB among the non-academic staff of higher learning institutions.

in Malaysia

Brooke et al. | Self-efficacy, Enjoyment in KSB N/A SCT Three individual-related factors and two environmental-related factors had a

(2017) helping  others,  Trust, Survey significant impact on KSB. The study also found that that the relationships

Agriculture in

Malaysia

Training, Prior experience,

Social support

between prior experiences (individual factor), social support, trust

(environmental factor) and KSB were mediated by knowledge self-efficacy.
The authors stated that the correct blend of individual and environmental factors
is essential in promoting motivations for farmers engaging in KS activities.
Future work should use the qualitative method because it may help to generate

knowledge based on individual experiences associated with KSB.
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Author(s)/ KS factors KSB/KSP KS Effect Theory/ | Main findings/recommendations
Context Method
G3. The relationship among factors, KS, and KS effects
Lin (2007a) Enjoyment in  helping KSP Innovation N/A Two individual factors (enjoyment in helping others and knowledge self-
Organizations others, Knowledge self- capacity Survey efficacy) and one of the organisational factors (top management support)
in Taiwan efficacy, Top management significantly influence KSP. The results also indicated that employee
support, Organisational willingness to both donate and collect knowledge allow the firm to improve
rewards, ICT use innovation capability.
Lin et al | Trust, Knowledge self- KSB Community SCT Trust and KSE had a positive influence on KSB. The results are entirely
(2009) efficacy, Norm of loyalty Survey consistent with Hsu et al. (2007) which implied that virtual member KSB is
Virtual reciprocity, Perceived affected by social forces and personal perceptions. These two major of
.. .| relative advantage, determinants of KSB promote the choice of behaviour indicates that KSBs are
communities in
Taiwan Perceived compatibility active agents rather than passive receivers of environmental pressures to share
knowledge on them.
Lack of studies in KSB that apply SCT in organisations. Unlike virtual
communities, an organisation has formal policies and procedures to guide
individual’s KSB with common interests or needs reach to organisational goals.
Liou et al | Knowledge self-efficacy, KSB Community N/A There were positive relationships between anticipated reciprocal relationship,
(2015) Anticipated reciprocal Participation Survey norm of reciprocity, and anticipated extrinsic rewards and KSB. These factors
relationship, Norm  of had a significant impact on KSB. The relationship between anticipated extrinsic

Virtual

community in

reciprocity, Anticipated ex

rewards

rewards and KSB was mediated by KSE. Moreover, the relationship between

KSB and community participation was moderated by community identification.
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Author(s)/ KS factors KSB/KSP KS Effect Theory/ | Main findings/recommendations
Context Method
Taiwan Further work should focus on the context of organisations, in which members
often have formal relationships under the policies of organisations that differ
from virtual communities.
Yuetal. (2013) | Organisational innovation KS Innovative N/A KS and interactive behaviour among staff in these companies in Taiwan
. . climate behaviour promote innovative behaviour and the ability to innovate. There is a positive
Financial and Survey
. association between KS and innovative behaviour. Moreover, the study also
insurance
. . found that a stronger organisational innovation climate is able to encourage
companies  in
Taiwan employees’ innovative behaviour. However, the relationship between KS and
innovative behaviour was not moderated by organisational innovation climate.
Radaelli et al. | Ability to share, Motivation KS Innovative N/A Individuals who share knowledge also engage more in generating, promoting
(2014) to  share, Opportunity, behaviour Survey and implementing innovations. It also recommended that it is the act of
.| Knowledge reciprocation knowledge recombination and translation embedded in KS that utilises the most
Healthcare in
. positive impact on innovative behaviour.
Italia
Further work should improve this model by adding additional variables that
comprehensively account for the role of KS in innovative behaviour.
Akhavan et al. | Behavioural control, KSB Innovative TPB Individuals’ KS behaviours improve their IWB. The results from the study help
(2015) Attitudes  towards  KS, work Survey the managers in the ways that facilitate their staff’ attitudes, intentions, and
High-tech Subjective  norms, KS behaviour behaviours towards KS to promote innovative work behaviours in their
intention organisations.

companies  in
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Author(s)/ KS factors KSB/KSP KS Effect Theory/ | Main findings/recommendations
Context Method
Iran Further studies should investigate and compare the results from different areas
and countries. Especially, the roles of moderating variables on the relationship
between KS and IWB. Finally, future work should add more motivational
factors as they affect individuals’ KSB.
Henttonen et al. | Knowledge-sharing KSB Individual Survey KS propensity had a positive impact on KSB. Moreover, the relationship
(2016) propensity work between KS propensity and individual job behaviour was mediated by KSB.
City-based performance Interestingly, the employees with the lowest educational levels had KS
Lo propensity does not influence their job behaviour, contrary to whom with the
orgamsatlon mn
Finland most highly educational levels.
G4. The relationship among factors influencing KS and KS effects
Hung at el. | Extrinsic motivation: KSB Outcome of | TRA, TPB, | Economic reward did not impact some ideas generated, idea usefulness, and
(2011) Economic reward, KS EET, SET | idea creativity. However, reputation feedback had a positive influence on a
L Reputation feedback, number of ideas generated, idea usefulness, and idea creativity. Provision of an
Organisations : Survey
in Reciprocity economic reward significantly impacted only satisfaction with a meeting but did
o o not influence the quantity and quality of contribution that are of first interest in
Taiwan Intrinsic motivation: . . . . .
Altruism a KM project. Finally, the findings revealed that the relationship between

altruism and meeting satisfaction was positively and significantly, but altruism
did not have a positive and significant impact on either the quantity or quality of

contributions.

This table was used to identify the research gaps and develop the research questions and hypotheses to fill these gaps.
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2.5 Transformational leadership and KSB

According to Shartle (1956), leadership can be considered as behaviours that “result in
others acting or responding in a shared direction” (p.3). Research has been growing
concern on the topic of leadership accompanied by an acceptance in distinguishing
between transactional and transformational, with a stress on the latter (Hartog et al.,
1997). Quinn (1988) made the comparison of transactional and transformational
leadership with other differences in leadership — for example, relations oriented-task
oriented leadership model (Hartog et al., 1997). However, Bass (1985) argued that other
models, including Quinn’s model, can neither replace nor explain the transactional-
transformational model (a new paradigm). Bass (1985) viewed transaction and
transformation as separate dimensions. This means that a leader can be both

transactional and transformational (Hartog et al., 1997).

Comparing with transactional leadership can better understanding of transformational
leadership (Hartog et al., 1997). It can be argued that transactional leadership requires
an exchange between the leader and follower (Burns, 1978). Followers will be given
certain valued outcomes (e.g. salary, reputation) when they perform following their
leader’s desires (Hartog et al., 1997). Based on Burns (1978), Bass (1985) notes that
transactional leadership theories have focused on the idea that leader-follower relations
rely upon a series of exchanges or implicit bargains between leaders and followers. The
exchange of rewards for expected job performance from followers (i.e., contingent
reward) is one of the key behaviours of transactional leadership (Bass, 1985;
Walumbwa, Wu, and Orwa, 2008; Rezvani et al., 2017). In general, through his or her
behaviour, the leader will be helpful by compensating for the shortages when the
working conditions of the follower unsuccessfully provide the essential motivation,
direction and satisfaction (Hartog et al., 1997). The leader not only offers rewards on
the fulfilment of obligations but also emphasises consequences for non-compliant
behaviours (Avolio, 1999; Bass, 1990; Rezvani et al., 2017). There have been several
extensive transactional theories (Hartog et al., 1997). Some of these theories can be
empirically tested such as the path-goal theory of leadership (House, 1971, 1996; House
and Mitchell, 1974).

While a transactional leader inspires followers to do as expected, a transformational
leader typically motivates subordinates to perform more than initially expected (Hartog

et al., 1997). According to Bass (1985), transformational leadership is constructed based
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transactional leadership and can be considered as a special case of transactional
leadership. Transformational leadership anticipates subordinates’ emotional attachment
to the leader (House et al., 1988). Furthermore, in this theory, the leader’s behaviour
causes the emotional and motivational arousal of subordinates. Hater and Bass (1988)
asserted that “The dynamics of transformational leadership involve strong personal
identification with the leader, joining in a shared vision of the future, or going beyond
the self-interest exchange of rewards for compliance” (p. 695) (Hartog et al., 1997). In
this study, transformational leadership is defined as “a process by which leaders inspire
their followers to perform at a higher level than expected and to potentially exceed the
followers’ own self-interests for a high-level of shared vision” (Bass, 1999 as cited in
Han et al., 2016, p.4). It motivates individuals to feel empowered, which enhances
individuals’ engagement (Han et al., 2016). Such leadership behaviours include three
distinct aspects: charisma, intellectual stimulation and individualised consideration
(Bass and Avolio, 1997). Charisma refers to the extent to which the leader promotes
pride and trust in subordinates by dealing with obstacles and being confident (Tepper,
1994). Intellectual stimulation refers to the extent to which the leader articulates new
ideas that motivate subordinates to reconsider conventional practice and thinking
(Tepper, 1994). Individualised consideration refers to the extent to which the leader
communicates individually to followers by providing them with specialised recognition

and by identifying each one’s unique requirements (Tepper, 1994).

Previous empirical studies on transformational leadership have been conducted in the
literature from many contexts. Indeed, transformational leadership has been found
important in the internal organisational context by Vera and Crossan (2004). These
authors discussed that transformational leadership behaviours inspire people to break
through boundaries and share their experiences with others in a team or the whole
departments. Srivastava et al. (2006) found that there were positive relationships
between empowering leadership and both KS and team efficacy in the hotel industry,
which, in turn, were both positively associated with team performance. Lee et al.
(2010) indicated that through building the team’s expertise, leaders promote team
members’ willingness to unfold and depend upon information in the team, which, in
turn, enhances team KS. Von Krogh et al. (2012) found that the leadership style could
be the key barrier to knowledge-sharing activities among members in the public

organisations. Shih et al. (2012) found that the relationship between transformational
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leadership and employee knowledge exchange and combination among R&D
employees in Taiwanese enterprises was positively mediated by trusting climate.
Bradshaw et al. (2015) suggested that transformational leadership behaviours are keys
to a KM process and KS in particular. Mittal and Dhar (2015) found that the
relationship between transformational leadership and employee creativity was mediated
by creative self-efficacy. Han et al. (2016) highlighted the indirect influence of
transformational leadership on employee’s knowledge-sharing intention. In the higher
education context, Husseini and Elbeltagi (2016) found that transformational leadership
had a significant impact on both the donating and collecting of knowledge, which, in

turn, promote KS within higher education in developing countries, particularly Iraq.

Transformational leadership was considered as a critical factor for KSBs in many
previous empirical studies (e.g. Srivastava et al., 2006; Lee et al., 2010; Shih et al.,
2012; Husseini and Elbeltagi, 2016). Moreover, the literature suggests a complicated
relationship between KS factors and KSB. However, the literature typically
hypothesises and examines a simple main-effect model. Drawing upon the role of
transformational leadership, this study will focus on the moderating effect of
transformational leadership on the relationship between KS factors and KSB.

Consequently, this research is intended to address the following research question:

RQ3: What are the joint effects of transformational leadership and the critical factors on

KSB in Vietnamese university settings?

2.6 Transactive memory systems and KSB

A transactive memory system (TMS) is a collective memory system that consists of the
location and distribution of expertise/knowledge among team members (Austin, 2003;
Ariff, 2013). The concept of TMS developed through observing that members of a team
may not memorise all information about each other (Ariff, 2013). Alternatively, team
members may memorise who are interviewees in their team or, in other words, “who
knows what” (Wegner, 1987; Wegner, 1995). Thus, a team’s members can retrieve
detailed information without actually owning this information in their own personal
memory (Wegner, 1987; Ariff, 2013). TMS can be understood by three dimensions:
specialisation, credibility and cooperation (Lewis, 2003). Specialisation explains “who
knows what” within the organisation. Credibility examines the reliability of other
people’s knowledge. Cooperation indicates the ability to work efficiently and smoothly

in a team (Lewis, 2003).
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TMS is also deemed to be a practical integrated memory in a person’s minds that
produces mental maps of “who knows what” and “who does what” (Choi et al., 2010;
Simeonova, 2014). This memory can be richer, more accurate and deeply rooted in the
social interactions and dialogue between individuals (Brandon and Hollingshead, 2004).
Brandon and Hollingshead (2004) found that the presence of interpersonal relationships
and interactions leads to the development of a TMS identified as a collective process in
which transactions between team members generate a link to other people’s expertise
(Nevo and Wand, 2005). Consequently, team members build a link to others’
knowledge without knowing it themselves. Finally, a team member’s expertise is only
valuable to the team when other members are aware of its existence (Ariff, 2013). It is
highlighted that individuals should know “who knows what” and “who does what” to
get help when performing a certain task that helps organisations to effectively utilise

their intellectual assets (Wegner, 1987; Brandon and Hollingshead, 2004).

Several studies have suggested that TMS can improve knowledge contributions and
facilitate KS in organisations (Simeonova, 2014). The results also indicated that a
developed TMS could effectively facilitate KS (Choi et al., 2010; Davison et al., 2013).
Previous studies on TMS has been limited and focused on the relationship between
TMS and team performance (Choi et al., 2010; Simeonova, 2014). Moreover, according
to Choi et al. (2010) and Davison et al. (2013), there has been little research on the
relationship between KS and TMS. This study assumes that a fully developed TMS is
positive for KS because it supports a team member easily to utilise the diverse
knowledge and promote KSB fully is the individual willingness to share knowledge

with others.

This section (2.6) has shown that TMS is required for KSB. This study explores how
TMS affects KSB, which then affects the individual’s innovative work behaviour.

Consequently, this research is intended to address the following research question:

RQ4: What is the joint effect of the quality of transactive memory systems and KSB on

innovative work behaviour in Vietnamese university settings?
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2.7 Gaps in the literature

Synthesis of key empirical previous research elaborates some observations. First,
measuring and explaining KSB is a difficult task. Many studies have investigated KS
factors and KSB through intention. In these studies, it is not easy to capture the actual
behaviour. Intention is thereby considered as a proxy for actual behaviour. However,
according to Kuo and Young (2008), the possible impacts of self-presentation effects
recommend that people may feign a willingness to, but fail actually to share their
knowledge. Self-presentation effects postulate an economic payoff to claiming that a
person has an intention to share knowledge but not actually sharing (a behaviour)
(Ridley, 1997). Also, Bock and Kim (2002) reported that even when intentions were
high, behaviour might not take place if specific preconditions of a certain situation (e.g.
accessibility) made the behaviour impossible. Thus, there is a need to contribute to a
limited number of researches to examine individuals’ actual KSB (Bock et al., 2005;
Henttonen et al., 2016). It is therefore necessary to develop a research model, which

more directly measures KSB.

Second, the findings on relationships between KS factors and KSB are inconsistent
(Table 2.3). For example, some studies found that intention to share knowledge has a
positive and significant influence on KSB (Bock and Kim, 2002; Lin and Lee; 2004;
Jeon et al., 2011; Ramayah et al. 2013), whereas others showed that intention did not
impact KSB (Kuo and Young, 2008; Chatzoglou and Vraimaki, 2009). Some studies
indicated that expected rewards did not facilitate KSB (Bock et al., 2005; Lin, 2007a;
Hsu et al., 2007; ), while some other revealed that these factors have a significant
impact on individual KSB (Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Liou et al., 2016; Fullwood and
Rowley, 2017). Therefore, the challenge is to clarify the effect of factors influencing KS
on KSB.

Third, a comprehensive-integrative model is still missing. A large number of
investigations have employed the TRA and TPB theories to investigate KSB. Tangaraja
(2015) noted that TRA and TPB are well-established theories, which provide pre-
determined factors (i.e. subjective norms, attitude, intention, and behavioural control)
that impact actual behaviour through behavioural intention. Thus, in TRA and TPB,
KSB has been investigated solely focusing on salient beliefs as a very individualistic
behaviour (Bock and Kim, 2002). However, TRA and TPB do not explain other factors
that may facilitate or impede KSB such as culture (e.g. trust) (Chatzoglout, 2009) and
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other individual-related factors (e.g. knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping
other, reciprocal benefits) (Lin, 2007b). Furthermore, KSBs are likely to be influenced
not only by personal motivations but also by social influences (e.g. trust, subjective
norms) (Yoo and Torrey, 2002). Therefore, there is a lack of a comprehensive
combination of environmental (social influence) and personal factors to explain the
human behaviour. There is also little evidence about how the actual KSB eventually
influences the performance of individuals who share their knowledge. Drawing upon the
role of transformational leadership and transactive memory systems, this study proposes
a research model based on SCT and other theories that comprises environmental-related
factors (subjective norms, trust), personal-related factors (knowledge self-efficacy,
expected organisational rewards, reciprocal benefits, and psychological ownership of
knowledge), KSB and innovative work behaviour. In this mode, transformational
leadership acts as the moderator of the relationship between KS factors and KSB, while
transactive memory systems play an important moderating role of the relationship
between KSB and innovative work behaviour. This study will help to explore the
relationships between environmental-personal factors, transformational leadership, the
quality of transactive memory systems, KSB, and innovative work behaviour
simultaneously. If managers understand these relationships in an integrative fashion,
they can stand a better opportunity of enhancing their organisation’s performance (Lee

and Choi, 2003).

Fourth, there has been a lack of research into KM in university settings (Fullwood et al.,
2013; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017). Researchers have attempted to conduct KS
research in general, KS in particular in commercial environments and growing concern
in public organisations (Fullwood and Rowley, 2017). Additionally, prior research have
mostly paid attention on Western, developed countries with more advanced and mature
strategies of KM. There has been little research investigating developing countries in
which strategies of KM in universities are less mature and low performing, leaving a
notable performance gap between strategies in developing countries and developed
countries. To date, far few studies have paid attention to KS in higher education in non-
Western context, particularly in a developing country such as Vietnam (Tohidinia and

Mosakhani, 2010; Shanker et al., 2017; Phung et al., 2018).

Finally, KM is still new in Vietnam for both academia and practitioners (Dong et al.,

2010). KM is included in very little official national policies and documents. Moreover,
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there has been a lack of research into KS in emerging nations transitioning from
centrally planned to market economies, such as Vietnam (Dong et al., 2010; Ta, 2014).
Dong et al. (2010) portrayed that the Vietnamese profile is one of collectivism, unequal
power distribution, and long-term orientation affected by Confucian values and ideals.
The authors argued that as an initial thought, such a cultural imprint would necessarily
mean a greater propensity towards KSB. Thus, to implement KM initiatives within a
Vietnamese organisational environment, there are some key unique aspects that involve
some formidable challenges. Obviously, traditional cultural aspects alone are not
enough to account for all of individual behaviours in such complex settings as modern-
day Vietnam (Dong et al., 2010). Accordingly, to better understand the knowledge-
sharing culture in Vietnam, it is vital to examine salient factors that have affected the
KSB such as environmental factors (trust, subjective norms) and personal factors
(knowledge self-efficacy, individual expectations, and psychological ownership). Few
studies have made serious attempts to explore and develop a new KS model of public

universities for modern Vietnam.

The preceding empirical literature review has also pointed out that individuals’ KSB
leads to the promotion of their innovative work behaviour. However, most prior
researches have discussed support for the effect of KSB in one of the following: (1) KS
process and innovation capacity in organisations (Lin, 2007a); (2) KSB and community
loyalty, community participation in virtual communities in Taiwan (Lin et al., 2009;
Liou et al., 2016); (3) KSB and innovative behaviour in financial and insurance
companies in Taiwan (Yu et al., 2013); (4) KSB and innovative behaviour in healthcare
sector in Italy (Radaelli et al., 2014); (5) KSB and work performance in city-based
organisation in Finland. The review of the literature has also revealed that there have
not been any empirical studies that have examined the relationship between KSB and

innovative work behaviour in university settings.

To sum up, this present study is situated in the Vietnamese public university context and
indicates that there is a problem concerning KS inside Vietnam. This study has

endeavoured to fill the identified gaps by addressing the below research questions:
1. What are the critical factors that influence KSB in Vietnamese university
settings?
2. How does KSB influence innovative work behaviour in Vietnamese university

settings?

54



3. What are the joint effects of transformational leadership and the critical factors
on KSB in Vietnamese university settings?
4. What is the joint effect of the quality of transactive memory systems and KSB
on innovative work behaviour in Vietnamese university settings?
2.8 Environmental and personal factors as critical factors
influencing KSB
The review of the literature (Section 2.4.4, see Table 2.3) suggests that holistic factors
are influencing KSB consist of varied dimensions such as technology, social influence
(environment) and individual. This highlights the need for an integrated model that
explores the effect of environmental and personal factors on KSB, and far few studies
have examined the relationships among these factors, KSB and innovative behaviour.
This is because technology alone is not sufficient to create a knowledge-sharing culture

and to improve individual work behaviour (Cabrera et al., 2006).

Hawryszkiewycz (2010) stated that KS is not given in any situation that needs the
willingness of individuals to share their knowledge. Moreover, it must be recognised
that there are some reasons for individuals to be uncertain of sharing knowledge, while
at the same time building the environment that mitigates these inhibitions
(Hawryszkiewycz, 2010). For example, many people believe that their knowledge is
powerful, valuable, and connected to their security of employment and why they give
away their knowledge as it will make more valuable (Davenport and Prusak, 1998;
Hawryszkiewycz, 2010). Thus, people tend to think there may be a loss of ownership of
knowledge that others may use their knowledge to their detriment and job security
(Hawryszkiewycz, 2010). Therefore, sharing knowledge is generally unusual
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998); hoarding knowledge is the real propensity (Hsu et al.,
2007; Lin et al., 2009).

Moreover, KM has only focused on the technology aspect of many organisations, in
particular technology infrastructures (Hawryszkiewycz, 2017). It is not surprising that
KS is a problem for organisations with the existing information systems (Bakker et al.,
2006; Lin et al., 2009; Hawryszkiewycz, 2017). Canbrera’s research (2006) supported
this claim that technology alone is not able to guarantee that knowledge would be
volunteered and exchanged, although various information systems have been adopted to
facilitate such knowledge exchanges. Thus, it could be hypothesised that the use of

technology alone is unable to solve the KS problem in organisations.
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Undoubtedly, the great challenge in promoting KS is the personal willingness of sharing
knowledge between or among colleagues. Previous studies have asserted that two
aspects are involved in this respect: personal factors and social influences (Hsu et al.,
2007; Wang and Noe, 2010). With respect to personal factors, which have often been
conceptualised as personal-related factors — previous studies have examined knowledge
self-efficacy (personal perception, intrinsic motivation); enjoyment in helping others
(intrinsic motivation), expected organisational rewards (extrinsic motivation), reciprocal
benefits (extrinsic motivation) or psychological ownership (e.g. Bock at el., 2005; Hsu
et al., 2007; Lin, 2007b; Wang and Noe, 2010; Han et al., 2010). Along with many
researchers (Bandura, 1986; Bock and Kim, 2002; Bock et al., 2005; Hsu et al., 2007,
Lin, 2007b; Henttonen et al., 2016), this study supposes that KSB is mainly influenced
by individual-related factors. Another aspect (social influences) championed by
environmental-related factors, which focus on more social influences, researchers have
investigated the effect of trust (Lin, 2007a; Hsu et al., 2007; Lin et al., 2009) or
subjective norms (Bock et al. 2005) on KSB. The current research assumes that positive
social influences would encourage greater sharing of knowledge (Nahapiet and Shoshal,

1998; Hawryszkiewycz, 2010).

The extent to which a person performs KS activities lies in his or her action that has
personal perceptions, goals, expectations, and beliefs in a social environment (Bandura,
1986; Hsu et al., 2007, Ta, 2014). This explanation is known as Social Cognitive
Theory (SCT) (Bandura, 1986). Based upon the integration of SCT with other theories
(i.e. Theory of Planned Behaviour, Economic Exchange Theory, Social Exchange
Theory, Psychological Ownership Theory, Transformational Leadership Theory, and
Transactive Memory Systems), this study develops an integrated research model that
link environmental-personal factors, KSB, and innovative work behaviour and two
moderators transformational leadership and the quality of transactive memory systems.
As shown in Figure 2.9, the structure guidelines for the development of the research
model and hypothesis of this study is proposed to account for academics’ behaviours. It

includes the below factors:

e Environmental-related factors: Subjective norms (SN), Trust.

e Personal-related factors: Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE), Enjoyment in helping
others (EHO), Expected organisational rewards (REW), Reciprocal benefits
(RB), and Psychological ownership of knowledge (POK).
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e Moderators: Transformational leadership (TL) and Transactive memory systems

quality (TMS).

SCT and other theories (i.e. TPB, EET, SET, Psychological Ownership Theory, Transformational

e L Leadership Theory, and Transactive Memory Systems)

Factors

Figure 2.9. Structure guidelines for the development of the research model and

hypothesis for this study.

The detailed analysis of theoretical foundations for each factor will be discussed in the

next chapter (Chapter 3) for the development of the research model and hypotheses.

2.9 Summary of Chapter 2

Chapter 2 provided a framework for initiating the importance of the current study as
well as a guideline for comparing the findings with other results. Moreover, the major
findings from this chapter have pointed out the main themes and proposed how the
current study further adds to the existing literature of research field. First, the literature
associated to KS was reviewed: data, information, and knowledge; KM; KS and KSB;
and the importance of KSB in knowledge management systems was also outlined. This
chapter also provided an overview of innovative work behaviour and the relationships
between KSB and this concept. Chapter 2 then highlighted the previous empirical
studies on KSB. These studies are classified into different important aspects: topic,
source, theoretical foundation, research context, research methodology, relationships
among KS factors. These studies also provided support for the view that there are
relationships between environmental factors (trust, subjective norms) and personal
factors (knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping others, expected organisational
rewards, reciprocal benefits, and psychological ownership of knowledge) on KSB, and
individuals” KSB positively influences their innovative work behaviour. Moreover,
overall reviews of transformational leadership and transactive memory systems, and the

relationships between them and KSB were reviewed in this chapter. Finally, the
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synthesis of prior studies helps to identify the gaps in the literature: (1) measuring and
explaining KSB is a difficult task; (2) the findings on relationships between KS factors
and KSB are inconsistent; (3) a comprehensive-integrative model is still missing; (4)
lack of research into KM in university settings; and (5) knowledge management (KM) is
still new in Vietnam for both academia and practitioners. Overall, Chapter 2 provided a
foundation for the development of the research model and hypotheses in Chapter 3 that

helps the researcher to address the above-identified gaps.
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CHAPTER3 : RESEARCH MODEL AND HYPOTHESIS

3.1 Introduction

This chapter aims to provide a theoretical basis for the specification and development of
the research model and hypotheses to achieve the research goal. The chapter begins by
presenting the development of the conceptual research model, which is based on the
integration of Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) with a set of critical variables from
several theories derived from literature such as Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB),
Economic Exchange Theory (EET), Social Exchange Theory (SET), Psychological
Ownership, Transformational Leadership, and Transactive Memory Systems. This is
followed by explaining and justifying the relationships between the model constructs
and the proposed research hypotheses. Finally, the summary of hypotheses and chapter
summary are presented in Section 3.4 and 3.5. The chapter’s outline is presented in

Figure 3.1.

[ 3.1. Introduction ]

A\ 4

[3.2. The development of the conceptual research model]

\ 4

[ 3.3. Hypothesis development ]

v
[ 3.4. Summary of Chapter 3 ]

Figure 3.1. Chapter outline
3.2 The development of the conceptual research model
Towards an integrated knowledge-sharing behaviour model

Literature suggests that KSB is related to the employees’ willingness to share their
knowledge with others in the organisation (Hsu et al., 2007). There is a growing body of
research that indicates that personal work behaviour is more innovative if successful
conditions for encouraging KSBs are created (Yu et al., 2013; Radaelli et al., 2014;
Akhavan et al.,, 2015). Previous empirical investigations of these conditions have
focused on the critical role of environmental-related factors and personal-related factors

believed to influence KSBs. These are trust (Lee and Choi, 2003; Hsu et al., 2007),
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subjective norms (Bock et al., 2005), knowledge self-efficacy (Hsu et al., 2007; Lin
2007b), enjoyment in helping others, expected organisational rewards and reciprocity
(Lin 2007b), and psychological ownership (Han et al., 2010). However, in spite of such
attempts, studies have not tried to test such factors in an integrative research model that
explores the effect of KSB from perspectives of both personal and environmental
factors. At the same time, the question of why does a person take a particular behaviour
could be explained by these two perspectives (Bandura, 1997, 1986). Accordingly, this
study could rationally believe that a personal KSB would be guided by environmental
and personal factors. In addition, far few studies have tested the relationships between
the above factors, KSB and innovative work behaviour. Consequently, this investigation
mainly focuses on examination of the influence of the above critical factors, which are
conceptualised as personal-related factors (i.e. perception, motivation and psychology)
and environmental-related factors (social influences), on KSB leading to innovative

work behaviour.

A personal perception to behave in a certain way consists of cognitive factors. One is
self-efficacy or personal belief, which is a potentially significant factor influencing the
decision of sharing knowledge (Bock & Kim, 2002). Engaging in KS may require the
sense of the self-confidence and ability of individuals (Lin, 2007a). Other important
factors which have a significant influence on individual KS decisions are motivations
associated with enjoyment in helping others, expected organisational rewards and
reciprocal benefits (Hsu et al., 2007; Wang and Noe, 2010). For example, Lin (2007a)
indicates that people who find enjoyment in KS and consequently helping others are
more likely to be inspired to share their knowledge with others. Wang and Noe (2010)
found that a person’s beliefs, with regards to psychological ownership of knowledge, is
fundamental, as when people perceived that they owned knowledge instead of the

organisation they would engage in KS.

Having said that, environmental factors involve subjective norms and trust. Subjective
norms show an employee’s feelings regarding the social pressure which they perceive in
a given behaviour surrounding them. Employees with positive subjective norms lead to
given behaviours than the concerned behaviour intentions would be more positive in
KS. Finally, trust has also been recognised as an essential determinant influencing KS

(Hsu et al., 2007; Wang and Noe, 2010).
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Conceptual model design

The proposed research model uses Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) as a theoretical
framework and augments it with salient factors from the Theory of Planned Behaviour,
Economic Exchange Theory, and Social Exchange Theory. It also considers the two
moderators, transformational leadership and transactive memory systems quality, on the
relationships between constructs of the model. The model aims to provide a way to
examine the effects of environmental and personal factors on KSB leading to innovative
work behaviour. Thus, the conceptual scope of the present research first began to
investigate the relationships of environmental-related factors (subjective norms, trust)
and personal-related factors (knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping others,
expected organisational rewards, reciprocal benefits, and psychological ownership of
knowledge) on KSB. This was followed by investigating the effect of KSB on
innovative work behaviour. The moderating effect of transformational leadership on the
relationships among environmental-personal factors and KSB and the moderating effect
of transactive memory systems quality on the relationship between KSB on innovative

work behaviour were also examined as the rationales discussed in Chapter 2.

The model is conceptualised by eleven main constructs: two environmental factors, five
personal factors, KSB, IWB, transformational leadership, and the quality of transactive
memory systems (Figure 3.3). The definitions of these constructs are explained as

follows.
Environmental-related factors:

e Subjective norms: The extent to which a person perceives whether social
pressures will influence the performance of KSB (Ajzen, 1991).

e Trust: The degree to which a member has a mutual faith in their colleagues’
intentions, behaviours, and skills towards organisational goals (Lee and Choi,

2003).
Personal-related factors:

e Knowledge self-efficacy: The extent of confidence in an employee’s ability to
KS (Lin et al., 2009).
e Enjoyment in helping others: The extent to which a person believes

psychological benefits prior to being engaged in KS activities (Lin, 2007b).
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Expected organisational rewards: The extent to which a person believes they can
receive organisational rewards by offering his or her knowledge in the
organisation (Lin, 2007b).

Reciprocal benefits: The extent to which a person expects future benefits from
their present KS with others (Hung et al., 2011).

Psychological ownership of knowledge: The extent to which an individual
believes in the possession and is responsible towards knowledge he or she

possesses” (Pierce et al., 2001).

Moderators:

Transformational leadership: “The transformational leader motivates followers
to work for transcendental goals and for higher level self-actualising needs
instead of immediate self-interests” (Bass, 1996, p.740 as cited in Rezvani et al.,
2017).

The quality of transactive memory system: The extent to which a member is able
to recognise and utilise the knowledge and expertise of other team members in a

group in the organisation (Ariff, 2013; Brandon and Hollingshead, 2004).

Knowledge sharing behaviour:

The extent to which an employee performs KS activities in the organisation

(Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Lin et al., 2009).

Innovative work behaviour:

The extent to which a member behaves to create, promote, and implement new

ideas in a group or organisation (Janssen, 2000).
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Figure 3.2. The initial research model

3.3 Hypothesis development
3.3.1 Main effects

In the following sections, this research will postulate and propose a set of hypotheses on
the influence of environmental factors and personal factors on KSB, and the impact of
KSB on innovative work behaviour. The elaboration for these factors is based on
several theories as follows: Subjective norms (Theory of Planned Behaviour), Trust and
Reciprocal benefits (Social Exchange Theory), Knowledge self-efficacy (SCT),
Enjoyment in helping others (SCT), Expected organisational rewards (SCT, Economic
Exchange Theory), Psychological ownership of knowledge, Transformational

Leadership Theory, and the Quality of Transactive Memory Systems.
3.3.1.1 Environmental factors

In the current study, the environmental-related factors are represented by subjective

norms and trust (see Figure 3.3).

3.3.1.1.1 Subjective norms (Theory of Planned Behaviour)
In the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), subjective norm is the antecedent most
closely related to social pressure (Lin and Lee, 2004). Subjective norms can be

described as the extent to which a person perceives social pressure to perform or not to

63



perform specific behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). It is usually measured directly by asking
participants to show whether “important others” (that is, self-selected referents) may
approve or disapprove of their fulfilling a certain behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Lin and Lee,
2004). It means, “The person’s perception that most people who are important to him or
her think he should or should not perform the behaviour in question” (Dong et al., 2010,
p7). Park (2000) emphasised the impact of others who are important to the employee
such as “close friends, relatives, colleagues, or business partners”. In general, subjective
norms show personal emotion regarding the social pressure they perceive about given

behaviours surrounding them.

By applying Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and TPB, several studies have found
that subjective norms have a significant influence on predicting behavioural intention to
share knowledge (e.g. Bock et al., 2005; Kuo and Young, 2008; Dong et al., 2010;
Fullwood and Rowley, 2017). For instance, Bock et al. (2005) conducted a study to
propose an integrative understanding of the factors facilitating or impeding individuals’
KS intentions. The findings indicated that subjective norms acquired significant
practical support as an import antecedent to behavioural intentions to share knowledge.
These authors also confirmed that subjective norms influenced personal knowledge-
sharing intentions. Moreover, Dong et al. (2010) conducted a survey to better
understand the factors affecting the intent to share knowledge within the Vietnamese
organisational context. The result showed that subjective norms significantly influenced
attitude towards KS behaviours. In the higher education sector, Fullwood and Rowley
(2017) conducted an online questionnaire survey with a sample of academics in
different universities and disciplines in the United Kingdom. The results from the
respondents of 367 academics concerning their attitude and intention towards KS
confirmed that subjective norms had a positive impact on attitudes to share knowledge.
Hsu et al. (2007) suggested that subjective norms could affect KSB because employees
with positive subjective norms lead to given behaviours than the concerned behaviour
intentions would be more positive in KS. In the current study, subject norms about KS
refer to social pressures established by leaders of universities and departments and
colleagues to encourage or discourage KSB of academic staff. Therefore, it can be

hypothesised that:

Hjia: Subjective norms have a positive effect on KSB.
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3.3.1.1.2 Trust (Social Exchange Theory)

Trust, a primary construct in the Social Exchange Theory (Luo, 2002), has been
essential to both interpersonal and commercial relationships (Hsu et al., 2007). Trust
becomes the most valuable asset in businesses (Luo, 2002). There are several relevant
definitions of trust. Mayer et al. (1995) defined trust as “the willingness of a party to be
vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will
perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor
or control that other party” (p. 5). This definition refers to a relationship between a party
with another identifiable party who is perceived to behave and re-behave with volition
toward the trustor (Mayer et al., 1995). Having vulnerability means that a person is
willing to take risks and lose something of importance. Similarly, Nahapiet and Ghoshal
(1998) defined trust as the extent to which a person is willing to be vulnerable to the
actions of others. According to Brooke et al. (2017) trust is deemed as a critical factor
for the long-term sustainable development of organisations and their members’ well-
being. In the research effort on KM, Lee and Choi (2003) defined trust as “maintaining
reciprocal faith in each other in terms of intention and behaviour” (p. 14). It may
encourage the exchange of knowledge to be substantive, influential, and open (Lee and

Choi, 2003).

Previous studies have shown that trust is an essential factor influencing KS
(Chowdhury, 2005; Liao, 2008; Chow and Chan, 2008; Dong et al., 2010). According to
Nonaka (1994), interpersonal trust is a critical factor in teams, groups and organisations
to establish an environment for KS. Davenport and Prusak (1998) found that trust
affects KS decisions and without trust, a person becomes less willing to share
knowledge with others (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). Szulanski (1996) revealed that
the lack of trust among people is one of the major barriers to the exchange of knowledge
(Lee and Choi, 2003). Additionally, Riege (2005) asserted that without a feeling of
trust, most people are not likely to share their knowledge. Trust here is that individuals
do not misapply their knowledge or knowledge is accurate and reliable because of the
source of information. However, employees are more willing to engage into KS when
they have a high level of trust in their relationships (Lee and Choi, 2003; Abrams et al.,
2003; Lucas, 2005; Lin et al., 2009). Lee and Choi (2003) added the mutual trust results

in knowledge creation, which, in turn leads to improved knowledge exchange.
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Several empirical studies support the importance of trust in KS. Hsu et al. (2007)
studied the impact of trust on KSB in virtual communities. The results revealed that
members of virtual communities would be more willing to share their knowledge with
other members if they feel that they will strengthen and expand their relationships
between existing members in the future. Hence, trust among members will lead to the
success of KS. Liao (2008) studied managers’ social power influencing R&D
employees’ KSB in both direct and indirect effects using the mediated variable of trust.
The findings showed that trust has a positive impact on KSB. Lin et al. (2009) applied
SCT to examine KSB in virtual communities. The results of the study showed that trust
has a positive influence on KSB, which is consistent with Hsu et al. (2007).
Furthermore, within the Vietnamese organisational context, Dong et al. (2010)
attempted to better understand the factors affecting intentions to share knowledge. The
findings showed that social trust significantly influences attitude towards KSB.
Recently, Brooke et al. (2017) carried out one of the newest works on KS. The results
from this study showed that trust has a significant impact on KSB. The study also found
that that the relationship between trust (environmental factor) and KSB is mediated by
knowledge self-efficacy. Brooke et al. (2017) also revealed that people who have a
higher level of trust were more likely to possess higher knowledge self-efficacy to lead

to increased KSB.

This research used Lee and Choi’ (2003) definition of trust. This study believed that
interpersonal trust increases individuals’ tendency to participate in knowledge-sharing
practices (Fukuyama, 1995). Trust can create a good environment in the university
settings, which can improve successful academic staff’s belief in their colleagues’
ability to knowledge. Trust is deemed as a pre-condition of KSB (Brooke et al., 2017).
Accordingly, it can be hypothesised that:

H,,: Trust has a positive effect on KSB.
3.3.1.2 Personal factors

In the current study, the environmental-related factors are represented by knowledge
self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping others, expected organisational rewards, reciprocal

benefits, and psychological ownership of knowledge (see Figure 3.3).

3.3.1.2.1 Knowledge self-efficacy (Social Cognitive Theory)
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In the SCT model (Bandura, 1986), self-efficacy represents “a judgment of one’s
capability to accomplish a certain level of performance” (p. 391). From this definition,
Bandura and many researchers have indicated that an individual’s inclination to
participate in a certain action is affected to a high degree by the individual’s sense of
self-efficacy (Gist and Mitchell, 1992; Bandura, 1997; Cabrera et al., 2006). The
individual’s sense of self-efficacy affects the tendency of people to take actions such as
level of problems, expressed interest, persistence and task effort (Hsu et al., 2007).
Overall, people’s motivation and behaviour are significantly influenced by the
perceived self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986). A person who has low self-efficacy will be
more unlikely to accomplish related behaviour than those with high self-efficacy (Hsu et
al., 2007).

Researchers have applied self-efficacy in many ways. A review of the literature in the
IS field conducted by Hsu et al. (2007) found that the effect of computer self-efficacy
has been focused on computer training performance (e.g., Compeau and Higgins, 1995,
1999; Johnson and Marakas, 2000) and on the usage of IT (e.g., Easley et al., 2003;
Venkatesh et al., 2003), and on the construct of Internet self-efficacy. In KM, self-
efficacy has been used to examine the influence of individual efficacy belief in KS —
also known as knowledge self-efficacy (Hsu et al., 2007). According to Lin (2007a),
knowledge self-efficacy is an individual’s judgment of his or her ability to organise and
execute successful performance in everyday tasks. A person is more likely to perform a
particular work if he or she has a high confidence of ability to contribute valuable
knowledge to others (Constant et al., 1994; Bock and Kim, 2002; Lin 2007b). In other
words, knowledge self-efficacy is often expressed by a person who has high confidence
that his or her knowledge can help to deal with job-related problems and better work
efficacy (Lin 2007b). Moreover, knowledge self-efficacy has been found to be able to
encourage employees to share knowledge with colleagues (Wasko and Faraj, 2005;

Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Bock and Kim, 2002; Lin, 2007b).

Social cognitive theory (SCT) can help to provide a strong foundation to support studies
related to knowledge self-efficacy in KSB (Brooke et al., 2017). As discussed in the
above section, in SCT, a personal behaviour is affected by two factors: environmental
influence and personal perception (Bandura, 1997, 1986). Self-efficacy is a critical
element of personal perception along with expected outcomes that govern human

motivation and action. In summary, this study used the definition of knowledge self-
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efficacy describing by Lin et al. (2009). This study also believed that knowledge self-
efficacy is a critical antecedent of employees” KSB in a university context. Furthermore,
knowledge self-efficacy facilitates academic staff to share knowledge with colleagues

with their departments and their universities. Therefore, it can be hypothesised that:
Hj3,: Knowledge self-efficacy has a positive effect on KSB.

3.3.1.2.2 Enjoyment in helping others (Social Cognitive Theory)

KS is not automatically given in any situation, as it involves the willingness of
individuals to share their knowledge with others in organisations (Hawryszkiewcz,
2010). However, it is vital to realise that there are various reasons why people may
determine to share or not share their knowledge (Wang and Noe, 2010). Previous
studies have indicated that people may share knowledge because they enjoy helping
others (or altruism) (e.g. Kankanhalli et al., 2005). Enjoyment in helping others is
considered to be extracted from the concept of altruism (Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Lin
2007b; Brooke et al., 2017). Altruism evolved from Social Cognitive Theory (SCT), in
which people often consider the psychological benefits prior to getting engaged in
knowledge-sharing activities (Okyere-Kwakye and Nor, 2011). Altruistic people are
more likely to give their knowledge to others without seeking any return. Moreover,
knowledge owners may be stimulated by relative altruism through their wish to help
others (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Constant et al., 1994; Constant et al., 1996; Lin,
2007b). Indeed, Jeon et al. (2011) indicated that enjoyment in helping others includes
the feeling of enjoyment in donating a help without anything in return. Supporting for
this comes from other researchers who assert that people who enjoy helping others rely
on personal motivational forces - the pleasure of helping others without any reciprocal

expectation (Osterloh and Frey, 2000; Brooke et al., 2017).

Many previous empirical studies have examined the relationship between enjoyment in
helping others and KS. Wasko and Faraj (2005) found that people are intrinsically
encouraged to contribute their knowledge because involvement in solving problems is
challenging or pleasurable. Moreover, these authors also revealed that people are
inherently interested in giving knowledge because of the enjoyment acquired from
helping others. Lin (2007a) found that enjoyment in helping others positively impacts
both knowledge giving and knowledge receiving. Additionally, Lin (2007b) also
confirmed that enjoyment in helping others was positively and significantly associated

with individual KS attitudes and intentions. Lin (2007a, 2007b) concluded that people
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who feel enjoyment from helping others are more likely to be favourably oriented
toward sharing their knowledge regarding both giving and receiving. Recently, Brooke
et al. (2017) pointed out that enjoyment in helping others has a significant effect on
KSB. This result implies that people who feel pleasure in helping others are inclined to

be more likely to share their knowledge with each other.

From the prior empirical studies discussed above, this study believed that there is a
positive relationship between enjoyment in helping others and KSB (Wasko and Faraj,
2005; Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Lin, 2007a, 2007b; Brooke et al., 2017) among

academic staff in university settings. Therefore, it can be hypothesised that:
Hya: Enjoyment in helping others has a positive effect on KSB.

3.3.1.2.3 Expected organisational rewards (Social Cognitive Theory, Economic
Exchange Theory)

Bock and Kim (2002) described KS as a type of social interaction among individuals. In
SCT, social effect (e.g. monetary rewards) is one of three main types of outcome
expectations which refer to the consequence expectations of individuals’ own behaviour
(Bandura, 1997; Hsu et al., 2007). The more people perceive the positive outcomes
associated with a given action, the more inclined people are to perform that action
(Cabrera et al., 2006). Thus, KS may partly be influenced by the rewards a person
perceives are related to such behaviour (Cabrera et al., 2006). Economic Exchange
Theory (EET) and Social Exchange Theory (SET) have been used to account for the
social interaction of people. According to Bock and Kim (2002), in Economic Exchange
Theory, people will behave by rational self-interest that may lead to a positive outcome
(Hsu at el., 2007). Consequently, KS will happen when costs are lower than rewards
(Bock and Kim, 2002; Hsu et al., 2007). This is the reason why several researchers have
recognised the importance of incentive systems for the success of knowledge
management (Bock and Kim, 2002; Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Hsu et al., 2007). Giving
incentives and rewards to motivate staff to contribute to KS adoption are recommended
(Wong, 2005). Employees who share their knowledge may improve team performance
and consequently increase the personal rewards received. Incentives and rewards
encourage staff to share knowledge (Bock et al., 2005). Expected organisational rewards
point out what the organisational values form individual behaviours (Lin, 2007a). It can
vary according to the organisation policies from monetary incentives (e.g. better pay) to

non-monetary awards (e.g. promotion, job security) (Davenport and Prusak, 1998).
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Thus, expected rewards mean that if employees believe they will receive these above
extrinsic benefits, they will be more likely to have positive attitudes towards KS (Bock

and Kim, 2002).

While some research found that extrinsic rewards did not have an effect on the attitude
toward KSB (Bock and Kim, 2002; Bock et al., 2005), some others indicated that this
factor had a significant impact on individual KSB (Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Liou et al.,
2016). From the above discussion, this study believed that academic staff in their
universities would share their knowledge only if they perceive to receive some personal

benefits in turn. Therefore, it can be hypothesised that:
Hs,: Expected organisational rewards have a positive effect on KSB.

3.3.1.2.4 Reciprocal benefits (Social Exchange Theory)

While Economic Exchange Theory is used for explaining extrinsic benefits, Social
Exchange Theory can account for intrinsic rewards (Blau, 1967; Bock and Kim, 2002).
The difference from these theories is that the benefits involved in social exchange are
challenging to measure regarding a single quantitative medium of exchange, and the
nature of the return cannot be negotiated (Bock and Kim, 2002). This is because social
exchange is the only one that inclines to yield the feeling of individual obligation,
gratitude, and trust. For instance, if new members feel that they will receive reciprocity,
they would show their trustworthiness, and exchange relationship will be initiated

(Blau, 1967; Bock and Kim, 2002).

Reciprocal benefit is considered as a form of conditional interest. That is a person
expects future benefits from his or her present actions (Hung et al., 2011). It means that
an act is done in response to prior friendly behaviours (Hung et al., 2011). Many
researchers have conducted detailed analyses of reciprocity and indicated that it could
be valuable to knowledge contributors as they anticipate future help from others (Hung
et al., 2011). Also, studies have investigated that reciprocity can yield a sufficient
motivation to encourage KS and consequently establish long-term mutual cooperation
(Lin, 2007b). Thus, people who expect reciprocity from other members through sharing
their knowledge will share more useful and creative ideas, and their satisfaction with the
meeting will be higher knowledge-sharing intentions (Hung et al., 2011; Lin, 2007b).
Therefore, it can be hypothesised that:

Hga: Reciprocal benefit has a positive effect on KSB.
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3.3.1.2.5 Psychological ownership of knowledge (POK)

Pierce et al. (2001) defined psychological ownership as “As a state of the mind,
psychological ownership is that state in which individuals feel as though the target of
ownership (material or immaterial in nature) or a piece of it is “theirs” (i.e., “It is
MINE!”)” (p.3). These authors then explained that the key of psychological ownership
is the feeling of possessing and being psychologically connected to a specific object.
Scholars have asserted that ownership can involve even toward nonphysical entities
(e.g., ideas, thoughts and relationships) (Issacs, 1933; Pierce et al., 2001; Asatryan and
Oh, 2008). Psychological ownership has been identified as a catalyst in the development
of human-goods relationships (Lee et al., 2013).

Previous studies have investigated the effect of psychological ownership in
organisations, in particular with regards to sharing knowledge among employees. This
research used Pierce et al.” (2001) definition of POK. That is, POK explains the feeling
of possession linking to knowledge in a psychological sense that makes persons regard
intangible/tangible objectives as the addition of themselves (Han et al., 2010). Van
Dyne and Pierce (2004) found that POK can stimulate an altruistic spirit, supporting
extra-role behaviour such as KSB and individuals who have a sense of POK may
display a sense of belonging which impacts altruistic spirit and which influences KSB.
Thereby, POK is conducive to KSB on the part of individuals. Therefore, it can be
hypothesised that:

H7,: Psychological ownership of knowledge has a positive effect on KSB.
3.3.1.3 KSB and innovative work behaviour

Recall that innovative work behaviour (IWB) in this study refers to the extent to which
employees behave to create, promote, and implement new ideas in a group or
organisation (Janssen, 2000). The relationship between KSB and IWB has been the
central question that scholars have been focussed on answering since the construct was
introduced by Jansen (2000). Previous empirical studies have yielded good evidence for

the relationship between KSB and IWB.

Yu et al. (2013) examined the individual-level KS and innovative behaviour of
employees and interactions between the individual level of KS and the climate of

innovation in finance and insurance industries in Taiwan. The findings showed that KS
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and interactive behaviour among staff enhanced innovative behaviour and the ability to

innovate and there was a positive association between KS and IWB.

Radaelli et al. (2014) conducted a study, which investigated how employees’ KS
impacts their IWB in healthcare organisations. The results indicated that individuals
who share knowledge also engage more in generating, promoting and implementing
innovations. It recommended that it is the act of knowledge recombination and

translation embedded in KS that utilises the most positive impact on IWB.

Akhavan et al. (2015) examined the influence of socio-psychological factors from
different theoretical perspectives and whether it led to superior individual IWB in high-
tech companies in Iran. The results supported that individuals’ KSBs improved their

IWB.

One’s capability in transferring and utilising knowledge may encourage his or her level
of individual innovation, for example, quick problem-solving capacity and improved
faster reaction to novel challenges. Several academics highlighted the essential role of
KS to enhance individual IWB (Yu et al.,, 2013; Akhavan et al., 2015). Effective
knowledge processes can create significant organisational intellectual capital and
intangible resources to improve performance (Nold III, 2012). For example, when an
employee transfers tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge, the entire organisation will
benefit from it (Han et al., 2010). This shows that when organisations manage their
knowledge assets better, they will then have a higher chance of better performance in
both organisational and individual levels (Han et al., 2010; Kowal and Fortier, 1999).
This research expects that personal willingness of sharing knowledge with others is

likely to sustain IWB. Therefore, it can be hypothesised that.
Hg: Knowledge-sharing behaviour positively affects innovative work behaviour.
3.3.2 Moderating effects

In the following sections, this research will review the literature, postulate, and propose
a set of hypotheses on the moderating influence of transformational leadership on the
relationships between environmental factors and personal factors on KSB, and the
moderating effect of transactive memory system on the relationship between KSB and
innovative work behaviour. The explanation and discussion are based on

transformational leadership theory and transactive memory systems theory.
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3.3.2.1 Transformational leadership theory

Transformational leadership (TL) is defined as “a process by which leaders inspire their
followers to perform at a higher level than expected and to potentially exceed the
followers’ own self-interests for a high-level of shared vision” (Bass, 1999 as cited in
Han et al., 2016, p.4). It motivates individuals to feel empowered, which enhances
individuals’ engagement (Han et al., 2016). Bass and Avolio (1997) conceptualised TL
by three distinct dimensions: charisma, intellectual stimulation and individualised
consideration. Charisma refers to the extent to which the leader promotes pride and trust
in subordinates by dealing with obstacles and being confident (Tepper, 1994).
Intellectual stimulation is defined as the degree to which the leader articulates new ideas
that motivate subordinates to reconsider conventional practice and thinking (Tepper,
1994). Individualised consideration refers to the extent to which the leader
communicates individually to followers by providing them with specialised recognition
and by identifying each one’s unique requirements (Tepper, 1994). This study focused
on these three dimensions to account for TL as a moderator of the relationships between

environmental-personal factors and KSB.

Based on TL, many modern organisations have taken an active interest in KM to
increase creativity and innovation through more effective KS among employees which
has been considered as one of the vital “success factors” in KM (Han et al., 2016). As
discussed in Section 2.5 (Chapter 2), several studies have been conducted to examine
the influence of TL on KSB. The results have revealed that transformational leader
behaviours can significantly influence followers’ attitude, norms, trust, motivation and
KS behaviours (Podsakoff et al., 1990; Shih et al., 2012; Mittal and Dhar, 2015;
Husseini and Elbeltagi, 2016; Han et al., 2016). Thus, this study rationally believed that
TL would have moderating impacts on individual KSB. This is because TL was
considered as an enabler for KS activities in the previous empirical studies (e.g.
Srivastava et al., 2006; Lee et al., 2010; Shih et al., 2012; Husseini and Elbeltagi; 2016).
This study expected that academics who had perceptions and motivations to share their
knowledge in a social environment and were strongly supported by transformational
leaders, would be more willing to share their knowledge with their colleagues.
Specifically, this study proposed that TL positively moderated the relationships of two

environmental factors (subjective norms, trust), and five personal factors (knowledge
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self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping others, expected rewards, reciprocity, and

psychological ownership of knowledge) and KSB.
Transformational leadership, subjective norms and KSB

Through charismatic role modelling, transformational leaders stimulate followers and
appeal to them by articulating compelling visions and providing an appropriate model
(Podsakoff et al., 1990; Bass, 1985; Jung et al., 2008). As a role model, the leader
persuades his or her employees that they are capable, and empowers them to contribute
to the organisation’s vision through KS (Zhang et al., 2017). Transformational leaders
may create positive subjective norms by empowering members that indirectly
pressurises them to be more willing to participate in KS activities to meet the leaders’
expectations. Therefore, this study could assume that a team with a high level of TL
might be more willing to respond to subjective norms with KSB. Thus, it can be

hypothesised that:

Hip: TL positively moderates the relationship between subjective norms and KSB. In
teams with high TL, subjective norms will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than

in teams with low TL.
Transformational leadership, trust and KSB

Through charisma or idealised influence, transformational leaders also instil pride and
faith in followers so that “followers feel trust and respect toward the leader and they are
motivated to do more than they are expected to do” (Yukl, 1989, p. 272 as cited in
Zhang et al., 2017). In turn, members are encouraged to contribute more to the group or
organisation - i.e. sharing their knowledge (Zhang et al., 2017). Moreover,
transformational leaders stimulate followers’ willingness relying on mutual trust, which
in turn improves KS among members (Lee et al., 2010). Bradshaw et al. (2015) revealed
that leaders’ charismatic behaviour also facilitates KS (donating and collecting
knowledge) among followers through inspiration, energising and a clear sense of goals.
In addition, the charisma dimension of TL helps employees to be more willing to
collaborate with their colleagues with the belief that their benefits would not be misused
by others (Shih et al., 2012). Shih et al. (2012) suggested that TL might nurture a
trusting climate among members, thus, encouraging them to be more engaged in KS.

Therefore, it can be hypothesised that:

74



Hy,: TL positively moderates the relationship between trust and KSB. In teams with

high TL, trust will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in teams with low TL.
Transformational leadership, knowledge self-efficacy and KSB

As discussed for Hj, above, through charisma transformational leaders inspire
followers, and this underpins their willingness to improve individual sharing behaviour
(Zhang et al., 2017). Zhang et al. (2017) stated that motivation (i.e. high-performance
expectations) inspired by leaders could strengthen employees’ self-efficacy.
Transformational leaders can trigger their followers’ creative and independent thinking
skills by promoting their self-efficacy (Mittal and Dhar, 2015). Moreover, through
intellectual stimulation, the leader encourages followers to rethink problems in new and
innovative ways. He or she supports them to deal with issues on their own, motivates
employees’ efforts and self-confidence, which, in turn, engages them in KS activities
(Bass, 1985; Bradshaw et al., 2015). Thus, the current research believed that members
in a team with a high level of TL might be more willing to respond to knowledge self-

efficacy with KSB. That is to suppose that:

Hj,: TL positively moderates the relationship between knowledge self-efficacy and
KSB. In teams with high TL, knowledge self-efficacy will have a stronger positive

impact on KSB than in teams with low TL.
Transformational leadership, enjoyment in helping others and KSB

Through individualised consideration, the leader communicates individually to
followers by attending to their needs and listening to their concerns (Shih et al., 2012).
Blau (1964) stated that individuals tend to give back favours that they receive from
others. Thus, employees may have feelings of enjoyment in devoting more efforts in
participating in obtaining common goals (i.e. successful KS) that they received through
individual considerations from their leaders (Whitener et al. 1998). The individualised
consideration of transformational leadership also enhances the devotion that encourages
followers’ willingness to collaborate with their colleagues (Shih et al., 2012), which in
turn, can make them enjoy sharing knowledge with others. Thus, this study supposes

that:

Hap: TL positively moderates the relationship between enjoyment in helping others and
KSB. In teams with high TL, enjoyment in helping others will have a stronger positive

impact on KSB than in teams with low TL.
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Transformational leadership, expected organisational rewards and KSB

As discussed above, transformational leader behaviours can influence followers’
attitude. From the Social Exchange Theory perspective, rewards are defined as extrinsic
motivation that can influence KS. Consequently, studies in the literature have indicated
that the more rewards employees expect to receive from their KS activities, the more
they tend to think it is vital to share their knowledge with each other (Zhang et al.,
2017). As a result, transformational leaders are believed to significantly affect this kind
of attitude because they can develop and highlight common goals of attaining
organisational rewards by fostering the acceptance of these goals (Zhang et al., 2017).
Thus, this study supposed that in a high level of TL, the more rewards offered to
employees, the more KSB could take place. It can be hypothesised that:

Hs,: TL positively moderates the relationship between expected organisational rewards
and KSB. In teams with high TL, expected organisational rewards will have a stronger

positive impact on KSB than in teams with low TL
Transformational leadership, expected reciprocal benefits and KSB

From the perspective of Social Exchange Theory, reciprocal benefits can be accounted
as intrinsic rewards (Blau, 1967; Bock and Kim, 2002). Social exchange yields the
feeling of individual gratitude. If new members feel that they will receive reciprocity,
they will show their trustworthiness, and exchange relationships will be initiated (Blau,
1967; Bock and Kim, 2002). Thus, based on the argument for the effect of TL on the
relationship between expected organisational rewards and KSB discussed for Hsy, this
research could rationally suppose that there is a positive impact of TL on the

relationship between reciprocal benefits and KSB. It can be hypothesised that:

Hen: TL positively moderates the relationship between reciprocal benefits and KSB. In
teams with high TL, reciprocal benefits will have a stronger positive impact on KSB

than in teams with low TL.
Transformational leadership, psychological ownership of knowledge and KSB

According to Park et al. (2013), TL is considered as a process that acts to transform
followers emotionally and psychologically. Consequently, the psychological and
emotional influence of TL might increase followers’ feelings of possessions in their
organisation. Indeed, Avey et al. (2009) examined the relationship between TL and

psychological ownership and found that a positive relationship existed between them,
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which implied that transformational leaders would be able to stimulate conditions to
enhance their employees’ psychological ownership. These authors suggested that TL
would be a critical factor that contributes to followers’ psychological ownership.
Moreover, as in the above discussion regarding the relationship between psychological
ownership of knowledge and KSB, Van Dyne and Pierce (2004), found that
psychological ownership of knowledge could stimulate an altruistic spirit, supporting
extra-role behaviour such as KSB. Individuals who have a sense of psychological
ownership of knowledge may display a sense of belonging which impacts an altruistic

spirit and which influences KSB. Thus, this study supposes that:

H7,: TL positively moderates the relationship between psychological ownership of
knowledge and KSB. In teams with high TL, psychological ownership of knowledge

will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in teams with low TL.
3.3.2.2The quality of transactive memory system

The definition of transactive memory system (TMS) is that it is a team’s shared
understanding of “who does what” (Ariff et al., 2011; Brandon and Hollingshead, 2004)
and “who knows what” (Wegner and Raymond, 1991; Ariff et al., 2011) in the team.
Prior studies have provided support for the claim that TMS has a positive impact on
KSB and thus, its impact on innovative behaviour. Chen et al. (2013) proposed a model
to explore the relationships among TMS, KS and technical achievement of open source
software teams. Their study found that the effects of the TMS dimensions on KSB in
teams were “heterogeneous”. Accordingly, these authors recommended that research on
the TMS dimensions should be further studied. However, Simeonova (2014)
investigated the research to explore how individuals interact and share knowledge in
Bulgarian organisations to encourage them to be more individual innovatively. The
author indicated that TMS was critical driver for KS, which, in turn helps individuals be
more innovative. Recently, Tsai et al. (2016) conducted a study that advanced a model
based on TMS to examine team performance, using team personnel in banking,
insurance, and financing firms. The results from their research indicated that TMS and

KS indirectly and directly impact on team performance.

In this study, TMS quality refers to the extent to which a member is able to identify and
employ the expertise and knowledge of other members in a group in the university
(Brandon and Hollingshead, 2004). In teams with high TMS quality, members actively

share and acquire their knowledge, information and resources from others (Ariff, 2013).
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However, in teams where TMS quality is low, tasks can be easily divided, and members
can complete their duties independently, which impedes individuals sharing their

knowledge with each other. Therefore, it can be hypothesised that:

Ho: TMS quality positively moderates the relationship between KSB and innovative
work behaviour. In teams with high TMS quality, KSB will have a stronger positive

impact on innovative work behaviour than in teams with low TL.

3.4 Summary of hypotheses
Table 3.1 summarises the alignment among research questions, relationships and

hypotheses. The results of testing these hypotheses are presented in Chapter 5.

Table 3.1. The alignment among research questions, relationships and hypotheses.

Relationships Hypotheses

RQ1: What are the critical factors that influence KSB in Vietnamese university settings?

SN - KSB Hj,: Subjective norms (SN) have a positive effect on KSB.

TRU - KSB Hj,: Trust has a positive effect on KSB.

KSE > KSB H;,: Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE) has a positive effect on KSB.

EHO - KSB H,,: Enjoyment in helping others (EHO) has a positive effect on KSB.

REW - KSB Hs,: Expected organisational rewards (REW) have a positive effect on KSB.

RB - KSB Hg.: Reciprocal benefits (RB) have a positive effect on KSB.

POK - KSB H>,: Psychological ownership of knowledge (POK) has a positive effect on
KSB

RQ2: How does KSB influence innovative work behaviour (IWB) in Vietnamese university settings?

KSB = IWB Hjs: Knowledge-sharing behaviour positively impacts IWB

RQ3: What are the joint effects of transformational leadership (TL) and the critical factors on KSB
in Vietnamese university settings?

TL > (SN-> KSB) Hyp: TL positively moderates the relationship between SN and KSB. In teams
with high TL, SN will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in teams
with low TL.

TL >(TRU- KSB) H,,: TL _posi‘Fively moderate; the relationship betw;@ t?ust and KSB. In .
teams with high TL, Trust will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in
teams with low TL.

TL >(KSE > KSB) | Hap: TL _posiFively moderatgs the relationship bet\ye?en KSE and KSB. In ‘
teams with high TL, KSE will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in
teams with low TL.

TL (EHO - KSB) | Ha: TL .posiFively moderate§ the relationship betw.e.en EHO and KSB. In .
teams with high TL, EHO will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in
teams with low TL.

TL >(REW - KSB) Hs,: TL .posiFively moderates. the relationship betw§<?n REW and KSB. In
teams with high TL, REW will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than
in teams with low TL.
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TL >(RB > KSB) H§b: TL positively moderates the relationshilp bg:tween RB and KSB.. In teams
with high TL, RB will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in teams
with low TL.

TL >(POK > KSB) Hy,: TL 'posiFively moderateg the relationship betv&{e'en I?OK and KSB. In '
teams with high TL, POK will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in
teams with low TL.

RQ4: What is the joint effect of TMS quality and KSB on IWB in Vietnamese university settings?

TMS 2>(KSB>IWB) | Hy: TMS quality positively moderates the relationship between KSB and
IWB. In teams with high TMS quality, KSB will have a stronger positive
impact on IWB than in teams with low TL.

3.5 Summary of Chapter 3

This chapter presented the development of the research model and hypotheses based on
the theoretical foundations derived from literature related to this research. The chapter
first reviewed the theoretical foundations for developing the conceptual research model.
This was followed by an explanation of the relationships between the constructs used in
the model, using prior research in the literature. The hypotheses, then, have been
proposed to reflect the causal relationships between the constructs that helped to seek
the answers for the research questions. The next chapter will discuss the research

methodology used to carry out the empirical test of this study.
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CHAPTER 4 : RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

4.1 Introduction

This chapter, as the prerequisite for Chapter 5, presents and justifies the research
methodology used in this study. The chapter begins with the explanation and
justification of the selection of the research design and methods for this study (Section
4.2 and 4.3). Then, the quantitative method is presented with regards to the development
of the survey instrument, data collection, and data analysis techniques (Section 4.4).
This is followed by the presentation of qualitative method including data collection
method and analysis strategy (Section 4.5). Next, this chapter discusses the ethical
considerations (Section 4.6). Finally, this chapter concludes with an overview of the
central points of the methodological considerations for the current study. The chapter’s

outline is displayed in Figure 4.1.

[ 4.1. Introduction ]

A\ 4

[ 4.2. The selection of a research design J

\ 4
[ 4.3. The research design for this study }

v
[ 4.4. Phase I - The quantitative method J

A 4
[ 4.5. Phase II - The qualitative method }

v
[ 4.6. Ethics considerations J

v
[ 4.7. Summary of Chapter 4 ]

Figure 4.1. Chapter outline

4.2 The selection of a research design

A research design provides a plan and procedures to conduct research (Creswell, 2009).
The plan helps researchers (i) to decide which paradigm (worldview) should be used to
bring to the research (ii) to select the procedures of inquiry (research methodologies or

strategies); and (iii) to adopt specific methods or procedures of data collection and
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analysis. The following sections will help explain the decisions of research paradigm,

methodology and methods for this study.

Research paradigms are frameworks or a basic set of beliefs that guide the action that
researchers need to identify the relationships between variables and to specify
appropriate methods for conducting particular research (Guba and Lincoln, 1994;
Creswell, 2009; Nguyen, 2010). The qualitative (constructivist/interpretive) and
quantitative (positivist/post-positivist) research are commonly used research paradigms
in science research (Easterby-Smith et al. 2002; Collis and Hussey, 2003; Creswell,
2009; Nguyen, 2010; Alharbi, 2016). Creswell (2009) explained the qualitative
(constructivist) approach is the determination of how individuals attempt to find
understanding of the world where they live and work. A quantitative (post-positivist)
approach can be defined as using available theoretical explanations to establish
hypotheses, then assessing them via empirical observation of the conduct of people

(Neuman, 2005; Alharbi, 2016).

Research methodology (also known as strategies of inquiry) refers to the overarching
approach to research with a close connection to the selected paradigm that yields
specific direction for procedures in a research design (Mackenzie and Knipe, 2006;
Creswell, 2009; Dang, 2013). In contrast, research methods are specific procedures or
forms of data collection and analysis which inquirers advocate for their research

(Creswell, 2009; Mackenzie and Knipe 2006; Dang, 2013).

After consideration of the research problem and questions (with regards to factors
influencing KSBs at university settings in Vietnam), both post-positivist (quantitative)
and constructivist (qualitative) approaches have been chosen and used as a sequential
mix-method approach for this research. This combination was used in a complementary
manner (Neuman, 2006; Alharbi, 2016) which applied the quantitative (post-positivist)
approach as the main approach, followed by qualitative (constructivist) approach as a
complementary need. It is able to help researchers gain the highest level of
understanding and investigating the research problem (Neuman, 2005). Figure 4.2
portrays the sequential explanatory mixed methods design suggested by Creswell
(2009). This approach has been widely used for mixed methods design, in which

researchers often strongly focus on quantitative phase.
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Figure 4.2. The sequential explanatory mixed methods design (Creswell, 2009)

Following this approach, this study collected and analysed the quantitative data at first,
and then collected and analysed the qualitative data in the second phase based on the
findings from the initial quantitative results. In most cases, the weight is set to the
quantitative data, and then the mixing of the data happen when the initial quantitative
finding is given to the second qualitative phase (Creswell, 2009). Accordingly, the two
phases of data collection and analysis are separate but connected. The advantage of this
strategy is that it helps researchers easily describe and report the process of data
collection and results. However, this approach also has a disadvantage when the two

forms of data are given equal priority (Creswell, 2009).

The selection was made because of the three main reasons. The first important reason
was due to the nature the research problem, which has called for exploring factors
influence KSBs and understanding the best predictors of outcomes as innovative work
behaviours. It can be done by either quantitative or qualitative approach. However, as
Creswell (2009) suggested, the quantitative approach is the best choice for this study.
Moreover, this approach is also the best one used to test a theory and explanation by
developing a conceptual model and hypotheses, and measuring the model’s construct
via the survey method. Another important reason was that the current research topic has
been novel and little done on it with a sample of academic staff in higher education
instructions in an Asia developing country (Shanker et al., 2017). Accordingly, then, it
required a qualitative approach to perform semi-structured expert interviews as a
complementary need to better understand the factors affecting KSB from experts’
perspective in Vietnam (Creswell, 2009). Furthermore, this approach was obtain
statistical results from quantitative data analysis and then followed up with a few
participants to help the study to explain those findings in more depth (Creswell, 2009).
The third reason was that this study wished to make sure the reliability and validity that

is necessary for any research project (Thanasegaran, 2009).
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In summary, a sequential explanatory mix-method approach has been selected for this
study, which first conducted a survey in a large number of participants, followed by
semi-structured interviews with a few experts to achieve their specific justification and
suggestions about the research. In these cases, gathering both closed-ended quantitative

data and open-ended qualitative data demonstrated advantageous (Creswell, 2009).

4.3 The research design for this study

The research design for this study is described in Figure 4.3, which mainly involved
three stages. First, an intensive and extensive literature review was conducted to identify
the knowledge gaps and research questions. To fill the knowledge gaps and find the
answers to research questions, this study developed a research model, hypotheses and
the research instrument relied on the existing theories and the literature review. Second,
the quantitative method (Phase I), then, was implemented. A pilot study was conducted
to validate the survey questionnaire, followed by the main quantitative data collection.
The main purpose of this stage was finally conducted to validate measurement scales,
access the model validity and reliability, and test hypotheses. Finally, this study
conducted the qualitative data collection and analysis (Phase II) to validate the
quantitative findings through the semi-structured interviews. This stage also helped the
researcher acquire experts’ suggestions to refine the model and propose the future

works.
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Figure 4.3. Research design process
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4.4 Phase I - The quantitative method

This section presents the quantitative data collection and analysis used for this study.
The section starts with the development of the survey instrument. It provides the details
of how to operationalise the measures, translate the instrument, and pilot the
questionnaire. This is followed by the data collection which reports the development of
sampling frame and the data collection administration and discusses the techniques for

data analysis that is the prerequisite for Chapter 5.
4.4.1 The development of the research instrument

The final questionnaire was developed in order to measure the constructs in the
proposed conceptual model in Chapter 3. The survey questionnaire, with a total of sixty-
six items, was divided into two main parts (see Appendix 2). The first part had sixty-
two items which aimed to identify the relationships between constructs by asking
participants to rate the statements (questions) using a five-point Likert-like scale. Each
of the questions was designed to represent an indicator or observed variable to measure
the corresponding conceptual constructs. The second part, with four questions, sought
the demographic information of the survey sample: gender, age, qualification, and
working experience. To help the respondents express their opinions openly, the
researcher intentionally placed this part at the end of the questionnaire and excluded the
sensitive questions. The following sections provide the process to generate and

operationalise measurement items according to the reviewed literature.
4.4.1.1 Survey design workshop series for this study

Once the initial questionnaire has been prepared by the researcher with support from the
supervisors, the research held the 5-week workshop series to strengthen the content and
face validity of the instruments for this study. The workshop series took place in the
School of Systems, Management and Leadership (SML) at the University of
Technology Sydney (UTS) during a consecutive 5-week period. The workshop series
was held once per week. The profiles of nine experts participated in these workshops
presented in Table 4.1. In the first workshop, the research presented the research
questions, research model, initial questionnaire version and data analysis techniques.
These relevant documents were sent to all participants before each of all workshops.
The experts discussed and gave their comments on each part of the questionnaire. The
expert 6, expert 7, and expert 8 were participated online because of time and distance

limit. Based on that, the questionnaire was weekly improved. After the fifth week of the

85



workshop series, the questionnaire was finalised from all aspects of content and format,

and ready for the pilot study.

Table 4.1: The profiles of the experts at the survey design workshop series

No. Expertise Location Experience and strength

1 Professor SML, UTS Qualitative method in information systems and
knowledge management

2 PhD - Senior SML, UTS Quantitative method in information systems and
lecturer knowledge management
3 Professor SML, UTS Qualitative methods in information systems;

Statistical expert

4 PhD-Senior ~ SML, UTS Quantitative method in information systems and
lecturer knowledge management
5 PhD SML, UTS Quantitative method in information systems
6 PhD University of New  Qualitative and quantitative method in
South Wales education; higher education expert; Vietnamese

and English language expert

7 PhD Deakin University ~ Qualitative and quantitative method in
education; higher education expert; Vietnamese
and English language expert

8 PhD School of Qualitative and quantitative method in
Education, UTS education; Vietnamese and English language
expert
9 PhD University of Qualitative method in information systems;
Vienna Expert in developing research models

4.4.1.2 Operationalisation of constructs

All constructs of the conceptual model are the latent constructs, including Subjective
norm (SN), Trust (TRU), Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE), Enjoyment in helping others
(EHO), Expected organisational rewards (REW), Reciprocal benefits (RB),
Psychological ownership of knowledge (POK), Transformational leadership (TL),
Knowledge sharing behaviour (KSB), the quality of transactive memory systems (TMS)
and Innovative work behaviour (IWB). Two of these constructs, TMS and IWB were
considered to be second-order constructs, extracted from two sub-dimensions (who
knows what, who does what) and three sub-dimensions (idea generation, idea promotion
and idea implementation) respectively. As Hair et al. (2010) suggested, each of these

construct should be measured by at least three items (indicators/observed variables).
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With this rule of thumb, all eleven constructs were measured by multi-items to better

the validity and reliability of the measurement scales.
4.4.1.3 Scaling and measurement

In this study, the existing measures from prior studies were used for the questionnaire.
All items were adapted for use in the KS context in university settings in Vietnam. All
indicator variables were measured using a five-point Likert-type scale with two types of
anchors, behaviourally and perceptually anchors. Behavioural anchors were ranging
from 1=Never to 5=Always, while perceptual anchors ranged from 1=Strongly Disagree
(SD) to 5=Strongly Agree (SA). The study employed the Likert-type scales as the
recommendation for research involving behavioural and perceptional measurement
(Sharma et al., 2009). Another reason is the implementation of Structural Equation
Modelling (SEM) as a data-calculated method (Hair et al., 2010; Tabachnick and Fidell,
2007). The rationale that the researcher used these types of anchors for the measurement
scale was based on the suggestions of Sharma et al. (2009). He recommended that
researchers utilise the behavioural anchors when items refer to specific actions that
individuals have taken, such as “Never—Always”. Moreover, his research also revealed
that perceptual anchors are employed when items that capture responses generally on
“Agree—Disagree” Likert scales or on semantic differential scales. Therefore, scales and

anchors were used provide advantage of standardising and quantifying relative effects.
4.4.1.4 Item development
Tables 4.2 to 4.12 present the item measures for each construct of interest.

Subjective norms (SN) refer to the extent to which a person perceives whether social
pressures will influence the performance of KSB (Ajzen, 1991). Subjective norms were

measured through three items adapted from Bock et al. (2005) and Ajzen (1991).

Table 4.2: Item measures of subjective norms

Item code ‘ Description

SN1 My president thinks that I should share my knowledge with other members in
the university.

SN2 My department’s leader thinks that I should share my knowledge with other
members in the university.

SN3 My colleagues think that I should share my knowledge with other members in
the university.

Type of anchor: 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree
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Trust (TRU) refers to the degree to which a member has a mutual faith in their
colleagues’ intentions, behaviours, and skills towards organisational goals (Lee and
Choi, 2003). A six-item scale adapted from Lee and Choi (2003) were used to measure

trust.

Table 4.3: Item measures of trust

Item code ‘ Description

Our university members ...

TRU1 are generally trustworthy.

TRU2 have reciprocal faith in other members’ behaviours.

TRU3 have reciprocal faith in others’ ability.

TRU4 have reciprocal faith in others’ behaviours to work toward organisational goals.

TRUS have reciprocal faith in others’ decision toward organisational interests than
individual interests.

TRU6 have relationships based on reciprocal faith.

Type of anchor: 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree

Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE) refers to the extent of confidence in an employee’s
ability to KS (Lin et al., 2009). A four-item scale was adapted to measure knowledge
self-efficacy based on Lin (2007b).

Table 4.4: Item measures of knowledge self-efficacy

Item code ‘ Description

KSE1 I am confident that I possess knowledge that others in my university would
consider valuable.

KSE2 I have the expertise required to provide valuable knowledge for my university.

KSE3 Most other employees can provide more valuable knowledge than I can.

KSE4 It does not really make any difference whether I share my knowledge with
colleagues.

Type of anchor: 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree

Enjoyment in helping others (EHO) refers to the extent to which a person believes
psychological benefits prior to being engaged in KS activities (Lin, 2007b). A four-item

scale adapted from Lin (2007b) was used to measure enjoyment in helping others.
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Table 4.5: Item measures of enjoyment in helping others

Item code ‘ Description

EHO1 I enjoy sharing my knowledge with colleagues.

EHO2 I enjoy helping colleagues by sharing my knowledge.

EHO3 It makes me feel good by helping someone by sharing my knowledge.

EHO4 Sharing my knowledge with colleagues is pleasurable.

Type of anchor: 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree

Expected organisational rewards (REW) refers to the extent to which a member
believes they can receive organisational rewards by offering his or her knowledge in the

organisation (Lin, 2007b). REW was measured by four items adapted from Lin (2007b).

Table 4.6: Item measures of organisational rewards

Item code ‘ Description

REWI1 I will receive a higher salary in return for my KS.

REW2 I will receive a higher bonus in return for my KS.

REW3 1 will receive increased promotion opportunities in return for my KS.

REW4 1 will receive increased job security in return for my KS.

Type of anchor: 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree

Reciprocal benefits (RB) refers to the extent to which a person expects future benefits
from their present KS with others (Hung et al., 2011). Reciprocal benefits were

measured using three items adapted from Lin (2007b).

Table 4.7: Item measures of reciprocal benefits

Item code ‘ Description

RB1 I strengthen ties between existing members of the university and myself.
RB2 I expand the scope of my association with other university members.
RB3 I expect to receive knowledge in return when necessary.

Type of anchor: 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree

Psychological ownership of knowledge (POK) refers to the extent to which an
employee performs KS activities in the organisation (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Lin
et al., 2009). A five-item scale measuring psychological ownership of knowledge was

adapted from Dyne and Pierce (2004) and Han et al. (2010).



Table 4.8: Item measures of psychological ownership of knowledge

Item code ‘ Description

POK1 I feel that the knowledge I have is mine.

POK2 I am willing to treat my own knowledge as if it belongs to every member in the
university.

POK3 I feel a very high degree of personal ownership for the knowledge that I
possess.

POK4 I believe that the knowledge I have acquired during the course of my job is my
personal intellectual property.

POKS Most of the people that work for this organisation feel as though they own the

university.

Type of anchor: 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree

Transformational leadership (TL) refers to “The transformational leader motivates

followers to work for transcendental goals and for higher level self-actualising needs

instead of immediate self-interests” (Bass, 1996, p.740 as cited in Rezvani et al., 2017).

TL was measured using 13 items adapted from the Multifactor Leadership

Questionnaire (Bass and Avolio, 1997). The scale included seven items for charisma,

three items for intellectual stimulation, and three items for individualised consideration.

Table 4.9: Item measures of transformational leadership

Item code ‘ Description

TL1 My supervisor instils pride in me for being associated with him/her.

TL2 My supervisor acts in ways that build other’s respect for him/her.

TL3 My supervisor talks about his/her most important values and beliefs.

TL4 My supervisor considers the moral and ethical consequences of decisions.

TL5 My §upervisor emphasises the importance of having a collective sense of

mission.

TL6 My supervisor talks optimistically about the future.

TL7 My supervisor expresses confidence that goals will be achieved.

TLS8 My supervisor seeks differing perspectives when solving problems.

TL9 My supervisor suggests new ways of looking at how to complete assignments.
TL10 My supervisor gets me to look at problems from many different angles.
TL11 My supervisor considers me as having different needs from others.

TL12 My supervisor helps me to develop my strengths.
TL13 My supervisor spends time coaching me.

Type of anchor: 1= Never to 5= Always
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Knowledge sharing behaviour (KSB) refers to the extent to which an employee
performs KS activities in the organisation (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Lin et al.,
2009). KSB was measured by five items adapted from examinations of Davenport and

Prusak (1998) and Hsu et al. (2007).

Table 4.10: Item measures of knowledge sharing behaviour

Item code ‘ Description

KSB1 I frequently participate in KS activities in my department or/and the university.

KSB2 I usually spend a lot of time conducting KS activities in my department or/and
the university.

KSB3 When participating in my department or/and the university, I usually actively
share my knowledge with others.

KSB4 When discussing a complicated issue, I am usually involved in the subsequent
interactions.

KSB5 I usually involve myself in discussions of various topics rather than specific
topics.

Type of anchor: 1= Never to 5= Always

The quality of transactive memory systems (TMS) refers to the extent to which team
members are able to recognise and utilise the knowledge and expertise of other team
members in a group in the organisation (Ariff, 2013; Brandon and Hollingshead, 2004).
The quality of TMS was measured using six items taken from Ariff’s research (2013).

Table 4.11: Item measures of transactive memory systems quality

Item code ‘ Description

Who knows what (WKW)

WKW1 I have a good understanding of the skills that my colleagues possess.

WKW2 1 know the specific expertise that my colleagues possess.

WKW3 I have a good understanding of the knowledge that my colleagues possess.
Who does what (WDK)

WDW1 I know the task responsibilities of my colleagues.

WDW2 [ know my task responsibilities.

WDW3  When I need some tasks to be performed, I know which colleague to ask for
help/guidance.

Type of anchor: 1= Never to 5= Always
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Innovative work behaviour (IWB) refers to the degree to which a member behaves to
create, promote, and implement new ideas in a group or organisation (Janssen, 2000).

Finally, nine items adapted from Janssen (2000) were used to measure IWB.

Table 4.12: Item measures of innovative work behaviour

Item code ‘ Description

Idea generation (IGE)

IGE1 I create new ideas for difficult issues.
IGE2 I search out new working methods.
IGE3 I generate original solutions for problems.

Idea promotion (IPR)

IPR1 I mobilise support for my new ideas.

IPR2 I make important organisational members enthusiastic for my new ideas.

IPR3 I acquire approval for my new ideas.

Idea implementation (I1IM)

1M1 I transform my new ideas into useful applications.

11M2 I introduce my new ideas into the work environment in a systematic way.

1IM3 I evaluate the utility of my new ideas.

Type of anchor: 1= Never to 5= Always

The summarisation of the operationalisation of constructs and their items is presented

Tables 4.13.

Table 4.13: Codes and measurement scales of constructs and questionnaire items

Latent variable Item code No. Scale type
Subjective norm (SN) SN1, SN2, SN3 1-3 1.SD—>5.SA
Trust (TRU) TRUI to TRU6 49 1.SD->5.SA
Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE) KSEI to KSE4 10-13 1.SD > 5. SA
Enjoyment in helping others (EHO) EHOI to EHO4 14-17 1.SD > 5.SA
Expected organisational rewards REWI1 to REW4 18-21 1.SD > 5.SA
(REW)
Reciprocal benefits (RB) RBI1, RB2, RB3 22-24 1.SD > 5.SA
Psychological ownership of knowledge = POKI to POKS5 25-29 1.SD > 5.SA
(POK)
Transformational leadership (TL) TL1 to TL13 30-42 1. Never

- 5.Always
Knowledge sharing behaviour (KSB) KSBI to KSB5 43-47 1. Never
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Latent variable Item code No. Scale type

- 5.Always
Quality of transactive memory systems 48-53 1. Never
e Who knows what (WKW) WKWI1, WKW2, WKW3 = 5.Always
o  Who does what (WDK) WDKI1, WDK2, WDK3
Innovative work behaviour 54-62 1. Never
e Idea generation (IGE) IGE1, IGE2, IGE3 = 5.Always
e Idea promotion (IPR) IPR1, IPR2, IPR3
o Idea implementation (I1IM) TIM1, TIM2, TIM3

Note: No. is the number of item in the questionnaire; Strongly Disagree (SD); Strongly Agree (SA)
4.4.1.5 Piloting the questionnaire

The aim of this step is to avoid potential biases and improve the accuracy and validity of
the data through two objectives. The first objective is to verify the questionnaire and
instructions whether they could be well understood (Bourque and Fielder, 2003).
Additionally, it is to ensure that the wording and content are free of problems which
may help the respondent completing the survey more easily (Bourque and Fielder,

2003).

With regards to the content and length of the survey questionnaire, except for the
questions used for measuring relevant constructs in the model, only four questions of
demographics section was included such as gender, age, qualification, and working
experience. Sensitive questions such as place of work, revenue, and name were avoided.
Furthermore, to help the respondents express their opinions openly, the researcher
intentionally placed this part at the end of the questionnaire. The information about
place of work (department/unit/university) of each participant was collected by the

administrative staff at each departments of within the selected university.

Regarding to the wording and language used, after being developed from the reviewed
literature and finalised from the workshop series, the questionnaires (both Vietnamese
and English versions) were piloted in two steps. Firstly, a draft questionnaire in English
was tested by professors and experts to verify that the wording and content are free of
problems. The comparability of the English and Vietnamese versions of the
questionnaire was double checked by two language experts (NAATI - the National
Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpreters), and revised where necessary
(Craig and Douglas, 2000). Secondly, a total of 25 teachers (volunteers) from four

public universities in Vietnam were given the questionnaires and asked to examine it for
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relevance, meaningfulness and clarity (Lin, 2007a). The participants examined the
revised questionnaires including both those from English speaking backgrounds and
non-English speaking backgrounds. The questionnaires were also structured as clear as

possible.
4.4.2 Data collection

This section presents the processes of data collection for Phase I - quantitative method.
As discussed earlier, this study applied the sequential mix-method approach, so that

quantitative and qualitative data collections were separated.
4.4.2.1 Research participant sampling

This research carried out an empirical investigation in the context of Vietnamese
universities in Vietnam to examine the relationships between factors influencing KSB
leads to innovative work behaviour. This study, therefore, limited the research
participants (survey population) to the pre-determined category, namely, academic staff
working in the respective public universities in Vietnam. The rationale of this selection
is uncomplicated and fairly simple. Adams (1993) recommended that the way to figure
out what is happening is asking those who are making it happen as well as those to
whom it is happening. As discussed earlier, the objectives of research have provided a
fascinating insight into what is happening at the individual levels (KSBs: responses or
actions) of the public university settings and how key factors of the research model are
perceived by academic staff. Thus, the research asked academic staff who are directly
involved in KS activities with their colleagues in the four public universities under
investigation. Additionally, Vietnamese academic staff often have a strong background,

years of experience in IT, and their daily work involved in KS activities.

Identifying the sampling strategies and the approaches are necessary that help the
research to establish validity of the data (Creswell, 2009). Random sampling is most
commonly used for quantitative data method. It helps each participant has an equal
probability of being selected, and the sample is enable to be generalised to the larger
population (Creswell, 2009). Consequently, a collection of sampling units chose for the
present research was identified from the Ministry of Education and Training (MOET),
Vietnam. Four public universities were randomly selected from the list of 37 public

universities in the North of Vietnam published by MOET, Vietnam.
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Regarding sample size, a sample size in the 200 or greater offered as a benchmark,
widely utilised by researchers in Structural Equation Modelling (SEM), was selected for
this study (Kline, 2005; Hair et al., 2010). This selection ensured the adequacy of
statistical analysis results. The rule of thumb suggested by researchers that sample size
is minimum 5:1 ratio of observations to variables (Hair et al., 2010; Schumacker and
Lomax, 2010). In this study, the selected sample size of 785 for 66 variables (questions)

of the questionnaire presents a sufficient basis for the intended data analysis techniques.
4.4.2.2Survey implementation procedure

The main data collection procedure is presented in Figure 4.4. The steps below discuss

each of the processes.

Step 1 (Approval letters): To gain access to the research sites, before the survey
implementation, four emails were written to the leaders of four selected universities.
These emails included the information sheet and questionnaires to provide an overview
of the research and to seek approval from the universities for the data collection at the
four selected universities. In response, the Presidents or Vice Presidents of these
universities granted permission in the letters expressing strong support and explicitly
calling on all their departments (faculties, centres) to participate in this research (see
Appendix 4). The approval letters were significant for the next stage of data collection.

These letters were then delivered to the heads of departments requesting their supports.

Step 2 (Determining potential participants): In order to get high response rate of the
survey, the researcher met all heads (vice dean/dean/director) of respective departments
at the selected universities to introduce the research (i.e. information sheet, consent
form and the questionnaire) and determine the possible number of participants of their

faculties.

Step 3 (Delivering questionnaires to coordinators): Previously, the researcher worked
as IT expert at the Ministry of Education and Training (MOET), and held a manager
position at a famous university in Vietnam. Therefore, to keep away from any possible
impact of prior administrative relationships between the respondents and the researcher,
the questionnaires with the cover letter were distributed to and gathered via the
administrative staff as the coordinators of the respective departments before being
returned in closed envelopes to ensure voluntary participation and the anonymity of the

respondents.
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Step 4 (Collecting data): In Vietnam, departments or faculties in the university often
held the research workshops, conferences, or year-end staff meetings from October to
December. To facilitate the highest response rate, the coordinators delivered the
questionnaires at those meetings with a large presence of staff. Respondents could either
complete and returned the questionnaire at the meeting or could complete it later within
the deadline in the questionnaire. In appreciation of respondents’ time and effort of
completing the survey, some Australian special cakes were served at the meetings.
Follow-up reminders were also made to ensure maximum response rates. The
coordinators categorised the returned questionnaires by place of work (department and

university).

Finally, at the end of December 2016, of the 785 questionnaires has been distributed,
588 questionnaires were returned, representing a high response rate of 74 per cent. The
response rate exceeded the required minimum sample size, allowing the conclusion of

the data collection.
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Figure 4.4. Main data collection process
4.4.3 Data analysis techniques

This study applied three sets of quantitative analysis. Firstly, descriptive statistics was
conducted to find out if the data was ready to continue to the multivariate data analyses
step (participants’ profiles and data preparation by missing value, studying normality,
means, standard deviations and standard error of the mean); measurement scale analysis
was used to capture the meaning of each model construct through an assessment of

reliability and validity (Cronbach’s alpha). In addition, item-total correlations were used
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to assess the extent to which a particular item belonged to its scale. Secondly, the
validity of the measurement using an Explanatory Factor Analysis (EFA) was applied to
uncover underlying factors of latent constructs as well as to eliminate items with a poor
contribution over associative factors. Finally, this study utilised a two-step approach of
Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) to confirm and validate the results of EFA
through Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and examine the causal relationships of
the model. The IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 22.0 and
Analysis of Moment Structure (AMOS) 22.0 were used to perform Cronbach’s alpha,
EFA, CFA and SEM in this study.

The following sections elaborate on steps towards conducting factor analysis and SEM.
4.4.3.1 Factor analysis

Factor analysis primarily aims to investigate relations between sets of observed and
latent variables. In using this technique to analyse data, the researcher ascertains which
sets of indicators share common variance—covariance characteristics that define
covariance characteristics that define underlying latent variables (i.e. factors)
(Schumacker and Lomax, 2010; Byrne, 2016). Factor analysis is still a common and
primary technique for many researchers to carry out measurements-related
investigations (Kline, 2015). There are two basic kinds of factor analyses: Explanatory
Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). EFA is used to
discover the underlying structure of a relatively large set of variables. On the other
hand, CFA confirms and validates the results of EFA (that structure). Consequently,
these factor analyses (EFA and CFA) to SEM, then, were thought of as a
complementary choice for this study. This combination of EFA and CFA is effective in

testing a better measurement scale (Gerbing and Anderson, 1988).

4.4.3.1.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
The researcher conducted an EFA prior to doing a SEM (including CFA) in this study

because of the following reasons:

e As discussed above, all items of the current research instrument were adapted
from prior studies and an extensive literature review into the knowledge-sharing
behaviour context in an Asia developing country. In this context of study, the
current sample substantially differs from that previous research as well as these

measured variables had not been operated extensively.
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e Although the proposed research model was developed based on previously
tested empirical research, it has not been tested (Bates et al., 2007).

e [t is essential to conduct an EFA so that the researcher can be assured that the
measures are valid and reliable prior to doing an SEM. Otherwise the researcher
will not know if it can be relied on the findings from SEM. In general, an EFA
prepares the data set to be used for cleaner SEM.

e EFA is widely utilised in empirical IS research to detect multivariate data

structures (Treiblmaier and Filzmoser, 2010).
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) procedure

This study has applied the 3-step approach in carrying out factor analysis (Pallant 2010).
The first step is to assess the suitability of the data for factor analysis. The second step
concerns the factor extraction. The third is to rotate and interpret the factors formed in

the second step (Hair et al. 2010). Details of each step are discussed below:
Step 1: Assessing the suitability of the data for factor analysis

This step involves two main issues to examine whether a specific dataset is appropriate
for factor analysis: sample size and the strength of the relationship among the variables
(or items) (Pallant, 2010). The factor analysis assumes that at least some correlations
exist among the variables which coherent factors are able to be identified. The
researcher must examine the factorability of the correlation matrix. There are three
criteria to test the data factorability. The first criterion is the values of the anti-image
correlation matrix recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). The next two criteria
are the most of common ways to examine the factorability of the correlation matrix:
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. KMO estimates sampling
adequacy for each variable while Bartlett’s test examines the overall significance of the
correlation matrix (Hair et al., 2010; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). The acceptable
threshold value of KMO is 0.5. Additionally, the statistical significant Bartlett’s test
(sig. < .05) shows that sufficient correlations exist among variables to proceed. The
sample size employed in the current study is the desired ratio of 5 observations per

variable, with the minimum of 100 observations.
Step 2: Selecting the factor extraction method

The purpose of factor extraction is to determine the smallest number of factors that are

able to be employed to best represent the interrelationships between the set of variables
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(Pallant, 2010). There are several approaches to executing factor extraction. According
to Hair et al. (2010), researchers can select the extraction method based on two criteria:
(1) the objective of the research and (2) the amount of prior knowledge about the
variances in the indicators. Component analysis (Principal Components Analysis -
PCA) is recommended to be utilised when the study aims to summarise most of the
original data (variance) in a minimum number of factors for prediction purposes. By
contrast, when the objective is primarily to identify underlying factors that reflect what
the variables share in common, the common factor analysis, also known as Principal
Axis Factoring (PAF) is recommended. Given the benefits of the PCA and the common
use of it in empirical IS studies, this study has utilised the PCA extraction method

(Treiblmaier and Filzmoser, 2010).
Determining the number of factors to be extracted

It is important to any researcher to decide how many factors should be retained after
extraction. Hair et al. (2010, 2013) recommended the following criteria for the number

of factors to be extracted.

e Latent root criterion (eigenvalues): It is the most widely used technique as it is
easy to utilise for both PCA and PCF. The rationale is that any single factor
should explain for the variance of at least a unique variable if it is to be kept for
interpretation. The factors with eigenvalues higher than 1.0 are considered
significant.

e A priori criterion: It is a simple, reasonable criterion that allows the investigator
to determine the number of factors to extract before performing the factor
analysis. If the desired amount of factors has been found, the investigator can
stop the analysis by the computer software. This method is helpful when testing
a theory or hypothesis regarding the number of factors to be extracted. It is also
useful in seeking for replication of previous research findings through extracting
the same number of constructs. Based on that, the researcher can decide the
appropriate number of factors.

e Percentage of variance criterion: The aim is to guarantee practical significance
for the extracted constructs by guaranteeing that they account for at least a
particular portion of variance. There are no absolute thresholds for all
applications. However, enough constructs to satisfy a specific percentage of

variance explained, must be usually 60% or higher.
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e Scree test criterion: It incorporates evaluating the graph of the eigenvalues and
scanning for the bend in the dataset where the curve flattens out. The amount of

data points above the “break” is commonly the number of constructs to keep.

This study adopted the latent root criterion (eigenvalues) and the percentage of variance

criterion because they are the most widely used technique in EFA.
Step 3: Factor rotation and interpretation

After all factors have been analysed, the investigator then focuses on interpreting the
factors. Interpreting the results of factor extraction addresses two issues: rotation of

factors and interpreting the factor matrix.

Factor rotation is the most important tool in interpreting factors (Hair et al., 2010). It
enables the researcher to interpret a factor structure and choose a final factor solution.
There are two primary techniques to rotation: either orthogonal (uncorrelated) or
oblique (correlated) factor solutions. Orthogonal techniques results in solutions that
easterly to interpret and report, however, realistically there are a small number of
constructs in the real world that are uncorrelated (Pallant, 2010). In contrast, oblique
rotations allow for the factors to be correlated, which often produces more accurate
results for research involving human behaviours (Williams et al., 2012). Thus, the
Promax rotation method (an oblique technique) was adopted as this research assumed
that the factors were correlated with each other, and Promax helps to examine the extent

of correlation between factors (Pallant, 2010).

The next task is interpreting the factor-loading matrix to identify the structure among
indicators which at first is immense. The researcher followed the 5-step procedure to
interpret the complex interrelationships represented in the factor matrix (Hair et al.,

2010):

1. Examine the factor matrix of loadings: Each indicator has a factor loading value
represent in a factor-loading matrix.

2. Identify the significant loadings for each variable: A decision must then be made
with regards to the factor loadings worth examination and attention. This
research set a threshold value of 0.50 or higher for practically significant.
Indicators that double-loaded (a cross-loading) or contributed less than 0.5 to the

factor were removed.
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3. Access the communalities of the items: Once the researcher has identified the
significant loadings of all variables based on the threshold, it is necessary to
evaluate all of them with communalities less than 0.5 that are not adequately
accounted for by the factor solution.

4. Re-specify the factor model if needed: After the above steps, research may face
some problems such as: (i) an item has no significant loadings; (ii) the
communality is deemed too low; or (iii) an indicator has a cross-loading. To deal
with these problems, the researcher can (a) ignore those problematic variables;
(b) delete them; (c) deploy an alternative rotation method; (d) decrease or
increase the number of factors retained; and (¢) modify the type of factor model
used (component versus common factoring).

5. Label the factors: Labelling factors is a subjective, theoretical, and inductive
process in which “the meaningfulness of latent factors is ultimately dependent
on researcher definition” (Henson and Roberts, 2006). An acceptable factor
solution had been derived in which all items had a significant loading value on
the number of factors. The researcher next named the factors that accurately

reflect the variables loading on those factors.

4.4.3.1.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Recalling the primary aim of using EFA is to determine the factors of the measurement
scales and their structure by which the model constructs are deemed to be measured.
Nevertheless, assessing constructs’ validity and unidimensionality is indispensable in
measurement theory and requires a more complicated technique than EFA (Hair et al.,
2010). The emergence of CFA through SEM has been commonly used by researchers
because it has the ability to examine the validity and unidimensionality of the constructs
(Byrne, 2001). In this study, CFA, used as the first step of the two-step SEM approach,
represents what has been termed a measurement model, will be discussed in the next

section.
4.4.3.2Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)

4.4.3.2.1 The selection of an SEM approach

In this study, SEM was used to test the proposed research model and hypotheses (Hair
et, al. 2010). SEM, as a second generation approach of regression analysis, is a family
of statistical models that attempt to account for the relationships among multi-variables.

In the regression approach, the researcher can only analyse the relationship of one or
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more independent constructs with one dependent construct. By contrast, SEM enables

researchers to simultaneously estimate the interrelation among multiple dependent and

independent constructs (Haenlein and Kaplan, 2004). SEM is known as a covariance

structure analysis or a covariance-based SEM as it uses a variance-covariance matrix

among observed variables to estimate latent variables (Gefen et al. 2000; Kline, 2005;

Schumacker and Lomax, 2010; Hair et al., 2010). This covariance-based technique

supports the estimation of multi-dependence factors and also formulates the

relationships among latent constructs and indicators through the measurement model

and structural model (Kline, 2015).

This study chose SEM because of its powerful advantages as follows:

1.

Its ability to estimates multiple and interrelated dependence relationships; and
the power to involve and represent unobserved constructs in these relationships
and ability to correct for measurement errors in the estimation process (Hair et
al., 2010).

Its ability to deal with multiple observed variables to better understand their field
of research enquiry which is impossible to tackle with the basic statistical
methods that only utilise a limited number of variables (Schumacker and Lomax,
2010).

Its ability to define a model to explain the entire set of relationships with an
increased capability to simultaneously estimate the interrelation between
multiple independent (exogenous) and dependent (endogenous) variables in one
operation (Hair et al., 2010; Schumacker and Lomax, 2010; Kline, 2015).

SEM performs multi-group analysis to compare the different models (Kline,
2015) from transformational leadership and the quality of transactive memory
systems levels of this study.

It provides a number of indices to evaluate the model fit (Kline, 2015;

Schumacker and, Lomax 2010).
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4.4.3.2.2 Basic concepts of SEM

Observed variables and latent variables

In SEM, there are two main types of variables: latent (construct) variables and observed
(indicator) variables (Schumacker and Lomax, 2010). The latent variables are also
known as unobserved variables, unmeasured variables or factors. Latent variables
cannot be observed or measured directly, and thus they can be inferred from a set of
observed variables that researchers choose to define those latent variables (Schumacker
and Lomax, 2010). For example, a latent variable in knowledge-sharing behaviour
research is expected organisational rewards which represent a motivation construct.
Expected organisational rewards cannot be directly observed. However, it can be
indirectly measured through observed variables or indicators, such as a monetary return.
Unlike latent variables, observed variables, also known as measured or manifest
variables, can be measured directly by using means such as items in a survey
questionnaire (Byrne, 2016). In the context of SEM, observed variables also serve as
indicators of the underlying construct that they are presumed to represent (Byrne, 2016).
For example, the items from 18-21 in the survey questionnaire of this study were used

to measure the expected organisational rewards construct (extrinsic motivation).
Exogenous versus endogenous latent variables

In using SEM models, it is the benefit of distinguishing between latent variables that are
exogenous and those that are endogenous (Byrne, 2016). Exogenous latent variables are
synonymous with independent variables. These variables “result in” fluctuations in the
values of other latent variables in the model (Byrne, 2016). The model does not account
for the changes in the values of exogenous variables; rather, they are said to be
predicted by other factors external to the model. Endogenous latent variables are
dependent variables and, thus, are predicted by the exogenous variables in the model,
either directly or indirectly (Byrne, 2016). Fluctuation in the values of endogenous

variables is considered to be accounted for by the model.
Measurement errors

Measurement error is the extent to which the variables researchers can measure do not
absolutely represent the latent construct(s) of interest (Hair et al., 2010). Measurement
error can be caused by simple data entry errors or definition of constructs that are not

completely defined by any set of observed variables. In practice, having no
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measurement errors is not real to all constructs, even they defined by the best indicators
(Hair et al., 2010). Thus, minimising the amount of measurement error is a major
objective of any researcher. SEM can take measurement error into account to yield more

exact estimations of the relationships between constructs.
Residual

Unlike measurement errors that represent errors related to unobserved variables,
residuals represent the differences between the observed and estimated covariance
matrices (Hair et al., 2010). In other words, residuals are the reference between

estimated and actual values for any relationship.
Symbol notation

There are four geometric symbols used to portray SEM models: a circle (or ellipse), a
square (or rectangle), a single-headed arrow, and a double-headed arrow. By
convention, unobserved latent factors are represented by circles (or ellipses), indicator
variables are depicted by squares (or rectangles), the influence of one variable on
another is represented by single-headed arrows, and double-headed arrows are used to
portray the covariance or correlation between two variables (Byrne, 2016). These
symbols are used to build a SEM model within the framework of four basic

configurations which are described in Table 4.14 (Byrne, 2016).

Table 4.14: The framework of basic configurations in SEM model

Configuration ‘ ‘ Description
Q_,:I Path coefficient for regression of an observed variable onto an

unobserved latent variable (or factor)
O—O Path coefficient for regression of one factor onto another factor
—>|:| Measurement error associated with an observed variable
\O Residual error in the prediction of an unobserved factor

The path diagram

According to Byrne (2016), the path diagram is used to visually depict the relations that
are assumed to be existed among the variables under study. Table 4.15 summarises the

general path notations.
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Table 4.15: Summary of path diagram notations

Configuration Description ‘
|:| Measured variable, observed variable, indicator
O Latent variable, construct, unobserved variable, factor
— Causal relationship

X Correlation, Covariance
|:|<— e  Residual to a variable

Measurement model

A measurement model is an SEM model that (a) specifies the observed variables for
each the latent variable and (b) provides an assessment of convergent and discriminant
validity (Hair et al., 2010). In other words, the specification of the measurement model
is to define the relationships between indicators and constructs (Schumacker and
Lomax, 2010). In SEM, the measurement model is a confirmatory factor model (CFA)
(see Figure 4.5.a). This is the first step of a two-step SEM approach in a complete

structural model analysis.
Structural model

If the constructs are measured well, the researcher then specifies the structural model to
point out how these constructs (independent and dependent latent variables) are related
(Schumacker and Lomax, 2010). The structural model (see Figure 4.5.b) involves a
number of one or more dependent relationships linking the hypothesised model’s
constructs together which benefits in depicting the inter-relationships of variables
between constructs in a theoretical model (Hair et al., 2010). The structural model

enables an assessment of nomological validity (Schumacker and Lomax, 2010).

(a) Measurement model

Covariance (Cov)

Cov A Cov

Cov X Cov
@ Construct B Construct C

Lxl x3 LX4 1 <5 x6 Lx7 1] 3
\ 4 A 4
X X X3 X4 X5—| X X, X X

X2

X}, X5,.. X5 Observed (indicator) variables; Construct A,.., Construct D (exogenous): Latent (construct) variables.
Ly, Ly, ...,L5: Relationships between the latent constructs and respective measured variables (Factor loadings)
Cov: The correlational between constructs
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(b) Structural model

Exogenous Variables Endogenous Variables

L, @ P E, E>
L,
COVeona.cons @ P @ Y5
P Ly, 2 Y3 Lve

P: Structural (Path coefficient)

E and e: Error terms for constructs and indicators respectively

Figure 4.5. Measurement model and structural model of structural equation models

Note: The error variance terms for the loadings are omitted from the diagram for simplicity. However, in

SEM path diagrams, each error term is included.

4.4.3.2.3 The selection of an SEM approach

This study used the two-step approach to SEM proposed by (Gerbing and Anderson,
1988) which combines the analysis of two conceptually distinct models: a measurement
model (CFA), followed by the structural model (regression model). This approach was
chose as it is simpler, and does not require four or more indicators per construct (Kline,
2015). Using this approach, the researcher first tested the fit and construct validity of the
initial measurement model (Stage 1 to 4 of six stages in SEM, see Figure 4.6). Once a
satisfactory measurement model is secured, then researchers test the structural theory
(Stage 5 and 6). Hence, both of measurement and structural model totally assess fit and
validity (Hair et al., 2010). The following sections discuss the assessments of
measurement and structural model that makeup SEM applied in this study. Figure 4.6
shows the two-step SEM approach (Gerbing and Anderson, 1988) based on six stages of
SEM (Hair et al., 2010) selected for this study.
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Figure 4.6. The two-step SEM approach based on six stages of SEM

4.4.3.2.4 The basics of Goodness-of-Fit

Once researchers have estimated the specified model, model fit, then, compares the
theory to reality by assessing the similarity of the estimated covariance matrix (theory)
to reality (Hair et al., 2010). In other words, the model fit examines the extent to which
the theoretical model fits the observed data. To do this, a mathematical comparison of
these two matrices is conducted. The closer values of any Goodness-of-Fit (GOF) result
from this comparison are to each other, the better a model is deemed to fit (Hair et al.,
2010). The criteria below are used to assess the fit for both the measurement model and

the structural model.
Types of Model-Fit Criteria

There are three commonly used types of model indices for assessing model fit: Absolute
fit indices, Incremental fit indices and Parsimony fit indices (Hair et al., 2010;

Schumacker and Lomax, 2010; Kline, 2015).

e Absolute fit indices: Absolute fit is a direct measure of how well an a priori

model explains the observed data (Kline, 2015; Hair et al., 2010). Given that,

107



absolute fit indices provide the most fundamental examination of how well a
researcher’s theory fits the sample data. Absolute fit commonly used is chi-
square (x%), the difference in the observed and estimated covariance matrices,
which is the primary value in assessing the model fit of any SEM model (Hair et
al., 2010). The chi-square is also known as the generalised likelihood ratio
statistic.

Three values related to assess the absolute fit of a model are: the value of y’.
degree of freedom (df), and p-value compared with the significance level. A
model is deemed to have a good fit if the value of % is non-significant (p >
0.05). By contrast, if the value of X2 is significant (p < 0.05) then the model does
not fit the sample data (Hair et al., 2010). There have been many alternative
measures of fit impacted by the y issues to correct for the bias against large
sample size and increased model complexity such as goodness-of-fit indices
(GFI), adjusted goodness-of-fit indices (AGFI), root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA), and the root mean square residual (RMR), and
normed chi-square (x*/df), (Hair et al., 2010; Gefen et al., 2000; Schumacker and
Lomax, 2010). The GFI and AGFI indices are used to compare the fit of two
different models with the same data or compare the fit of a single model using
different data. The possible ranges of GFI and AGFI values are between 0 and 1,
with the higher value indicating well-fitting models (Hooper et al., 2008; Hair et
al., 2010). RMSEA is the most commonly used to correct for the tendency of the
¥’ to reject models with a large sample or a large set of indicator variables (Hair
et al. 2010). The lower RMSEA values show the better fit. This study used the
cut-off value of 0.80 to assess RMSEA index (Hair et al., 2010; Byrne, 2001).
RMR is used to evaluate the degree of discrepancy between the hypothesised
model covariance matrix and the sample covariance matrix. RMR with a value
of 0.05 or less is indicative of a well-fitting model (Hair et al. 2010). Normed
chi-square (y2/df) in the order of 3:1 or less indicates the better-fitting models
(Hair et al., 2010).

Incremental (relative or comparative) fit indices: They assess how well the
researcher’s model fits relative to some alternative baseline models (known as
independence or null model). Three incremental indices have emerged as
variants for comparing alternative models: the Tucker—Lewis index (TLI) or

Bentler—Bonett nonnormed fit index (NNFI), the Bentler—Bonett normed fit
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index (NFI), and the comparative fit index (CFI) (Schumacker and Lomax,
2010). The TLI index is used in comparing alternative models or a proposed
model against a null model. It ranges from 0 to 1, and the model with good fit
has a value that approach 1, the higher value a model has, the better the fit
suggested. One of the original incremental fit indices is the NFI which is a
measure that rescales chi-square into a 0 (no fit) to 1.0 (perfect fit) range
(Schumacker and Lomax, 2010). A model with perfect fit would generate an
NFI of 1, and with a good-fit when NFI is greater than 0.90 (Byrne, 2001; Hair
et al., 2010). The CFI is an improved version of the NFI. The CFI is normed so
that values range from 0 to 1, with higher values showing better fit. The CFI
values of above 0.90 are commonly related to a model that fits well (Hair et al.,
2010).

e Parsimony fit indices: The purpose of parsimony fit indices is specifically to
provide information about which model among a set of competing models is
best, considering its fit relative to its complexity. This study used two parsimony
indices developed by Mulaik et al. (1989): Parsimony Goodness-of-Fit Index
(PGFI) and Parsimonious Normed Fit Index (PNFI). The PGFI is based on the
GFI through adjusting for the loss of degree of freedom, while the PNFTI is based
upon the NFI which also adjusts for degree of freedom (Hooper et al., 2008).
The values of PGFI and PNFI range from 0 to 1. It is acceptable to achieve the
parsimony fit indices with the cut-off value of 0.50 (Mulaik et al., 1989).

Table 4.16 summarises the model-fit criteria and acceptable thresholds of fit indices

applied in this study.

Table 4.16: Model-fit criteria and acceptable level

Measures of fit Acceptable value Reference
Chi-square (32) Non-significant ( y2) at least p-value
>0.05
Degrees of freedom (df) Mulaik et al. (1989),
Absolute Fit Measures Chau and Hu (2001),
GFI >0.90 Byrne (2001),
AGFI > 0.80 Ho.oper et al. (2008),
Hair et al. (2006,
RMSEA <0.80 2010, 2013)
RMR <0.05
y/df <3
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Measures of fit Acceptable value Reference

Incremental Fit Indices

NFI >0.90

TLI (NNFI) >0.90

CFI >0.90
Parsimony Fit Indices

PGFI >0.50

PNFI >0.50

4.4.3.2.5 The selection of the estimation method

In order to calculate estimates for parameters in the SEM models, researchers have to
select the estimation method to use. The choice of the estimation method for this study
is Maximum Likelihood (ML). ML, also known as the most widely used technique, has
been adopted to estimate regression parameters to generate rigorous results for the

model parameters and fit indices (Shah and Goldstein, 2006).

4.4.3.2.6 Assessment of Measurement Model

In the two-step SEM approach, the first step is to test the measurement model. Hair et
al. (2010) suggested that it is essential to test the measurement model separately via the
two-step SEM approach as structural theory tests cannot be carried out with bad
measures. This first step uses Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to validate the
hypothesised measurement models that define the relationships between the measured
variables and latent variables (constructs). By doing this, the researcher can empirically
examine the proposed theoretical model. In CFA, the researcher is required to specify
the number of factors that exist for a set of variables and which factor each variable will
load on before computing the results. In the next sections, the researcher focuses on four
stages covered in the CFA analysis from identifying model constructs to evaluating the

measurement model validity suggested by Hair et al. (2010).
Stage 1: Defining individual constructs

The first stage is to define the individual constructs. In this step, the researcher lists all

constructs that will constitute the measurement model.
Stage 2: Developing the overall measurement model

The second is to develop the overall measurement model. Following this step, it is
necessarily required to carefully assess how all of these listed constructs will come to

together to form an overall measurement model. In this model, each indicator will be
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allocated to each factor. According to Hair et al. (2010), in practice, each factor should

have at least three items (measured variables or indicators).
Stage 3: Designing a study to provide empirical results

Hair et al. (2010) recommended that the next step involves considering two issues
including sample size and model specification. In this study, the rule of thumb of a
sample size of 100-150 would be acceptable which will be presented further in Chapter
4. Finally, by using the graphical interface, the researcher uses software programs to

draw the model ready to run the assessment of validity.
Stage 4: Accessing measurement model validity

The fourth stage is to assess the measurement model validity. After specifying correctly
the measurement model, the researcher estimates an SEM model that allows examining
how well the pre-specified theory fits the reality as represented by the empirical data.

This estimation involves some key issues which are discussed below:
Assessing fit:

Assessing the model fit allows examining all aspects of construct validity throughout
the varied empirical measures (Hair et al., 2010). The researcher applied the guidelines

for model fit presented in the previous section.
Assessing construct validity:

Assessing construct validity means that the researcher examines the degree to which a
set of measured items reflects the theoretical latent constructs. It can be assessed

through convergent validity and discriminant validity.

e Convergent validity is the extent to which indicators of a specific construct
converge or share a high proportion of variance in common (Urbach and
Ahlemann, 2010). It can be estimated in three ways: factor loadings, average
variance extracted (AVE), and reliability. The rule of thumb is that the factor
loading values should be at least 0.50, and preferably 0.7 to be considered
significant. Moreover, AVE is a summary indicator of convergence which has
the value of 50 per cent or higher will be recommended as adequate
convergence. The cut-off value for construct reliability should be at least 0.70,

and the value between 0.60 and 0.70 is acceptable.
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e The discriminant validity is the degree to which a construct is clearly separate
and different from other constructs in the measurement model (Hair et al., 2010).
Fornell and Larcker (1981) proposed an approach to assess the discriminant
validity. The criterion requires that a latent construct accounts for its measured
items more than it does for other constructs. The discriminant validity can be
ensured if each construct’s AVE value is greater than the construct’s highest
squared correlation with any other construct (Urbach and Ahlemann, 2010; Hair

etal., 2010).

Another important consideration in accessing measurement model validity is the
construct unidimensionality. It refers to the ability of a set of indicator variables to
measure the only one construct (Gerbing and Anderson, 1988). The unidimensionality
can be achieved if the model fit indices is satisfied (Koufteros, 1999). Byrne (2001)
recommended that a model has GFI and CFI values of 0.90 and above is considered

adequate to represent unidimensionality (Byrne, 2001).

Table 4.17: Acceptable thresholds of convergent and discriminant validity

Used to test Acceptable cut-off value Reference
Convergent validity
Factor loadings > 0.50 (preferably 0.70)
Hair et al.
0,
AVE >50 % (2006,
Construct >0.70 2010),
(Composite) Urbach and
reliability (CR) Ahlemann
Discriminant (2010)
validity
AVE Square root of AVE greater than inter-construct
correlations

Maximum Shared Variance (MSV) < AVE

4.4.3.2.7 Assessment of Structural Model

The second step of the two-step SEM approach involves the assessments of the
measurement and structural modes. Once the measurement model has been considered
sufficiently valid, researchers, then, tests a theoretical or structural model composed of
these measures in which the major focus is to examine the relationship between latent
constructs (Hair et al., 2010). In order to test the structural model, this study discusses
two issues: specifying the structural model and assessing its validity. These are also

known as stage 5 and 6 of the six-SEM stages process suggested by Hair et al. (2010).
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Stage 5: Specifying the structural model

In this process, the researcher first examines how the theory is depicted by visual
diagrams in which paths indicate the relationships from one construct to another based
on the proposed research hypotheses. Then, the researcher clarifies which constructs are
exogenous and endogenous. Finally, the structural model specification is accomplished
by the transformation from the measurement model as the results found from the CFA
model. The transformation involves a series of changes such as changing from

exogenous to endogenous constructs.
Stage 6: Assessing the structural model

The researcher conducts the assessment of the structural model by assessing the
structural model fit and examining the path coefficients and loading estimates. Although
model fit is examined in the measurement model, it is needed to be done again in the
structural model, in order to demonstrate sufficient exploration of alternative models
(Hair et al., 2010). The criteria for evaluating structural model fit are still the same in
assessing model fit of the measurement model presented above (Hair et al., 2010).
Moreover, the value of path coefficients should exceed 0.10 at the significance level of

0.05 to account for a certain impact within the model (Urbach and Ahlemann, 2010).

4.5 Phase II - The qualitative method

As discussed in Section 4.2, this study chose the sequential explanatory design for its
methodology. Following this approach, this study collected and analysed the
quantitative data first, then collected and analysed the qualitative data in the second
phase based on the findings from the initial quantitative results. Typically, a sequential
explanatory strategy is applied to explain and interpret quantitative findings by
gathering and analysing follow-up qualitative data (Creswell, 2009). Thus, this
qualitative phase was used for further explanation of the important findings acquired
from the quantitative data analysis in more detail. This research used the semi-

structured interview data collection approach to collect data for the qualitative phase.
4.5.1 Qualitative data collection

This section discusses several parts to be considered for interview data collection
encouraged by Creswell (2016). These parts range from the selection of participants to

developing the interview protocol for recording information as follows:
e The rationale for using qualitative phase
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e Study sites

e Permission obtained to research sites and participants

e Recruitment approach for motivating the participation of individuals
e Purposeful sampling of participants

e Demographics of participants

e Reciprocal benefits of the involvement

e Types of data collected

e The development of protocols
The rationale for using qualitative phase

As discussed above, the reasoning of using this qualitative phase was to explain and
interpret important quantitative findings from the quantitative phase. This helped the
researcher to understand more deeply the central phenomena of the current research
topic (Creswell, 2016). According to Creswell (2016), the qualitative approach occurs in
a particular context, usually the context where the research problems takes place. The
context could be considered as the setting, context, or environments surrounding the
study that are most important. The qualitative phase also provided several different
perspectives from the current research sites that people could have on this research
topic. The qualitative phase ensured that the central phenomena within Vietnamese

university settings context could be adequately represented by the research model.
Study sites

This qualitative phase was connected to the quantitative phase through the intermediate
point in the research process. Thus, the selection of the research sites for the qualitative
data collection was the one in the quantitative phase. The study context for the

qualitative phase was public universities in the North of Vietnam (see Section 4.5.2.1).
Permission obtained to research site and participants

The qualitative data collection takes permissions seriously because it takes place in the
homes and workplaces of participants (Creswell, 2016). Thus, to gain access to the
research sites and participants, this study needs to have permissions from both
organisations and individuals. As discussed in Section 4.4.2.2 four emails were written
to the leaders of four selected universities. The approval letters from these universities
were significant for the next stage of qualitative data collection. Regarding individual

permission, the researcher provided participants with the university approval letters, an
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information sheet, a consent form, and an interview protocol. As requested by UTS
Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC), the consent form for the interview
contained important information such as the purpose of the study, the procedure used in
the interviews, risks/inconvenience, the right of participants to voluntarily withdraw

from the interviews and the confidentiality of provided information (see Appendix 4).
Purposeful sampling and recruitment strategy

Purposeful sampling refers to the process of selecting participants by recruiting
individuals who are able to help inform the central phenomenon of this study.
According to Creswell (2016), it is crucial to select participants for the qualitative
research who have experienced the phenomenon that the study is investigating. Thus,
the preferable participants (experts) selected for this study had a strong academic
background, and/or work experience associated with the current research. They were
recruited from four public universities in the quantitative data collection phase of this
study. These criteria for the selection of participants were useful for quality assurance.
The invitation letters were sent to seven participants via email with the information
documents described above. Finally, seven interviewees (experts) were selected for
Internet interviews via Skype or e-mails. The rationale for these selections was based on
three reasons. First, it was challenging to find the experts with strong academic records,
sufficient experience and knowledge in an emerging country context, such as Vietnam.
Second, as presented above, this study used the mixed methods approach, in which the
quantitative phase was mainly focused with limited the time devoted to the qualitative
section. Finally, the Internet interview could be held “live” with participants by using
software program (Skype) that allows interviewer and interviewees to have video
conversations (face-to-face) on the Internet, and record the information directly on the

computer (Free Video Call Recorder software).
Demographics of participants

It is important to include a detailed personal profile of the participants in the qualitative
phase as it actually involves individuals in this research (Creswell, 2016). The
participants’ profiles of this qualitative phase included the gender, age, educational
level, and year of experience, position, and strengthen/experience. This profile provided
a detailed understanding of the demographic characteristics of the participants

(Creswell, 2016).
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Reciprocal benefit for the participation

Reciprocal benefit refers to the researcher’s giving back to the interviewees for their
time, sharing information about their lives, or being observed in their homes or
workplaces (Creswell, 2016). Since, the participations were in different locations at the
time of interviews, the researcher thanked them with minor gifts (such as t-shirt, USB or

Australian souvenir) or “Acknowledgement” letters.
Types of data collected

The next major concern of qualitative data collection was the decision of which type(s)
are best for this study. The decision was made based on the purpose of this study
discussed above and the advantages and limitations of types of data collection. This
study used semi-structured interviews with prompted questions to explain and interpret
important quantitative results of quantitative data analysis about different aspects
associated with the central phenomenon of the study. The semi-structured interview also
helped the researcher to gain insight into the current research issues (Hennink et al.,
2011). The data was collected by using Internet interviews via Skype and e-mails. The
advantages of online interviews were to encourage open exchanges and save cost and

time for the researcher efficiently (Creswell, 2016).
The development of protocols for semi-structured interview

The interview protocol was used for collecting and recording data. It was developed
based on the findings from the quantitative data analysis (see Appendix 3). The protocol
was prepared in advance and used consistently for all of the interviews (Creswell,
2016). As show in Appendix 3, it is about two pages in length and includes some space
between each question for taking notes. These important components of the protocol are

briefly described as follows:

e Basic information about the interview: Recording the necessary information
such as the names of both the researcher and interviewee, time, date.

e Introduction: Introducing the researcher; discussing the aim of the research;
getting informed consent signature; providing the structure of interview (audio
recording, taking notes); asking if the interviewee has questions; defining any
terms necessary.

e Opening questions: Setting the interviewees at ease by providing the chance for

them to talk about themselves (e.g. jobs, roles)
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e Content questions with probes: Asking the interviewees to rate (1: Strongly
Disagree to 5: Strongly Agree) the obtained findings of the quantitative phase.
Each of these questions also included probes by using some open-ended
questions begin with the word “what” or “how”. The probes encouraged
interviewees to talk more and expanded the time of the interview to receive
useful information.

e Closing instructions: The researcher gave “thank you” recognition to the
interviewees and assured the confidentiality of the interviews. Moreover, the
researcher asked the interviewee to follow-up with another interviews or

explanations if one were necessary.
4.5.2 Pilot study

According to Hennink et al. (2011), it is not easy to predict how participants will
interpret the questions they are asked in the interview protocol (see Appendix 3).
Accordingly, the interview protocol was pilot-tested. The interviews were held in the
Vietnamese language. Therefore, before being tested, the interview protocol was first
translated into a Vietnamese version. The pilot-testing was conducted in two steps.
First, a draft interview guide was tested by supervisors and two experts who had been
selected from the research context of the quantitative phase. The below important

aspects, as suggested by Hennink et al. (2011), were focused on:

- Was the interview protocol understandable to participants?

- How did the words, sentences and concepts adapt to the context of the
participants?

- Could the research questions be answered with the information collected through

the interview guide?

Second, the comparability of the English and Vietnamese versions of the interview
protocol was double checked by two language experts (NAATI - the National
Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpreters), and revised where necessary

(Craig and Douglas, 2000).

As a result of the pilot-testing the interview protocol was revised so that the wording
and content were free of problems and the protocol was also structured to be as clear as

possible.
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4.5.3 Administering the interviews

This study adopted several steps mentioned by Creswell (2016) to conduct good
interviews. In the total of seven interviews, six interviews were conducted via Skype
software and Emails; each of these was approximately 30 minutes long. One interview
was conducted via email only. Prior to the interviews, the researcher provided
information sheets, consent forms, and interview guides (in Vietnamese) to the

participants to give an overview of the research.
Arrange Skype and Audio recording software.

Before the interview, the researcher and the interviewee needed to set up Skype and
audio recording software. The Internet connection and Skype were tested including the
quality of Internet connection speed, the video, the audio, and the recorded audio file.
The researcher only recorded the interviews into audio format file because the video

was not necessary.
Arrange the setting for the interview

The researcher and interviewees tried to find quiet, comfortable locations that helped to
minimise all audio distractions. The privacy of the venues was also considered for both
ethical reasons and for motivating the interviewees to talk (Creswell, 2016). These
locations were in the participants’ homes or workplaces. A schedule was also made with

a clear time slot for each interview according to the convenience of the interviewee.
Conduct the interviews

As discussed above, the researcher sent the invitation letters to participants via email.
They spent one or two weeks to review them and sign prior to the interviews. They also
answered all the questions in the interview protocol. Then, they returned the answered-
interview guide to the researcher at least one day before the interviews. The researcher
read the answers thoroughly from the interviewees and took notes the important
ideas/sentences to probe in the interviews. It helped the interviews to have more time to
obtain thoughtful insight from the participants. Therefore, the interviews were about 30
minutes long to respect the time of the participants. The interviews were conducted in

the Vietnamese language.

First of all, the interview established rapport (a trust relationship) between the

researcher and participants by self-introduction or small talk (Hennink et al., 2011).
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The interviews often began with necessary information about the conversation such as
the names of the researcher and interviewee, time, date. Then, the researcher introduced
the aim of the research, asked if the interviewee had questions and defined any terms
necessary. The interviews also set up the interviewees at ease by providing a chance for

them to talk about themselves (e.g. jobs, roles).

During the interviews, the researcher asked questions in an open, plain language, and
empathic ways; this was designed to motivate the participants to tell their story by
probing. The audio software (Free Video Call Recorder) was checked all the time to

ensure it worked well throughout the interviews.

The interviews applied two types of probing questions: asking for more information and
asking for an explanation of the ideas, e.g. “Tell me more; I need more details; What is
an example of that?” or “Could you explain your response more? What does ‘not much’
mean?” (Creswell, 2016). These probing questions allowed getting thoughtful insights
from the interviewees on the different aspects of KSB of academic staff at public
universities in Vietnam. The interviews also asked the interviewees about: (a) their
recommendations for the contributions of these research outcomes in practices? (b) their
suggestions, modifications, and recommendations for future work? (c) what work, from
the technology aspect, is needed to develop and promote KSB? and (d) reasons for

promoting KSB?
Follow-up after the interview

At the end of the interviews, the researcher checked to ensure that the quality of audio
recording of the interview was good. The researcher thanked to the interviewees and
honoured the follow-up with the interviewee as needed (e.g. a copy of summary results
of the study). Finally, the researchers asked some useful questions such as “Who should
I contact next to learn more?” or “Is there any further information you would like to
share that I have not covered?” (Creswell, 2016). These questions were necessary to
provide closure for the interview. The follow-up questions also expressed the curiosity

of the researcher in learning more about the research topic.
4.5.4 Data analysis and interpretation

Data analysis and interpretation helped to move from the data to understanding,
explaining and interpreting the central phenomena of the current research (Cohen,

2018). It involved several steps that were taken in transferring from description to
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understanding to explanation, interpretation and conclusions (Cohen, 2018). The

interpretation must be transparent and show reliability and validity.

To do this, this study firstly transcribed and translated the interviews into English (when

necessary). The transcriptions were stored in Word documents for further analysis. The

interviewees’ knowledge and experience of KS and KM were explored to account for

the results obtained from the quantitative phase. The analysis could be holistic in the

whole interviews or embedded in a particular aspect of each interviewee.

According to Creswell (2009) the data analysis in qualitative research involves 6 steps.

Step 1: Organising and preparing the data which includes the transcribing of
interviews. Qualitative researchers check the accuracy by listening to the audio
recording file line by line and comparing it to the transcriptions.

Step 2: Reading thoroughly data: This helps to obtain an overall sense of the
information and to reflect on its general meaning. The researchers should answer
the following questions: “What general ideas are participants saying? What is
the tone of the ideas? What is the impression of the overall depth, credibility,
and use of the information?”. The qualitative researchers may take notes in
margins in order to have an overall understanding of the data (Creswell, 2016).
Step 3: Starting the process of coding data. “Coding is taking transcribed text
data and making sense of them” (Creswell, 2016, p.152). Coding data can be
performed by hand (using coloured pens and highlighters) or computer software.
It indicates what is being said and giving a code label to a text passage. Then,
themes can be generated by grouping similar codes together. These themes can
be explained by these codes, and used as the headings in the findings of the
qualitative report (Creswell, 2016).

Step 4: Using the coding process to create the description or themes for further
data analysis. Researchers sometimes use themes to build further layers of
complex analysis such as the interconnection of themes into a story line.

Step 5: Advancing how the description and themes will be represented in the
qualitative narrative. Narrative passage is a common approach used to reveal the
findings of the qualitative data analysis. Narrative passage reveals the detailed
discussion of various themes or a discussion with interrelating themes.

Step 6: Making an interpretation or meaning of the data: It can be done by

asking questions like “What were the lessons learned?”. These lessons could be

120



inquirer’s interpretation or the comparison of the results with information from
prior empirical studies in the literature or theories. It is recommended that

researchers should come up with the new questions to be asked.
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Figure 4.7. Data analysis in the qualitative approach. Adapted from Creswell (2009)
4.5.5 Reliability and validity

Validity is to check the accuracy of the findings, while the reliability means that the
study’s approach consists of different inquirers and projects (Creswell, 2009). These
implementations helped the researcher reported that results honestly. In this study,
triangulation, member checking and external audit were used to validate the findings

and interpretations of qualitative data analysis (Creswell, 2009, 2016).

e Triangulation: It refers to building evidence by using different data sources of
information to establish the themes (Creswell, 2009, 2016). The sources of
information relevant to this research were government reports, legislation
documents, follow-up emails, interview notes, and transcripts, etc. It also uses

the questionnaire responses from quantitative phase to validate the results
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obtained in the interviews. By applying such triangulation, this study enhanced
its credibility and accuracy.

e Member checking: It was used to check the accuracy of the results by giving
themes or entire stories back to interviewees and checking whether these
interviewees agree that they were correct and precise (Creswell, 2016). In this
study, the initial findings were taken back to two interviewees to get feedback
about the fairness of the description and justifications, and the accuracy of the
interpretations. If interviewees found the account was not accurate, the
researcher revised the description to describe the view of interviewees better.

e External audit: This way of providing validity can be used if the reviewers or
readers felt that the results from the interviews were inaccurate. The transcripts
of the interviews were double checked by two Vietnamese-English language
experts who are also translators and interpreters for the accuracy of transcription
(see Appendix 4). Several parts of the findings were used to publish in peer-
reviewed journals and conferences. They have been blended in this writing as
showed at the beginning of the thesis. Reviewers have helped to decide that the
information is accurate and that the qualitative data analysis has been done

rigorously.

4.6 Ethics considerations

This study has used the data collected from human participants, about people, and their
time and efforts. The study acknowledged that the researcher has been responsible for
the ethical responsibility. Thus, the ethical issues have been considered before, during,
and after the investigation. In this research, the most common ethical issues have been
considered such as physical harms, psychological harms, social harms, legal harms,
privacy and confidentiality. These considerations were guided by the Human Research
Ethics Committee (HREC) — the University of Technology Sydney. The guidelines were
designed to make sure the researcher understand what the risks are; that these risks are
justified about the outcome and benefits of the research; and that the researcher has
minimised the likelihood of risks where possible. The followings discuss the steps the

researcher has been taken to deal with the ethical issues.

First of all, the researcher carefully considered and acknowledged the risks and address
ways to mitigate the risks. For example, the psychological harms may involve the

feeling self-conscious about being interviewed (by the researcher)/audio recorded/video
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recorded. The research next categorised the magnitude and the likelihood of potential
risk that helped him to evaluate and lead to the solutions to minimise and manage the
risks. Finally, several solutions were made to deal with each potential threat. For
instance, to mitigate the privacy and confidentiality risks, the participants did not have
to write their name, date of birth, on the questionnaire. Also, they were not forced to
answer any questions. The information they provided in the interview has been kept
confidential throughout the study as well as after the study has been completed. All
hard-copy data (e.g. completed questionnaires, interview notes) has been stored in a
safely locked drawer in the office of the researcher at Faculty of Engineering and
Information Technology, University of Technology, Sydney, Australia. The soft-copy
data (e.g. audio files, interview transcripts, data entry) was password protected and kept

in the computer of the researcher.

In consultation with his supervisors and UST ethical experts, all the ethics approval
requirements had been met. UTS Human Research Ethics Committee granted to the
researcher an Ethics Approval Certificate. The approval number is UTS HREC REF
NO. ETH16-0351 (see Appendix 4).

4.7 Summary of Chapter 4

This chapter discussed the research design and method that this study used to
empirically examine the research model and hypotheses developed in prior chapter. The
selection of the sequential explanatory approach for this study was explained, e.g. the
rationale why the sequential explanatory strategy was chose. Also, based on this
approach, the quantitative survey questionnaire (N=588) and qualitative semi-structured
interview protocol (N=7) can supplement each other to provide a more in-depth insight
into the central phenomenon of this research topic in the university settings.
Furthermore, the data analysis methods were also discussed for both the quantitative
and qualitative phases. Finally, the chapter highlighted the ethical considerations to
make sure the respect for the anonymity of the participants and their responses. The
next two chapters (Chapter 5 and 6) will present the data analysis and the results of both

quantitative and qualitative phases.
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CHAPTER 5: PHASE | - QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of quantitative data analysis collected from a survey in
four public universities in Vietnam. The main objectives of the chapter are to (i) provide
a descriptive statistics of the survey to secure that the collected data has suitable
characteristics for subsequent analysis, (ii) validate measurement scale: scale reliability
and exploratory factor analysis (EFA), (ii1) assess the model validity in terms of overall
model fit, construct validity as well as the reliability of the constructs, and (iv) test the
research hypotheses in Section 5.4.2. As the main outcome of this chapter, the summary
of hypothesis testing is presented to answer the research questions. The chapter’s

outline is presented in Figure 5.1.

[ 5.1. Introduction ]

v
[ 5.2. Descriptive statistics ]

A 4

[ 5.3. Validation of measurement scale ]

v
[ 5.4. Model assessment ]

A 4
[ 4.8. Summary of Chapter 5 ]

Figure 5.1. Chapter outline

5.2 Descriptive statistics

This section provides a descriptive statistics of the quantitative data using the Statistical
Package for Social Science (SPSS) software, version 22.0. The section mainly aims to
secure that the collected data has suitable characteristics for subsequent analysis. It
helps the researcher can avoid failure of the model estimation and crashing of fitting
programs (Kline, 2005). The section first presents the characteristics of the sample
(Section 5.2.1). Then, the section provides data cleaning and preparation by examining
outliers, the normality of the dataset, and the standard deviation and standard error of

the mean (Section 5.2.2).
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5.2.1 Survey responses
5.2.1.1 Questionnaire survey

Of the 785 paper questionnaire surveys distributed, the researcher received 588
responses from academic staff of 31 departments of four public universities in the North
of Vietnam, representing a high response rate of 74%. It is crucial to note that
incomplete responses were discarded or excluded from the study. Only 30 out of 588
attempted responses had missing values, as some substantial sections were incomplete.
The exclusion of these 30 responses was acceptable as they accounted for only 5% of
the total, and did not significantly affect the sample size. The final number of useable
returned questionnaire was, therefore, 558 (N = 558), demonstrating a reasonable
sample size needed for the data analysis method implemented in this study (Kline, 2005;
Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007; Hair et al., 2010).

5.2.1.2 Characteristics of the sample

It is vital that the characteristics of the sample data be adequately presented in a
Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) report (Ockey and Choi, 2015). For the
assessment of the research model, this included relevant information about test takers,
including their gender, age, education, years of experience, and working areas. As can
be seen in the demographic data (see Appendix 5 and Figure 5.2 to 5.5), most survey
respondents were female, under the age of 40, with a Master’s degree of level of

education, and fewer than ten years working experience in their field.

The key features relating to the demographic characteristics of the sample (see

Appendix 5) are listed as below:

e Females (63.6%) were approximately twice as common as males (36.4%);

e 80% of the survey respondents were under 40 years of age;

e About two-thirds of the respondents had a Master’s degree level of education.

e The majority of the survey respondents (69.9%) had fewer than 10 years
working experience.

e The working areas of participants grouped by Ministry of Education and
Training Vietnam (MOET, 2018b), fell into four areas: language studies
(27.1%), economics (20.6%), social science (28.0%), and technology and
engineering (24.4%).
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The following section details the demographics of the data sample based on the
frequency analysis of the data (see Appendix 5). Pie charts, the visual representation of

data, were used to present complex information.

First, regarding the gender of respondents, as shown in Figure 5.2, most survey
respondents were females (63.6%), while only 36.4% male. It is reasonable as discussed
above three main groups of participants belong to language studies (27.1%), economics
(20.6%) and social science (28.0%), in which the majority of lecturers are female.
Moreover, according to MOET (2018b), more half lecturers of Vietnamese public

universities are female (32.690) in the total of both male and female lecturers (55.401).

Gender

m Male

m Female

Figure 5.2. Gender of participants

Regarding the age of participants (see Figure 5.3), 52.0% of the usable samples were
30-39 years old, followed by below 30 years, then 40-49 years old with 28.0% and
14.7% respectively. The lowest numbers of participants were above 50 years old with

5.4%.

e
5.4% he

B below 30
= 30-39
m 40-49

m 50 or above

Figure 5.3. Age of participants

Furthermore, as shown in Figure 5.4, the majority of respondents had a Master’s degree
with 67.6%. About twenty-one per cent of them had a Bachelor’s degree, while only
11.3% of participants had a Doctoral degree (the highest level of education). This
distribution of the qualification is relatively representative of the population of

academic staff in Vietnamese higher education sector (MOET, 2018b).
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Qualification

11.3%

® Bachelor's
degree

= Master's degree

= Doctoral degree

Figure 5.4. Education level of participants

With respect to the years of experience (see Figure 5.5), 45.3% of respondents had 5-10
years of working experience. The numbers of participants had five years and 11-15
years were quite equal with 24.6% and 21.5% respectively. Only 8.6 was the percentage

of respondents had 15 years working experience and above.

Years of experience

8.6%

B < 5years
B 5 years- 10 years
® 11 years - 15 years

H >15years

Figure 5.5. Years of experience of participants

Finally, figure 5.6 presents the major working areas of participants, most of them were
working in the Language studies and Social science with 27.1% and 28.0% respectively.
There were 24.4% of respondents working in the Technology and Engineering field,

followed by 20.6% of participants who worked in the Economics areas.

Working area
B Language studies

® Economics

® Social science

® Technology and
Engineering

Figure 5.6. Major working areas of participants
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5.2.2 Data cleaning and preparation

Prior to conduct further data analysis, this study screened for missing values and outliers
and tested for normality, which can avoid the failure of model estimation and crash
fitting programs (Kline, 2005). As discussed earlier, this study used SEM to test the
research model. Just like many other statistical analysis methods, data preparation is
critical in SEM for the following reasons (Kline, 2015). Firstly, mistakes are very likely
at the data entry stage. Moreover, the most common estimation method used (e.g.
maximum likelihood) in SEM make specific distributional assumptions on the data.
Another important reason is to analyse based on datasets that seriously violate
assumptions or contain errors, inconsistencies in responses or measurements results in
misleading results. Finally, data-related issues can make computer tools used in SEM

fail to provide a logical solution.
5.2.2.1 Organising the data

Coding was first prepared to guide computerised data entry (Pallant, 2010). Coding is a
process which converts the answers of respondents in the questionnaires into a form that
can be easily handled by computer software. The information about variables’ names,
labels and values are displayed in a codebook which was used during the data analysis

process. Table 5.1 gives some examples of the codebook.

Table 5.1: An example of the codebook

Latent Item code & name/ No. in questionnaire Answer code & name
variable
Enjoyment EHOIL: 1 enjoy sharing my knowledge with 1-Strongly Disagree
in helping colleagues (14) 2-Disagree
others EHO2: 1 enjoy helping colleagues by sharing my 3_{jndecided
(EHO) knowledge (15)

EHO3: Shari knowledge with coll s oo

: Sharing my knowledge with colleagues is .
pleasurable (16) >-Strongly Agree

Just as important to coding, the next important preliminary step in statistical analysis
was to enter raw data into a computer program (SPSS). Data entered in SPSS is stored
in the form of a matrix that is data matrix. In the data matrix (see Table 5.2), the case
records (numbers of responses) are displayed across the rows, while the variable names
(observed variables) are put at the tops of the columns which store the value for that
variable. In this study, the data matrix was formed by n=588 rows (responses) and

m=66 columns (variables).
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Table 5.2: An illustration for the form of data matrix in SPSS

Variables (No. of columns: 1 to m (66)
| SN1| SN2 SN3 EHO1| EHO2| EHO3 EHO4 REW1 ... VAR66
= 1 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 3 4
3 2 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3
3 _
o = 3 4 4 a4 4 4 5 4 3 4
SRS
7 2 4 5 5 5 3 4 4 4 3 4
Ty 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 3 2 3
£3 6 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5
LRSS
S 7 4 3 4 4 4 5 3 5 3
S
2 8 4 4 4 5 5 5 1 3 3
. v
588 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 1 4

5.2.2.2 Measurement scale

In 1946, Stevens originated the terms nominal, ordinal, interval, and ratio to describe a
hierarchy of measurement scales used in classified statistical procedures. It helped the
researcher understands the permissible mathematical operations for different variables,
especially in SEM, where variance-covariance (correlation) matrices are used with
means and standard deviations of variables (Schumacker and Lomax, 2010).
Schumacker and Lomax (2010) have indicated that all of these types of variables can be
implemented in SEM. Hence, the measurement scales for the data set of this study was
based on 5-point Likert scales which met the requirement of SEM for multivariate

analysis.
5.2.2.3 Missing data analysis

There are several reasons why data could be missing such as hardware failure, missed
appointments, and item nonresponse (Kline, 2015). It is possible to challenge
researchers to deal with the issues raised by missing data that influence the
generalisability of the results (Hair et al., 2010). Several methods have been used to
address missing values such as replacing the missing data values or using robust
statistical procedures. However, according to Kline (2015), a few missing data under
5% of the total should be of little concern. Also, Hair et al. (2010) stated that missing
data under 10% for an individual case can be ignored. As discussed earlier, all the
missing data (only 5% of the total) in this study were dropped before going into further

analyses.

129



5.2.2.4 Outlier screening

Kline (2015) described outliers as scores that are distinctly different from the rest of
dataset. Outliers may arise as a result of observation errors, data-entry errors, and
instrument errors, or actual extreme values from self-report data (Schumacker and
Lomax, 2010). As they can impact the mean, the standard deviation, and correlation-
coefficient values, outliers must be explained, excluded, or adjusted. Accordingly,
outlier detection is the vital step of data screening. There are several ways to detect
outliers such as univariate, bivariate and multivariate methods (Hair et al., 2010). This
study adopted the univariate methods using standardised values (z-scores). To do this,
all of the values from variables were converted to standardised values. According to
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), the case with an absolute value of z-scores ( | zZ | ) larger
than 3.29 was treated as outlier. As shown in Appendix 6, the 558-case dataset was free

of outliers continued to the further analysis stage.
5.2.2.5 Assessing normality

The earlier sections of missing data and detecting outliers aimed to clean the data to a
format most appropriate for multivariate analysis. The final step of data examination is
to test for the statistical assumptions. It is because (1) the complexity of the
relationships may lead to the potential biases, (2) and the complexity of the analyses and
results may veil the indicators of assumption violations apparent in univariate analyses

(Hair et al., 2010).

According to Hair et al. (2010) normality is the most basic assumption in multivariate
analysis. Furthermore, the maximum likelihood estimation in SEM assumes
multinormality for continuous outcomes variables. The assessment of normality of the
data is based on two measures: skewness and kurtosis (Kline, 2015; Hair et al., 2010;
Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). While skewness refers to the balance of the distribution,
the kurtosis is used to describe the “peakednes” or “flatness” of the distribution
compared with the normal distribution (Hair et al., 2010). There have been different
rules of thumb given for these indexes based on computer simulation studies for SEM.
However, Kline (2005) and Hair et al. (2010) suggested the most widely used critical
values of skewness and kurtosis of a variable should be between +2.58 and -2.58 to
consider it as having a normal distribution. For this study, the skewness and kurtosis

values for all measurement items were acceptable within this average predicted value
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range (see Appendix 6). Therefore, it could be indicated that the dataset of this research

seems to be normally distributed.
5.2.2.6 Impacts owning to sample size

It is important to consider the impact of sample size as it has the effect of improving
statistical power by minimising the sampling error (Hair et al., 2010). For sample sizes
of 50 or less, remarkable departures from normality are likely to have a considerable
effect on the results. However, in large samples sizes of 200 or above, the effects may
be insignificant. Hence, it can be a little of concern about nonnormal variables if the
researcher has the large sample sizes. Furthermore, In SEM, a much larger sample size
is required to maintain power and acquire stable parameter estimates and standard errors
(Schumacker and Lomax, 2010). It is also due in part to the program preconditions and
the multi-observed variables applied to define latent variables. Nevertheless, there has
been a question about how large a sample should be taken for a quantitative research.
For example, a critical sample size in the 200-400 range (for 10-15 indicators) offered
as a benchmark is widely utilized by researchers in SEM (Hair et al., 2013). Hence, this
dataset of 588 observations was more than sufficient in comparison to these

benchmarks.

5.3 Validation of measurement scale

This section aims to validate the measurement scale involves two issues. The first is to
obtain reliability coefficients for all the constructs (Section 5.3.1). The larger the
reliability coefficient, the more repeatable or reliable the test scores researcher obtain
over different periods of time to the same sample. Secondly, Section 5.3.2 discusses the
procedures of the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) technique used to explore and
guarantee the structure of the model factors used in this study. This is essential to help
researchers can be assured that the measures are valid and reliable prior to doing an

SEM. Otherwise researchers will not know if it can be relied on the findings from SEM.
5.3.1 Scale reliability assessment

Hair et al. (2010) defined reliability as the degree to which a variable or set of variables
is consistent with what it is expected to measure. Here the nature of reliability is that
researchers obtain the same results from a measure conducted over different periods of
time to the same sample or the equivalence of sets of variables from the same test

(internal consistency) (Kimberlin and Winterstein, 2008). In other words, reliable
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measures should be consistent in their values if multiple measurements are conducted
(Hair et al., 2010). According to Hair et al. (2006), the examination of reliability is to
assess the extent of consistency between multiple measurements of a variable in order to
minimising measurement errors. There are several means of evaluating the reliability of
any measurement instrument. The current research evaluated the instrument reliability
for all constructs of the questionnaire through internal consistency and item-total
correlations. The following sections present each assessment process and its results

based on the Reliability function of SPSS 22.
5.3.1.1 Internal consistency

Internal consistency provides an evaluation of the items from the same test (Kimberlin
and Winterstein, 2008). Moreover, the nature of internal consistency is the extent to
which responses are consistent across the items of a measurement scale (Kline, 2015).
Cronbach’s alpha is most widely used to estimate internal consistency reliability. The
higher value of Cronbach’s alpha coefficient indicates a higher degree of reliability or
internal consistency between the items being tested (Kimberlin and Winterstein, 2008).
This value ranges from 0 to 1, with values of 0.6 to 0.7 considered the lower limit of
acceptability (Hair et al., 2010). Table 5.3 presents the most widely acceptable rule of
thumb of Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for considering internal consistency. A high
level of internal consistency is desirable; however, the items with very high reliabilities

(0.95 or higher) may be redundant (Streiner, 2003).

Table 5.3: The acceptable rule of thumb for considering internal consistency

Cronbach’s alpha (a) Internal consistency Source

a>0.9 Excellent Hair et al. (2010),
0.9>0>0.8 Very good Kline (2011),

08> a>07 Adequate George and Mallery (2003)
0.7>0a>0.6 Acceptable

0.6>0>0.5 Poor

0.5>a Unacceptable

Table 5.4 shows the value of Cronbach’s alpha for each scale used in the current
research. All scales had Cronbach’s alpha values ranging between 0.761 and 0.905
except for two factors of TMS with 0.690 (WKW) and 0.412 (WDW) respectively.
Therefore, the measurement scales were higher than the lower limit of acceptability

suggested by Hair et al. (2010), except that WDW was deleted. Moreover, it is noted
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that although the original Cronbach’s alpha value of EHO and TL were above the
threshold of 0.7 with 0.743 and 0.784 respectively, two items EHO3 and POK2 were
removed because their item-total correlation values were less than the cut-off value 0.30

that will be discussed in the next section.

Table 5.4: The Cronbach’s alphas of the measurement scales

Measurement scale N of Cronbach’s Original Deleted
Items Alpha (a)  value of (o) Items
subjective norm (SN) 3 0.775
Trust (TRU) 6 0.862
Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE) 4 0.799
Enjoyment in helping others (EHO) 3=4-1 0.828 0.743 EHO3
Expected organisational rewards (REW) 4 0.836
Reciprocal benefits (RB) 3 0.761
Psychological ownership of knowledge 4=5-1 0.870 0.784 POK2
(POK)
Transformational leadership (TL) 13 0.905
Transactive memory system (TMS)
Who knows who (WKW) 2 0.690 0.557 WKW1
Who does what (WDW) 3 0.412
Knowledge sharing behaviour (KSB) 5 0.893
Innovative work behaviour (IWB)
Ideal generation 3 0.807
Ideal promotion 3 0.802
Ideal implementation 3 0.785

5.3.1.2 Item-total correlation

Item-Total Correlation is the correlation of the item designated with the summated score
for all other items indicating the correlation of the construct (Gliem and Gliem, 2003).
Analysing item-total correlation is to filter a measurement instrument by eliminating
items that are to be considered redundant ‘garbage items’ (Churchill, 1979). A rule-of-
thumb is that item-total correlation values should be at least 0.3 because a value which
is less than 0.3 provides evidence that the item is measuring a different construct
measured by the other items (Gliem and Gliem, 2003; Pallant, 2010). A small item-
correlation value of an item less than 0.3 indicates that this item does not have a good
correlation with the scale overall and, hence, it should be discarded (Everitt, 2002;

Field, 2005). Tables 5.5 to 5.15 show the item-total correlations for all factors of
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constructs in this study. The results revealed that the values of the item-total correlations
for item EHO3, POK2, and WKW1 were 0.249, 0.238, and 0.217 respectively (less than
0.3). This suggested that these items and factor WKW, WDW were eliminated.
Furthermore, the Cronbach’s value for WDW was less than the cut-off value of 0.60,
while WKW had only two items left less than the threshold of at least three items for
each factor. This also suggested that two sub-factors WKW and WDW of TMS were

eliminated before continuing further analysis steps.

Table 5.5: The Item-Total Statistics of the SN scale

Item Corrected Item- | Cronbach's Alpha
Total Correlation if Item Deleted
SN1 .635 .669
SN2 .696 .606
SN3 513 .810
Table 5.6: The Item-Total Statistics of the TRU scale
Item Corrected Item- | Cronbach's Alpha
Total Correlation if Item Deleted
TRUI 739 .825
TRU2 765 821
TRU3 745 .824
TRU4 569 .858
TRUS 466 .879
TRUG6 743 .824
Table 5.7: The Item-Total Statistics of the KSE scale
Item Corrected Item- | Cronbach's Alpha
Total Correlation if Item Deleted
KSEl 679 717
KSE2 .669 726
KSE3 477 .838
KSE4 .683 718
Table 5.8: The Item-Total Statistics of the EHO scale
Item Corrected Item- | Cronbach's Alpha
Total Correlation if [tem Deleted
EHO1 610 .643
EHO2 705 581
EHO3 249 .828
EHO4 .622 .634
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Table 5.9: The Item-Total Statistics of the REW scale

Item Corrected Item- | Cronbach's Alpha
Total Correlation if Item Deleted
REWI .629 .808
REW2 .651 .800
REW3 .638 .805
REW4 755 755
Table 5.10: The Item-Total Statistics of the RB scale
Item Corrected Item- | Cronbach's Alpha
Total Correlation if Item Deleted
RB1 715 .543
RB2 489 810
RB3 594 .679

Note: RB2 was not removed because the Cronbach value of 0.761 greater than the threshold of 0.60.

Table 5.11: The Item-Total Statistics of the POK scale

Item Corrected Item- | Cronbach's Alpha
Total Correlation if Item Deleted

POK1 .645 17
POK2 238 .870
POK3 .679 705
POK4 .692 702
POKS5 .687 708
Table 5.12: The Item-Total Statistics of the TL scale

Item Corrected Item- | Cronbach's Alpha

Total Correlation if Item Deleted

TL1 468 905

TL2 384 906

TL3 465 905

TL4 .608 .898

TL5 .630 .897

TL6 .620 .897

TL7 .691 .894

TL8 .644 .896

TL9 775 .890
TL10 .840 .891

TL11 .805 .893
TL12 594 .898
TLI13 .669 .895
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Table 5.13: The Item-Total Statistics of the TMS scale

Item Corrected Item- | Cronbach's Alpha
Total Correlation if Item Deleted

WKW

WKW1 217 .690

WKW2 522 217

WKW3 394 414

WDW

WDW1 409 .013

WDW2 .097 595

WDW3 268 277

Table 5.14: The Item-Total Statistics of the KSB scale

Item Corrected Item- | Cronbach's Alpha
Total Correlation if Item Deleted

KSB1 783 .859

KSB2 .685 .881

KSB3 .698 .879

KSB4 731 871

KSB5 798 .855

Table 5.15: The Item-Total Statistics of the IWB scale

Item Corrected Item- | Cronbach's Alpha
Total Correlation if Item Deleted

IGE

IGE1 705 .682

IGE2 .668 725

IGE3 598 794

IPR

IPR1 .664 714

IPR2 .662 718

IPR3 .623 .760

1M

1M1 .626 710

M2 618 719

1IM3 .645 .700
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5.3.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis

The SPSS 22.0 was used to perform Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). Table 5.16

summarises the EFA process (see Chapter 4) including methods and criteria used for

this study.

Table 5.16: The process of EFA for this study: methods and criteria

Step Task

1

Assessing the suitability
of the data for factor

analysis

Methods or Criterion

The factorability of the data

- Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO): > 0.5

- Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (sig. < .05).

- Anti-image correlation matrix

Sample size: 100 or larger; 5:1 ratio (observations per

variable)

Selecting  the  Factor

Extraction

Extraction methods:

- Principal Components Analysis (PCA).
Determining the number of factors to be retained:
- Eigenvalues greater than 1.0

- Percentage variance explained: 60% or higher

Factor rotation and

interpretation

Factor rotation method: Promax (Kappa: 4)

Factor interpretation:

- Examine the factor matrix of loading

- Identify the significant loading(s): > 0.50

- Access the communalities of the variables:
Communalities greater than 0.50

- Respecify the factor model, if needed

- Label the factors

The below presents the findings of the EFA analysis performed with all factors together:
Subjective norm (SN), Trust (TRU), Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE), Enjoyment in

helping others (EHO), Expected organisational rewards (REW), Reciprocal benefits

(RB), Psychological ownership of knowledge (POK), Transformational leadership (TL),

Knowledge sharing behaviour (KSB) and Innovative work behaviour (IWB). The usable

558-case sample size of this research was well above the recommended sample size of

100 for EFA (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007).
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Examining data factorability

As shown in Table 5.17, the overall measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) of 0.893
was greater than the acceptable threshold of 0.5. Additionally, Bartlett's test was
deemed to be statistically significant at p < 0.001 and shows that sufficient correlations
exist among the variables to proceed. Furthermore, the values in the anti-image
correlation matrix (see Appendix 7) were all above 0.5 (Pallant, 2010). Finally, the
sample size of this research was an 8:1 ratio of observations to variables that fell in the
acceptable limits (5:1). The sample size of 558 presented a sufficient basis for

calculating the correlations among variables (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007).

Table 5.17: Data factorability

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .893
Approx. Chi-Square 15570.257
Bartlett's Test of
. df 1431
Sphericity
Sig. .000

(*) Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) with oblique (Promax) rotation was employed
with all factors together comprising 54 items. Table 5.18 shows the values of total
variance which indicates that the total amount of variance explained by the scale with
67.685% is higher than the threshold of 60% or higher (Hair et al., 2010). These results
reveal that that doing an EFA for all items produced 13 extracted components (factors

or constructs) in representing the scale.
Interpreting the factors

With thirteen factors to be analysed, the researcher then turned to interpreting these
factors. The rotated factor solution (see Table 5.19) revealed that each of the items had a
significant loading value (.50 or above) on only one factor, except for TL2, TRU4, and
KSE3 with the value of 0.305, 0.357, and 0.470 respectively. Moreover, TL2, TRU4,
and KSE3 had cross-loading on two factors (1 and 12, 3 and 13, 6 and 13 respectively).
Most of the loadings were above 0.70, meaning that more than half of the variance was
explained by the loading on a single factor. In addition, all communalities were above
0.50 (and most much higher) which guarantee inclusion, apart from TL1, TL2 with
0.403 and 0.441 respectively. Therefore, TL1 was removed. The remaining decision

was to determine how to deal with TL2, TRU4, and KSE3. The researcher decided to
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delete these three items from the analysis to eliminate the cross-loadings as they had

several high loadings on multi-factors.

Table 5.18: Total Variance Explained

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation
Loadings Sums of
Squared
Loadings®
Total % of Cumulative | Total % of Cumulative Total
Variance % Variance %
1 9.664 17.895 17.895 9.664 17.895 17.895 6.646
2 6.749 12.498 30.393 6.749 12.498 30.393 6.658
3 3.902 7.226 37.619 3.902 7.226 37.619 5.476
4 2.710 5.018 42.638 2.710 5.018 42.638 4.954
5 2.398 4.442 47.079 2.398 4.442 47.079 5.039
6 1.917 3.551 50.630 1.917 3.551 50.630 4.306
7 1.819 3.368 53.998 1.819 3.368 53.998 2.790
8 1.477 2,735 56.732 1.477 2.735 56.732 3.354
9 1.424 2.637 59.370 1.424 2.637 59.370 3.345
10 1.240 2.296 61.665 1.240 2.296 61.665 4.514
11 1.124 2.081 63.746 1.124 2.081 63.746 3.5632
12 1.091 2.020 65.766 1.091 2.020 65.766 4.028
13 1.036 1.919 67.685 1.036 1.919 67.685 3.574
14 .893 1.653 69.338
15 .855 1.584 70.922
16 773 1.432 72.354
53 .189 .350 99.687
54 169 313 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Conducted EFA again with 50 items after removing TL1, TL2, TRU4, and KSE3

The results of the KMO and Bartlett's Test, Anti-image correlation matrix,
Communalities, Total Variance Explained, and rotated factor matrix for the reduced sets
of the now 50 items are shown in Appendix 7 (see Table 1b, Table 2, Table 3, and Table
4). The results show the KMO of 0.890 was still greater than the acceptable threshold of
0.5. Bartlett's test was still considered to be statistically significant at p < 0.001.
Furthermore, factor loadings for all items remain almost identical, exhibiting both the
same pattern and almost the same values for the loadings. With the total explained
variance of 68.350% and all communalities above 50% and higher, the 50-items/12

factors solution was acceptable, with the final step being to describe the factors.
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Table 5.19: Promax-Rotated Component Analysis Factor Matrix: Full sets of variables

Promax-Rotated loadings factor

Communality
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
TL1 612 403
TL2 .305 334 441
TL3 579 S14
TL4 718 524
TL5 745 520
TL6 716 502
TL7 755 584
TL8 734 532
TL9 .829 .690
TL10 .874 787
TL11 .842 731
TLI12 .565 .534
TLI3 746 564
KSBI1 .873 763
KSB2 .691 .650
KSB3 .826 .660
KSB4 767 704
KSB5 .860 75
TRU1 871 .780
TRU2 .846 .803
TRU3 .840 791
TRU4 357 .633 .630
TRUS .826 704
TRU6 .840 774
POK1 785 .692
POK3 .854 736
POK4 .843 744
POKS 851 752
REW1 730 .634
REW2 .850 679
REW3 736 .627
REW4 .844 75
KSE1 .820 713
KSE2 .841 741
KSE3 470 .535 .653
KSE4 .859 761
IGE1 .860 778
IGE2 822 741
IGE3 784 .655
IPR1 841 739
IPR2 .880 746
IPR3 791 704
1IM1 818 704
1IM2 .822 .680
1IM3 763 .692
EHOL1 .862 735
EHO2 .828 791
EHO4 764 .692
RBI1 .852 767
RB2 .642 553
RB3 .804 702
SN1 793 17
SN2 790 .740
SN3 .828 .647
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Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. Factor loadings less than 0.30 have not printed.

An acceptable factor solution had been derived in which all items had a significant
loading value on 12 factors. The researcher next named the factors that accurately
reflected the variables loading on those factors (Hair et al., 2010). Here variables having
high loading values were determined more important and significantly impacted on the
label named to represent a factor. Each factor was named based on the variables with

significant loadings:

e Factor 1 (Subjective norms): SN1, SN2, SN3
Factor 2 (Trust): TRU1, TRU2, TRU3, TRUS, TRU6
e Factor 3 (Knowledge self-efficacy): KSE1, KSE2, KSE4
e Factor 4 (Enjoyment in helping others): EHO1, EHO2, EHO4
e Factor 5 (Expected organisational rewards): REW1, REW2, REW3, REW4
e Factor 6 (Reciprocal benefits): RB1, RB2, RB3
e Factor 7 (Psychological ownership of knowledge): POK1, POK3, POK4, POKS5
e Factor 8 (Knowledge sharing behaviour): KSB1, KSB2, KSB3, KSB4, KSB5
e Factor 9-11 (Innovative work behaviour): IEG, IPR, and I[IM
o Factor 9: Idea generation (IGE): IGE1: IGE2: IGE3
o Factor 10: Idea promotion (IPR): IPR1, IPR2, IPR3
o Factor 11: Idea implementation (IIM): [IM1, [IM2, IIM3
e Factor 12 (Transformational leadership): TL3, TL4, TLS, TL6, TL7, TLS8, TL9,
TL10, TL11, TL12, TL13

Table 5.20 presents the summary of the final sets of factors and their items to be used in
the further analysis based on the result from Section 5.3.1 ( Scale reliability assessment)
and EFA. In the next section, a measurement model will be established and tested in
order to examine the constructs’ validity and unidimensionality through Confirmatory

Factor Analysis (CFA).
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Table 5.20: Final reduced sets of variables to be used in further analysis

Latent variable Item code Item deleted
Subjective norm (SN) SN1, SN2, SN3

Trust (TRU) TRU1, TRU2, TRU3, TRUS, TRU6 TRU4
Knowledge self-efficacy KSE1, KSE2, KSE4 KSE3
(KSE)

Enjoyment in helping EHO1, EHO2, EHO4 EHO3
others (EHO)

Organization rewards REWI1, REW2, REW3, REW4

(REW)

Reciprocal benefits (RB) RB1, RB2, RB3

Psychological ownership POK1, POK3, POK4, POKS5

of knowledge (POK)

Transformational TL3, TL4, TL5, TL6, TL7, TLS, TL9, TL10,

leadership (TL) TL11, TL12, TL13

Quality of Transactive Who Knows Who (WKW) Removed
Memory Systems (TMS) Who Does What (WDW)

Knowledge sharing KSB1, KSB2, KSB3, KSB4, KSB5

behaviour (KSB)

Innovative work | Idea generation (IGE): IGE1: IGE2: IGE3

behaviour (IWB) Idea promotion (IPR): IPR1, IPR2, IPR3

Idea implementation (IIM): I1IM1, I1IM2,
M3

5.4 Model assessment

This study used Amos 22.0 to assess the SEM model including measurement model and

structural model. This section presents the results of the assessment of measurement and

structural models as guided in Chapter 4.

5.4.1 Assessment of measurement model

As introduced in the beginning of this chapter, the primary objectives of this section are
to assess the model validity regarding overall model fit, construct validity as well as the
reliability of the constructs, and test the research hypotheses. To do this, the researcher
considered four stages covered the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) analysis which
has been presented in Chapter 4 to assess measurement model: (1) Defining individual

constructs; (2) Developing the overall measurement model; (3) Designing a study to

provide empirical results; and (4) Accessing measurement model validity.
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Stage 1: Defining individual constructs

Given the research questions defined (see Chapter 1), the researcher specifies constructs
that represent the theoretical framework to be tested. Table 5.21 presents the constructs

that have been reduced from EFA results to be used in CFA.

Table 5.21: Final reduced sets of variables to be used in further analysis

Construct Description

Subjective norm (SN)

Trust (TRU)

Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE)

Enjoyment in helping others (EHO)

Expected organisational rewards (REW)

See Chapter 4
Reciprocal benefits (RB)

Psychological ownership of knowledge (POK)

Transformational leadership (TL)

Knowledge sharing behaviour (KSB)

Innovative work behaviour (IWB)

The indicators used to operationalise the constructs were adapted from previous studies
(see Chapter 4). These items have been reduced in EFA analysis (see Table 5.20). There
are at least three items of each construct. The complete questionnaire is shown in

Appendix 2. These items have been described in Chapter 4.
Stage 2: Developing the overall measurement model

Based on the constructs specified, the next step was to specify the measurement model
to be tested. Figure 5.7 depicts the measurement model through a visual diagram. The
model shows 12 constructs and 50 measured items based on the EFA results. All
constructs are enabled to correlate with all other constructs, while each indicator is
enabled to load on only one construct. The ovals represent constructs. A causal path
from a construct to a measured indicator (L) is specified by one-headed connectors,
whilst two-headed connections specify covariance (Cov) between constructs. In this
model, IWB is the second-order factor which has three first-order factors (sub-factors or
sub-constructs). Each of these sub-constructs also has a residual term (not shown in

Figure 5.7 for simplicity) in the CFA model.
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Figure 5.7. The measurement theory model based on the EFA results
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Note: Measured items displayed in the boxes correspond to those in the questionnaire. Each of them has

an error term (e), however they are not displayed in the model for simplicity.
Stage 3: Designing a study to provide empirical results

In this stage, the researcher considered two major issues: sample size and model
specification. As presented in Section 5.2, of 785 paper questionnaires were distributed
and 588 responses were obtained. After data screening step, the final usable 558-case
sample size (N=558) of this study was well above the recommended thumb-rule of a
sample size of 100-150 which would be acceptable for conducting CFA. To specify the
model, the researcher then transferred the overall measurement model (see Figure 5.7)
into AMOS software program by using the graphical interface. The model specification
was completed (see Figure 5.8) by dragging the measured items into the model and

ready to run the software to test it.
Stage 4: Assessing measurement model validity

In this step, the researcher examined both the overall model fit and the criteria for
construct validity. The section below reviews key fit statistics and the parameter
estimates using the rules of thumb presented in Chapter 4. The results of testing the

initial measurement model are presented in Table 5.22.

Table 5.22: The CFA Goodness-of-Fit statistics for the initial measurement model

Test Acceptable cut-off value Tested value
Chi-square (2) Non-significant (y2) at least p-value>0.05 1615.804 (p: 0.000)
Degrees of freedom (df) 1127
Absolute Fit Measures
GFI >0.90 0.898
AGFI >0.80 0.885
RMSEA <0.08 0.028
RMR <0.05 0.039
Lldf <3 1.434
Incremental Fit Indices
NFI >0.90 0.893
TLI (NNFI) >0.90 0.962
CFI >0.90 0.965
Parsimony Fit Indices
PGFI >0.50 0.794
PNFI >0.50 0.822
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Figure 5.8. The initial measurement model for this research in AMOS software
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Overall fit: The results (see Table 5.22) show that the overall fit y* is 1615.804 with
1127 degrees of freedom which is significant at p-value of 0.000. Consequently, the
indicates that the observed covariance matrix (reality) does not match the estimated
covariance matrix (theory) within sampling variance (Hair et al., 2010). The researcher
next looked at several other fit indices (see Table 4.16, Chapter 4) because of the
problems related to using the generalised likelihood ratio statistic alone, and the
effective sample size of 558 (Hair et al., 2010). The parsimony fit indices supported the
good model fit with PGFI=0.794 and PNFI=0.822. However, the absolute (GFI, AGFI,
RMR, RMSEA) and incremental fit indices (CFI, NFI, TLI) indicated a not very good
fit to the data as: GFI=0.898, AGFI=0.885, RMR=0.039, RMSEA=0.028, CFI=0.965,
NFI=0.893, TLI=0.962. Therefore, in addition to assessing model fit statistics, it is
necessary to improve the model fit by checking some model diagnostics. In doing so,
this study used the following diagnostics measures suggested by Hair et al. (2010); path

estimates, standardised residuals, and modification indices.

Path estimates (Factor loadings): The loadings below the threshold values should be
evaluated to decide on removal. One loading estimate — the 0.422 associated with TRUS

was noted because it fell below the loading cut-off of 0.50 (see Table 1, Appendix 8).

Standardised residuals: The next diagnostic measures were conducted by visual
examination of the residual matrix, which was not displayed all here. The results
showed that no standardized residuals were exceeding the threshold value of |4| that

may indicate a problem with one of the measures.

Modification indices (Mls): MIs are associated with the covariance between the
variables. This study looked at the largest modification index for the error term between

items.
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Figure 5.9. The final measurement model for this research in AMOS software

The CFA goodness-of-fit statistics for both initial and final measurement model are
presented in Table 5.23. The resultss for the final model will now be discussed. First,

the value for normed y2, an absolute fit index, was 1.382 (¥2/df = 1484.490/1074)
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which was smaller than 3.0 suggesting an acceptable fit for the CFA model (Bagozzi
and Yi, 1988). Moreover, the value of RMSEA was 0.026, which exceeded the
acceptable fit threshold level of 0.08 (Hooper et al., 2008). Accordingly, this absolute fit
index provides additional support for model fit. Other absolute fit indices (GFI=0.904,
AGFI=0.891, and RMR=0.038) exceeded acceptable fit threshold levels supporting a
good fit for the CFA model. Moving on to look at the incremental fit indices, the CFI is
the most commonly used measure (Hair et al., 2010). The value for CFI was 0.970,
which exceeded the recommended cut-off value of 0.90 for a model of complexity and
large sample size. Other incremental fit indices (NFI=0.901, TLI=0.967) also exceeded
acceptable fit threshold levels. Finally, even though this model has not compared to
other models at this stage, the parsimony fit indices PGFI and PNFI had values of 0.793
and 0.823 respectively, which reflects a good model fit (Mulaik et al., 1989).

Taken together, the CFA results of the final model suggested that the measurement
model exhibited a reasonably good fit. Hence, the researcher further examined the
model results such as construct validity and model diagnostics aimed at modifying the

model.

Table 5.23: The fit indices for the initial and final measurement model

Measures of fit Cut-off The initial model The final model
value
Chi-square (y2) 1615.804 (p: 0.000) 1484.490 (p: 0.000)
Degrees of freedom (df) 1127 1074
Absolute Fit Measures
GF1 >0.90 0.898 0.904
AGFI >0.80 0.885 0.891
RMSEA <0.08 0.028 0.026
RMR <0.05 0.039 0.038
ldf <3 1.434 1.382
Incremental Fit Indices
NFI >0.90 0.893 0.901
TLI (NNFI) >0.90 0.962 0.967
CFI >0.90 0.965 0.970
Parsimony Fit Indices
PGFI >0.50 0.794 0.793
PNFI >0.50 0.822 0.823
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Construct validity: Convergent validity and discriminant validity were examined to

assess construct validity with the rules of thumb presented in Table 5.24.

Table 5.24: Acceptable thresholds of convergent and discriminant validity

Used to test Acceptable cut-off value

Convergent Validity

Factor loadings > 0.50 (preferably 0.70)

Average Variance >50%

Extracted (AVE)

Construct (Composite) >0.70 (0.60 and 0.70 is acceptable)
reliability (CR)

Discriminant Validity

Square root of AVE greater than inter-construct correlations
Maximum Shared Variance (MSV) < AVE

To examine convergent validity, the researcher examined unstandardized factor loading
estimates. From the results (see Appendix 8), all leading estimates were significant as
required for convergent validity. Furthermore, the study examined the standardized
loadings, which are needed for calculating discriminant validity, and reliability
estimates (Hair et al., 2010). The results (see Table 5.25) show that all loading estimates
(standardized value) exceed the threshold of 0.50. The Average Variance Extracted
(AVE) values range between 50.9% and 72.7%, which exceed the 50% rule of thumb.
Construct reliability range from 0.791 to 0.918 which again exceed 0.70, indicating
adequate reliability. The combination of these results provides sufficient evidence of

convergent validity and unidimensionality of the measurement model.

To test for discriminant validity, the researcher adopted a conservative technique by
comparing the square root of AVE estimates for each factor with the inter-construct
correlations associated with other factors (Hair et al., 2006). The results from Table 5.26
provide the evidence of construct validity, reliability, and unidimensionality. It is clearly
seen that square root of all AVE values are higher than the corresponding inter-
construct correlation estimates (below the diagonal line). It also shows that AVEs>
MSVs (maximum shared variance). This is significantly higher than their MSV.
Moreover, the congeneric measurement model, in which each measure was associated
with only one latent construct, did not have any cross-loading among either the error

terms or the indicators. This model provided a good fit and presented little evidence of
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significant cross-loadings. Taken together, these results supported the discriminant

validity of the measurement model.

Table 5.25: Standardized factor loadings, Average Variance Extracted, and Reliability

Estimates

IWB TRU SN KSE KSB TL EHO REW RB POK

IGE 817
IPR .805
M 154

TRUI 0.828

TRU2 0.876

TRU3 0.865

TRU6 0.841
SN1 0.775
SN2 0.878
SN3 0.773

KSE1 0.755

KSE2 0.814

KSE4 0.824

KSB1 0.842

KSB2 0.750

KSB3 0.745

KSB4 0.768

KSB5 0.838
TL3 0.619
TL4 0.623
TLS 0.650
TL6 0.663
TL7 0.718

0.672
TL9 0.791
TL10 0.895

TL11 0.853

TL12 0.627
TL13 0.671
EHOL1 0.744
EHO2 0.870
EHO4 0.750
REW1 0.728
REW2 0.717
REW3 0.714
REW4 0.852
RBI1 0.879
RB2 0.579
RB3 0.764
POK1 0.749
POK3 0.781
POK4 0.817
POKS 0.822

AVE 0.628 0.727 0.656 0.637 0.624 0.509 0.624 0.570 0.564  0.629
CR 0.835 0.914 0.851 0.840 0.892 0.918 0.832 0.841 0.791 0.871
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This study also computed the composite reliability (CR) for each construct. Table 5.26
shows that CR values are all above the minimum cut-off value of 0.70. These results

indicate that this study has reliability in its constructs.

At this point, this study can proceed with confidence that the observed variables

represented by the final measurement model measured these key construct well.

Table 5.26: Average variance extracted (AVE), Maximum shared variance (MSV) and
Composite reliability (CR)

CR AVE | MSV | IWB | TRU SN KSE | KSB | TL EHO | REW | RB POK

IWB 0.835 | 0.628 | 0.312 | 0.792

TRU 0914 | 0.727 | 0.268 | 0.247 | 0.853

SN 0.851 | 0.656 | 0.312 | 0.559 | 0.344 | 0.810

KSE 0.840 | 0.637 | 0.173 | 0.247 | 0.416 | 0.263 | 0.798

KSB 0.892 | 0.624 | 0.268 | 0.402 | 0.518 | 0.449 | 0.410 | 0.790

TL 0.918 | 0.509 | 0.046 | 0.215 | -0.046 | 0.136 | 0.100 | 0.107 | 0.713
EHO 0.832 | 0.624 | 0.368 | 0.101 0.285 | 0.129 | 0.290 | 0.485 | -0.024 | 0.790

REW 0.841 | 0.570 | 0.368 | 0.057 | 0.343 | 0.057 | 0.407 | 0.364 | -0.039 | 0.607 | 0.755

RB 0.791 | 0.564 | 0.312 | 0.559 | 0.213 | 0.432 | 0.187 | 0.438 | 0.038 | 0.215 | 0.162 | 0.751

POK 0.871 | 0.629 | 0.324 | 0.214 | 0.355 | 0.156 | 0.316 | 0.358 | -0.031 | 0.461 | 0.569 | 0.086 | 0.793

5.4.2 Assessment of structural model and hypotheses testing

The measurement model, the first step of two-step SEM approach, has been tested using
CFA in the previous section. The end of CFA’s result was the validation of a set of
construct indicators that allowed the researcher to examine the relationship between the
constructs of the proposed research model (see Figure 3.3). This study has endeavoured
to find the answers to the research questions presented in Chapter 1 and 2. In this
section, the results of assessing the structural model involved two issues (also known as

stage 5 and 6) are presented.
Stage 5: Specifying the structural model

Given the construct measures, the researcher established the structural relationships
among the constructs and depicted them in an appropriate form for SEM analysis. In
this step, the study tested main effects of the following hypotheses. The moderate

effects will be tested and discussed later.
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Hi,: Subjective norms have a positive effect on KSB

Hp,: Trust has a positive effect on KSB

Hsa: Knowledge self-efficacy has a positive effect on KSB

Ha,: Enjoyment in helping others has a positive effect on KSB

Hs,: Expected organisational rewards have a positive effect on KSB

Hea: Reciprocal benefits have a positive effect on KSB

H7,: Psychological ownership of knowledge has a positive effect on KSB

Hs,: KSB positively impacts innovative work behaviour
The visual diagram was used to depict the theory (see Figure 5.10). The structural
model was specified based on the measurement model by removing the double-headed
arrows between exogenous variables and endogenous variables. They were then
replaced by single-headed arrows which represent the causal relationships between the
constructs. The full structural model is depicted in Figure 5.10 in which SN, TRU, KSE,
EHO, REW, RB and POK are exogenous variables, while KSB and IWB are
endogenous variables. Moreover, each hypothesis and the corresponding path are listed
in the legend at the bottom right of Figure 5.10. For example, H;, hypothesises a
positive SN-KSB relationship. A parameter estimate linking an exogenous construct to

an endogenous construct is named by the symbol P.

E1 EZ

P]WB, KSB

Hypothesis Parameter

H,,- SN = KSB Pisp, s

H,,: TRU 2 KSB Pysprru
H;,:KSE 2 KSB Pksp, kse
H,,:EHO - KSB Pxsg. £rHO
Hs,:REW 2 KSB Pksp. rEw
Hg,:RB 2 KSB Pkss.rB

H,,:POK =2 KSB Pksg, pok
Hg: KSB = IWB Piws. ksB

Figure 5.10. The original structural model based on EFA and CFA results

Note: For simplicity, this diagram does not show the measured variables and their corresponding paths

and errors. However, they must be shown in the SEM program.
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Stage 6: Accessing the structural model

The structural model displayed in the path diagram (see Figure 5.10) was then estimated
and accessed by using AMOS 22.0, which also used the same criteria to assess the
model fit indices in CFA. In addition to the assessment of model fit, the researcher
examined the individual parameter estimates against the corresponding hypotheses,
which determined whether the hypotheses were accepted or rejected. To do this, the
study used the standardized path coefficients (also known as critical ratio). The
threshold of #-value (CR < - 1.96, CR > + 1.96) was used to achieve a significant level
with p < 0.05 (Byrne, 2001). Moreover, the parameter estimates should be statistically
significant, and in the predicted direction that means these estimate values are >0 and

<0 for positive and negative relationship respectively.

The model fit statistics and the standardised path coefficients of the structural model are
presented in Figure 5.11 and Appendix 9. All of the goodness-of-fit measures were
within a range that would be associated with strong acceptability of fit: ¥2=1020.242,
df=633, GF1=0.913, AGFI=0.898, RMSEA=0.33, RMR=0.42, ¥2/df=1.612, NFI=0.909,
TLI=0.959, CFI=0.963, PGFI=0.780, and PNFI=0.818.

Hypothesis Parameter  Supported?

Hla: SN 9 KSB PKSB. SN Yes
| Hze: TRU 2 KSB Pkss.rrU Yes
| H;..KSE = KSB Pxsp. KSE Yes
| Hy):EHO 2 KSB Pxsg. eHO Yes
H;,:REW = KSB Pxsp. REW No
| Hs:RB 2 KSB Pksp. rB Yes
| H7,:POK > KSB PksB. pok No

| Hy: KSB = IWB Piws, kss Yes

Figure 5.11. Standardised path estimates for the structural model (main effects)

Note: For simplicity, this diagram does not show the covariance values (Cov) between constructs (see

Appendix 9)
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Hypothesis testing

The researcher next examined the individual parameter estimates (e.g. path coefficient,
t-value, p-value). The structural path estimates of the hypotheses Hja, H2a, H3a, Haa, Hea,
and Hg were significant and in the expected direction (positive relationships). Thus,
these hypotheses were supported. However, the exceptions were the estimates between
REW and KSB, and between POK and KSB. Both these estimates were not significant
although they were in the hypothesized direction. Therefore, the hypotheses Hs, and H7,
were rejected. Overall, six of the eight estimates were consistent with the hypotheses.
The model data confirms significant and positive associations between Subjective
norms (SN), Trust (TRU), Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE), Enjoyment in helping others
(EHO), Reciprocal benefits (RB) and Knowledge sharing behaviour (KSB), and
between KSB and Innovative work behaviour (IWB). These results supported the
theoretical model, with a caveat for the two paths (Hs,: REW - KSB and H7,: POK >
KSB) that were not supported.

In summary, the study has tested its original structural model. The results revealed a
reasonably good overall model fit and the hypothesised relationships were generally
supported. Therefore, the researcher can continue to interpret the precise nature of the

relationships with an acceptable extent of confidence.

Table 5.27: The goodness-of-fit measures and structural parameter estimates for

structural model

Structural relationship Unstandardized Standard C.R P value Supported?
(Hypothesis) parameter estimate (PC)  error (t-value)

Hj.: SN -> KSB .240 .056 4.246 otk Yes
H,,: TRU - KSB 356 .060 5.960 ok Yes
H;,: KSE > KSB .164 .066 2.478 013%* Yes
H4,: EHO > KSB 276 .049 5.617 rok Yes
Hs,: REW - KSB -.037 .067 -.548 .584 No
He.: RB -> KSB 287 .058 4.929 otk Yes
H,: POK > KSB .080 .062 1.277 201 No
Hg: KSB > IWB 202 .035 5.838 ok Yes

Note: *: significant when p < 0.05 (two-tailed); ***: significant when p < 0.001 (two-tailed)

155



5.4.3 Analysis of moderate effects

A moderator can be defined as a qualitative (e.g. gender, age) or quantitative (e.g. level
of transformational leadership) variable that can affect the relationships between an
independent variable or predictor variable and a dependent or criterion variable (Baron
and Kenny, 1986). For example (see Figure 5.12), let assumes that Z is the moderator
variable on the relationship between X (independent variable) and Y (dependent
variable). Then the moderation effect of Z is “to alter” the effect of X on Y. A
moderation effect could either strengthen or weaken the influence of X on Y. In other
words, the effects of X on Y would rely on the levels of moderator variable. In order to
test moderation effects, Baron and Kenny (1986) described that “the levels of the

moderator variable are treated as different groups” (p.1175).

Moderator
/4
Independent variable l o Dependent variable
X g Y

Figure 5.12. The conceptual model of a moderate effect

To investigate moderating effects, this study utilised a multi-group analysis with the low
and high group approach suggested by Dabholkar and Bagozzi (2002). The analysis of

moderation effects were tested as the followings steps.

Step 1: Determined the moderate hypotheses to be tested. The researcher started with
the proposed research model based on Chapter 3 and the results from the analysis of
main effects (see Figure 5.13). The initial research model proposed the moderating
influence of Transformational leadership (TL) on eight relationships including H;,, Ha,,
Hsa, Haa, Hsa, Hea, and H7,, and the moderating effect of the quality of TMS on the
relationship between KSB and IWB (Hg).

However, the hypotheses Hs,, H7, were not supported, while Hy was removed from EFA
results. In other words, the relationships between Expected organisational rewards
(REW) and Knowledge sharing behaviour (KSB) (Hs,), Psychological ownership of
knowledge (POK) and KSB (H7,), and a joint relationship between Transactive memory
systems (TMS) and KSB on Innovative work behaviour (IWB) (Hg) did not exist.
Moreover, before testing the moderator in the model, the researcher must ensure that the

effects of an independent variable on its dependent variable exists and is significant
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(Awang, 2015). Therefore, the study determined not to test the hypotheses Hs,, H7, and

Hy that influence on the main hypotheses Hs,, H7,, and Hg respectively.

Hip: TL positively moderates the relationship between subjective norms (SN) and KSB.
In teams with high TL, SN will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in teams

with low TL.

Hay: TL positively moderates the relationship between trust and KSB. In teams with

high TL, Trust will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in teams with low TL.

Hsp: TL positively moderates the relationship between knowledge self-efficacy (KSE)
and KSB. In teams with high TL, KSE will have a stronger positive impact on KSB

than in teams with low TL.

Hap: TL positively moderates the relationship between enjoyment in helping others
(EHO) and KSB. In teams with high TL, EHO will have a stronger positive impact on
KSB than in teams with low TL.

Hep: TL positively moderates the relationship between reciprocal benefits (RB) and

KSB. In teams with high TL, RB will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in

Transformational
Leadership

H - = = = 9 Moderating effects

teams with low TL.

Environmental factors

————— Main effects

Behaviours

X Knowledge Sharing H8 Innovative Work  [B
. —> . :
: Behaviour Behaviour :

Enjoyment in :
Helping Others :
Organisational
H Rewards :

Knowledge Self-
Efficacy

Bl Reciprocal Benefits [

of Knowledge

PSY Ownership

Note: H5b, H7b were not tested because H5a and H7a were not supported from main effects’ results. H9 was
removed from EFA results

Figure 5.13. The conceptual model of the moderator transformational leadership
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Step 2: Categorised the moderating variable (TL) into two high and low groups in the
dataset. TL was measured by thirteen items using a five-point Likert scale (1 never to 5
always). This factor was first computed into one continuous value followed by
converted to two high and low groups using a median split method. This study utilised a
median split method because it provided two adequate sample size groups (Ping, 1996).

These statistics were conducted in the SPSS 22.0. The results show in Appendix 9.

Step 3: Developed four models: Each model was tested for low and high groups using

structural equations modelling (SEM).

e Model A: all factor loadings constrained across the groups, and error variances
of the items for endogenous variables also constrained

e Model B: the factor loadings free but error variances constrained.

e Model C: both factor loadings and error variances free.

e Model D: factor loadings constrained across the groups but error variances free.

Step 4: Accessed the presence of moderate effects. To achieve this purpose, this study
conducted two tests based on four models that had been developed in step 3. All models
were run comparing the high and low groups. The researcher first compared model A to
model D (and model B to model C). The results showed that the change of %2 of model
A and B were non-significant, which indicated that model A and B were not
significantly different. The result for the comparison of model B and C were similar.
Consequently, according to Dabholkar and Bagozzi (2002), error variances caused non-
significant differences across the high and low groups. The study then took the second
test for the comparison between model A and B (or model C and D). The results found
that the change of ¥2 of model A and B were significantly different (see Table 5.28)
(The possible identification for model D and C was similar). Therefore, there were
significant moderate effects across the high and low groups. Moreover, this difference
resulted from factor loading because the model fit indices for model A and B were
sufficiently different (see Table 5.28). Taken together, groups were different at the

model level. The researcher could then check path differences.

Step 5: Determined moderating effects’ direction and significance. Table 5.29 presents
the proposed moderate hypotheses (Hja, H2a, H3a, Haa, and Hg,), including the changes
of standardized B coefficients (from low to high level of groups). It can be clearly seen

from the results that the hypotheses H,, Hy,, H3, were supported with a median split.
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This means that a higher level of TL in a team strengthens the relationships between
Subjective norms (SN), Trust (TRU), Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE) and Knowledge
sharing behaviour (KSB) leading to Innovative work behaviour (IWB) in the
organisation. By contrast, a low level of TL will attenuate these relationships. However,
unlike the strengthening hypothesised, hypotheses Ha, and Hs, were not supported. The
relationships between EHO and KSB, and RB and KSB were not significantly changed
with a higher level of TL. The implication of the results will be discussed in Chapter 7.

Table 5.28: Structural equations results for moderating effects models

Model 2 df RMSEA RMR TLI  CFl  Ax2/Adf Sig
Model A 514.623 405 0.028 031 0969 0970 420  p<0.05
Model B 430.524 385 0.027 033 0972 0974

Table 5.29: Structural equations results for hypotheses in moderating effects model.

Transformational
. . leadership (TL)
Relationship Note Supported?
Low High
SN S KSB 0058 to 0257 Significant: change 1is in correct Yes
’ ’ direction (strengthen) and >=0.1
Significant: change 1is in correct
TRU > KSB 0.1 to 0314 direction (strengthen) and >=0.1 Yes
Significant: change 1is in correct
KSE > KSB 0079 1o 0.214 direction (strengthen) and >=0.1 Yes
EHO - KSB 0265 to 0299 Not mgmﬁcant: chgnge is <0.05, not No
supporting hypothesis
REW > KSB Path removed from the main effects Not tested
RB > KSB 0222 to 0.199 Not mgmﬁcant: chgnge is <0.05, not No
supporting hypothesis
POK > KSB Path removed from the main effects Not tested
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5.4.4 Overall findings of hypotheses testing

Table 5.30 presents the overall findings of hypotheses testing for both main and

moderate effects in the present study.

Table 5.30: The summary of results of hypotheses testing

Hypothesis Supported?
Hj,: Subjective norms have a positive effect on KSB Yes
Hj,: Trust has a positive effect on KSB Yes
Hj3,: Knowledge self-efficacy has a positive effect on KSB. Yes

2}

&8 Hy,: Enjoyment in helping others has a positive effect on KSB. Yes

[

"25 Hs,: Expected organisational rewards have a positive effect on KSB. No
Hg,: Reciprocal benefits have a positive effect on KSB. Yes
H>,: Psychological ownership of knowledge has a positive effect on KSB. No
Hjy: KSB positively impacts innovative work behaviour. Yes
Hyp: TL positively moderates the relationship between subjective norms and Yes
KSB.
Hp,: TL positively moderates the relationship between trust and KSB. Yes
Hjp,: TL positively moderates the relationship between KSE and KSB. Yes

2 Hyp: TL positively moderates the relationship between enjoyment in helping

O No

= others and KSB.

o

Q

‘&; . .. . . . .

.“;‘ Hsp,: TL positively moderates the relationship between expected organisational Not tested®

= rewards and KSB

=
Hgp: TL positively moderates the relationship between reciprocal benefits and No
KSB.
Hay,: TL positively moderates the relationship between psychological Not tested®
ownership of knowledge and KSB.
Hy: TMS quality positively moderates the relationship between KSB and IWB Not tested”

Not: *: Path removed from the main effect testing. °: Path removed from the EFA results
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5.5 Summary of Chapter 5

Chapter five presented the procedures and results of the empirical data analysis of this
study. The analysis was conducted with a combination of statistics software including
SPSS 22.0 and AMOS 22.0. Firstly, Section 5.2 presented descriptive statistics using
SPSS 22.0. The results showed that this study received a high response rate of 74%
through the paper survey. Moreover, the data screening (e.g. missing value, normal
distribution, outliers) revealed that the dataset met the requirement of normal
distribution without extreme outliers. The result of the examination of the standard
deviation and standard error showed that the 558 respondents acquired from the data
collection represented the population. Secondly, Section 5.3 performed the validation of
the measurement scale including scale reliability and exploratory factor analysis (EFA).
The assessment of scale reliability involved internal consistency and item-total
correlation which showed that the measurement scales of this research were considered
reliable; it relied on the high values of Cronbach’s alpha for each construct.
Furthermore, the item-total correlations of all measured items for each construct were
acceptable except five items (EHO3, POK2, WKWI1, WDW1, WDW2, and WDW3).
The results indicated that each item adequately measured its underlying construct apart
from factor WDW. This chapter then performed the EFA to discover the underlying
structure of a set of variables. The results derived a final model construct comprising of
12 factors with 54 items except two items TRU4 and KSE3 which had cross-loadings
on two different factors. Next, the research model and hypotheses were tested via the
two-step SEM approach. The first step was to test the measurement model (CFA) based
on the factor structures derived from EFA. The results from CFA analysis indicated that
the measurement model had an acceptable level of model fit after eliminating one item
(TRUS) with the loading estimate below the loading cut-off of 0.50. The results also
confirmed that the measurement model had adequate construct validity (convergent
validity and discriminant validity), reliability, and unidimensionality. The second step
was to assess the structural model which indicated an acceptable model fit. The
hypotheses (main effects) were tested by assessing the path estimates for each
relationship in the research model. The results show that all hypotheses were supported
except Hs, and H7,. This chapter was concluded by assessing the moderate effects using
multi-group approach with a mean split in AMOS. The results indicated that there were
only three moderate effects Hlb, H2b and H3b were supported. Implications of the

findings, conclusions and limitations of the research are discussed in Chapter 7 and 8.
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Taken together, the results from quantitative analysis appeared to present a satisfactory
answer the research questions. Finally, the researcher proceeded to evaluate the model
and enrich the future work by conducting semi-structured interviews with a group of
experts. The process and results of qualitative approach will be discussed in the next

chapter.
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CHAPTER 6 : PHASE Il - QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS

6.1 Introduction

Chapter 5 presented the results of the quantitative data collection and analysis. This
chapter discusses the results from the follow-up qualitative phase. This phase was used
to explain and interpret the important findings acquired from the quantitative data
analysis in more detail. The selection of interviewees and designing the interview
protocol for the qualitative phase were based on what had been found in the quantitative
phase. The results of both quantitative and qualitative phases will be integrated for the
discussion and interpretation of the final findings of the whole research (see Chapter 7).
This chapter begins with the description of the participants’ profiles. The chapter will
then discuss the results of the semi-structured interviews including: (1) a brief review of
the semi-structured interviews (data collection and analysis); (2) the reasons that the
interviewees believe Vietnamese universities need to promote Knowledge Sharing (KS)
amongst academics; and (3) the comparisons of quantitative and qualitative findings for

the explanation of each hypothesis. The chapter’s outline is presented in Figure 6.1.

[ 6.1. Introduction ]
v
[ 6.2. Participants’ profiles }
\ 4
[ 6.3. Qualitative results J

[ 6.4. Summary of Chapter ]

Figure 6.1. Chapter’s outline

6.2 Participants’ profiles

Concerning the content of the interview protocol, except for the questions used for
explaining and interpreting significant quantitative findings from quantitative phase,
only five demographic questions were included: gender, age, qualification, position and
year of experience. Sensitive questions (e.g. place of work, salary, or name) were
avoided. Table 6.1 shows the demographics of the participants for the qualitative section

of this study.

163



Table 6.1. The demographics of the participants

Gender Age

Education

degree

Year

Current position

Profile

Intveel Female 41- Doctoral >15 Head of a Department of The expert graduated with PhD in management information systems from a high-ranking
50 degree Science and Technology  university in the world (top 100). The expert has had many years of working on information
and knowledge to support academics in a university environment. The expert has been
working on applying information and communication technology in teaching and research,
including Management Information Systems (MIS), Enterprise resource planning (ERP) and
E-Commerce/E-Business.

Intvee2 Female 31- PhD >15 Senior lecturers of a Master of Information Systems Design in a high-ranking European university. Currently, the
40 candidate Department of expert is in the final year of their PhD in Information Systems in a high-ranking university
Master’s Management Information (top 500). The expert has substantial experience in KM and Knowledge Management
degree System Systems in higher education. The expert has also been teaching and applying quantitative
methods including many statistical skills such as designing questionnaire surveys,
quantitative data analysis, Explanatory Factor Analysis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor

Analysis (CFA), and Structural Equation Modelling (SEM).
Intvee3 Male  31- PhD >15 Deputy Director of a The expert has worked for over 15 years in Library in a top university in Vietnam. The
40  candidate University Library expert had responsibility for the development and application of information technology in
Master’s Library. The expert is one of the founders of a knowledge-sharing forum for the librarian
degree community in Vietnam. Currently, the expert is a PhD candidate in information technology

in a foreign country.
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Intvee4 Male 31-
40

Master’s

degree

11-15

Deputy director

of a

Center for Information

Technology

The expert has a master’s degree in software engineering and has had over ten years of
professional software development experience in higher education. Specifically, the expert
has been working on software development for universities, cryptography and security
system; wavelet and their scientific applications, personnel management information system.

He has participated in teaching IT skills to students for eight years.

Intvee5 Male 41-
50

Doctoral

degree

>15

Deputy Director of a

Graduate Research

School

The expert graduated with PhD in education management from a high-ranking university in
the world (top 500). Currently, the expert is doing the postdoc in a high-ranking foreign
university in the world (top 300). The expert has the strength in the combination of
pedagogy-before-technology approach and effective application of technologies to transform
the quality of teaching, learning and research. The expert is interested in joint research
projects with like-minded researchers all over the world. The expert is a very active
researcher who always helps and feels enjoyments in helping others. The expert has many

years of working experience in higher education management.

Intvee6 Female 31-
40

Master’s

degree

11-15

Library and information

literacy  expert

University Library

of

a

The expert has over ten years of working in a university library in supporting students and
academic staff for teaching, learning and research. The expert was also involved in building
a digital library and teaching the information literacy subject for students, lecturers and

researchers. The expert has the following expertise:

- Analyse and evaluate library and information services, technology and media service
requirements.
- Incorporate the essential knowledge and skills of Information Literacy into teaching and

learning
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Intvee7  Male  31- Master’s 11-15 Library and information The expert has over ten years of working in a university library in supporting students and
40 degree literacy expert of a academic staff for teaching, learning and research. The expert also involves in building a
University Library digital library and teaching the information literacy subject for students, lecturers and

researchers. The expert has the below skills and expertise:

- Incorporating the essential knowledge and skills of information literacy into teaching
and learning

- Training students, lecturers and researchers about statistics in doing research: SPSS

- Guiding students and providing them with essential academic support skills including

Endnotes, questionnaire survey designs, use of SPSS, etc.
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6.3 Qualitative results

6.3.1 Review of qualitative interviews: data collection and analysis

This section presents the results of the qualitative data analysis to explain and interpret
significant quantitative findings from the quantitative phase (hypothesis testing). As
discussed in Chapter 4, the qualitative analysis and interpretation help to move from an
analysis of data to understanding, explaining and interpreting the central phenomena of
the current research. The present study applied steps (see Section 4.6.4, Chapter 4) to
analyse the interview data for each interviewee. The interviews were conducted through
Skype and E-mails with each interviewee. They were asked to rate their agreement (1:
Strongly Agree to 5: Strongly Disagree) for the obtained findings (tested hypotheses) of
the quantitative phase. Each of these questions also included “probes” by using some
open-ended questions beginning with the word “How” or “Why” to encourage
interviewees to talk more and expand the time of the interview to receive useful

information. Below is an example of the questions in the interview protocol.

Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with the following results, and give your

comments for each result.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5

Hla: Subjective norms have a positive effect on knowledge-sharing
behaviour

Please explain further how and why you give the above rate: — ........c.ccoooevereveceseneeeeeeeeeees

Then, the researcher transcribed and translated the interviews into English (when
necessary). The transcriptions were stored in Word documents for the further analysis.
The transcripts of the interviews were double checked by two Vietnamese-English
language experts who are also translators and interpreters for the accuracy of
transcription (see Statement of Audit Trail, Appendix 4). The interviewees’ knowledge
and experience of KS and KM were explored to account for the results obtained from
the quantitative phase. The analysis could be holistic in the whole interviews or
embedded in a particular aspect of each expert. The analysis coded the text passages
(transcribed and translated from interview recordings) and generated description and
themes from these codes. The codes and themes related to each interviewee’s

knowledge and experience of KS in university settings. This study thoroughly checked
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other documents to validate and enrich the information provided by each participant —

e.g. reflections, follow-up emails, chats, and legislation documents.

The following sections present: (1) the interviewees’ explanations for why Vietnamese
universities should promote KS (2) and the description and themes that were generated
to represent constructs of the research model. The presentation of these sections

endeavoured to make it compact and comprehensive.
6.3.2 Reasons for promoting knowledge sharing in universities

Most of the interviewees emphasised the importance of improving KS in universities as
a key role in creating and transferring knowledge through their core activities such as
teaching and learning, research, dissemination, and working with other organisations to

promote innovation.

Firstly, many interviewees reported that the university environment is an academic
environment, in which KS naturally exists in some simple forms. At the personal level,
KS is learning and teaching that is the daily work of every lecturer. Collectively, also to
colleagues, since the characteristics of academia involve research, discussion, exchange
of knowledge through these activities, academics share their expertise and knowledge —
for example, to conduct research projects or improve their lecturers. It can be said that
KS is compulsory for the existence of a university. It is part of everyone’s daily routine.
It is also a non-stop learning process for every academic staff member to continually
learn to improve their level of professional qualification, their teaching content and
method, and themselves. The process is not just sharing but also learning from

colleagues and researchers. Here are some statements from interviewees:

“..., I share my knowledge with my students. Moreover, when I prepare my lectures,
work with Master or PhD students, I also learn from them. To me, sharing my

knowledge with others also helps me to learn new things...” (Intveel)

“The university is the place where the main task is teaching, research and transferring
science and technology. Thus, promoting KS between academics is necessary and

automatic...” (Intveed)

“A university aims to promote KS. KS must become mandatory requirements specified

by specific mechanisms. This will promote KS in each university.” (Intvee5)
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“This is because KS motivates people to be creative in learning, teaching, and
research. It also increases connectivity and interactivity in the community. For
example, I join a research group of the faculty of information technology. We have five
people who work from different units but have the same research interests. We often
share interesting ideas, articles or books together that help us work together to produce

publications...” (Intvee7)

Secondly, interviewees commented on the mission of the university to the society. Most
of them reported that the university is the most important contributor to the invention
and technology for the development of the society. Many technologies and innovations
have been commercialised in the market, contributing significantly to improving the
competitiveness of enterprises and the research, and innovative activities of research

institutes and universities for economic and social development. Here is an example:

“The reasons for the university’s existence are not teaching and learning, but what
products, its teaching and learning produce to serve the development of social
development. In other words, universities must play a key role in providing potential

labour resources for the development of society.” (Intvee2)

Some interview participants illustrated that Vietnam had undergone three stages of
socio-economic development: backwards agriculture, cottage industries and an
industrial economy. Even in the initial stage, KS exists in the form of word of mouth by
sharing experience. However, without it, Vietnam could not have achieved its relatively
proud achievements in the world. For example, Vietnam experienced a food crisis in the
1980s (Hoa et al., 2012), but now it has become the third largest rice exporting country
in the world (Statista, 2018); and Vietnam has developed short-term industrial crops
such as rubber. At present, Vietnam’s agricultural economy is affected by advanced
science and technology that requires knowledge in a new form of both quality and
quantity. In the modern period of development, Vietnam chooses the model of socio-
economic development based first on the technology, and then on knowledge, so the
demand for knowledge and sharing knowledge has become more pressing. This is
because it is the best way that Vietnam can achieve the goals of socio-economic

development in the new era to integrate into the global knowledge-based economy.

“Sharing knowledge helps the development of the community. Higher education is a

high-level with a large amount of knowledge. Thus, the dissemination of knowledge can
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have a dramatic impact on improving the development of the national education system

as well as the development of the socio-economic society in Vietnam...” (Intvee6)

Thirdly, for many interviewees, knowledge management and sharing were believed to
play a decisive role in strategising, planning and operation of the university. For
instance, to have a good strategy and plan, (1) the university must be based on its
development with data providing accurate information and relied on the development
trend of the society to build the demand for labour and knowledge of the society; (2) the
university offers training courses to provide human resources with enough knowledge
and skills to serve that economy and society. Some of the interviewees reported that for
consistency in strategising, planning, and operation, there must be enough data,

information and knowledge.

“At present, KS in universities is clogged at all levels. internal and external and the
communication amongst the units/ departments. For example, information is not even
shared among members of the university board. Between the university board and
department level, KS is insufficient. Especially, sharing information on strategies from

all levels is still difficult.” (Intvee2)

Two interviewees suggested that if KS and KM are successfully built at the university,
it might help to create an excellent intellectual database. It also helps to provide input
for strategic planning, provide precise information, and avoid unnecessary assumptions.
In strategy, planning and operation, KS is an indispensable part of a university if it
wants to have a high quality of management. When we have successful KM initiatives,
we will ask about KS — e.g. What and how do tools, channels, and factors affect KS?
How to promote KS among colleagues? Moreover, a few participants said that
knowledge must be filtered to suit the new requirements. It is not just about sharing
experiences. However, Vietnam’s problem is a lack of knowledge management systems,
which makes it impossible for Vietnam to have precise results. That is the reason why
we always face seasonal solutions in policy-making. Here are some statements from the

interviewees:

“We always ask why we cannot plan long-term vision, strategy, and plan. Since we do
not have a database of information, experience and knowledge, how can we have a

long-term vision?” (Intvee4).
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“KS should be promoted in the university because it facilitates the application of
intellectual asset efficiently in the university that contributes to the development of the

university in the long-term.” (Intvee?7).

Fourthly, most of the interviewees believed that KS supports the designing and building
of teaching programs, curriculums, and innovations. KS is crucial for activities such as

developing curriculums. Here are some statements of informants:

“..we are currently rebuilding our teaching programs and curriculums for the
information system subject. The construction of a new curriculum in English is very
demanding... People have to discuss face-to-face with each other, but after only a few
meetings, we have produced results that everyone is happy with. Knowledge is shared
from different areas to complement one another because only one person cannot cover
all the knowledge content. Our curriculum has been built upon the relevance,

interdependence, and complementary subjects in an effective way.” (Intveel).

“KS brings the power of collective intelligence and help people collaborate to create

innovations lead to growing together.” (Intvee6)

Furthermore, some of the interview participants reported that in the university the
knowledge-sharing model would help learners and teachers to have a spirit of

innovation.

“If there is no sharing, rare knowledge and its value of senior lectures, professors,
excellent young academics, and even new students exists in a distributed form.
Therefore, KS is the driving force for innovation of individuals and organisations.”

(Intvee2)

“This is because KS motivates people to be creative in learning, teaching, and

research.” (Intvee7)

Finally, many interviewees reported that KS helps to expand the boundary of

knowledge and avoid copyright infringement and plagiarism. Here is an example:

“.. I believe that knowledge needs to be shared with others rather than to be kept to
oneself because: (1) KS facilitates the creation of new knowledge, (2) It helps eliminate
re-inventing the wheel, and expand the boundary of knowledge; and (3) KS mutually

benefits both knowledge sharers and knowledge receivers.” (Intvee5)
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Three interviewees supported the transparent mechanism of information which may
avoid copyright infringement and plagiarism. Especially in Vietnam, piracy and
plagiarism have been a painful problem that has been denounced by the whole society.

One interviewee gave an example during the interview:

“...the recent evidence that in Feb 2018, there were 97 applications of associate
professor and professor candidatures have been re-examined after the recognition
when some of these candidatures were found to be involved in plagiarism. At the
moment these applications have been suspended for the national investigation

requested by the Prime minister.” (Intvee2)

The following are some other statements of interviewees supported for this view:

“Most of the shared documents are feared for losing copyright or plagiarised... if we
have a transparent mechanism of information, we will avoid copyright infringement

and plagiarism...” (Intveel)

“KS helps to avoid plagiarism (with community supervision) and duplication of

research resulting in the waste of intellectual assets of the society.” (Intvee6)

“KS also protects copyrights and disseminates knowledge to students and lecturers. KS

leads to enrich knowledge and finally avoid the pragmatism.” (Intvee4)

6.3.3 Overall findings

This section briefly reviews the summary of the qualitative data analysis. Overall, as
presented in Table 6.2, most of the results from the quantitative phase were supported
by the seven interviewees, except for hypothesis Hap. The interviewees agreed with all
of main effects in the research model. However, two of the hypotheses, Hs, and H7,
were not strongly supported by the interviewees who had further explanations for their
given ratings. While four of five moderating relationships got strong support from the
interviewees (three above 4.0, one of 3.86), hypothesis H4, did not receive strong
agreement from them with the mean of 2.86. The next sections will discuss more details
about the validations of each hypothesis and especially the significant comments from

the interviewees.
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Table 6.2. The findings from qualitative phase for validation of quantitative results

Hypotheses (Quantitative findings) Qualitative results

S: Supported; NS: Not supported Agreed? | Min | Max | Mean

Main effects

H;.: Subjective norms (SN) have a positive effect on KSB. (S) Yes 4 5 [4.29
H,,: Trust has a positive effect on KSB (S) Yes 4 5 471
H;,: Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE) has a positive effect on KSB (S) Yes 4 5 | 457
Hy,: Enjoyment in helping others (EHO) has a positive effect on KSB (S) Yes 4 5 | 457
Hs,: Expected organisational rewards have a positive effect on KSB (NS) Yes 2 5 | 3.57
Hg,: Reciprocal benefits (RB) have a positive effect on KSB (S) Yes 4 5 |4.29
(I—&Psychological ownership of knowledge has a positive effect on KSB Yes 2 s | 414
Hg: KSB positively impacts innovative work behaviour (IWB) (S) Yes 4 5 | 4.86

Moderating effects of transformational leadership (TL)

Hyp: TL positively moderates the relationship between SN and KSB. In
teams with high TL, SN will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than Yes 4 5 [ 4.71
in teams with low TL. (S)

H,y,: TL positively moderates the relationship between trust and KSB. In
teams with high TL, Trust will have a stronger positive impact on KSB Yes 4 5 | 443
than in teams with low TL. (S)

H;,: TL positively moderates the relationship between KSE and KSB. In
teams with high TL, KSE will have a stronger positive impact on KSB Yes 2 5 14.00
than in teams with low TL. (S)

Hyy: TL positively moderates the relationship between EHO and KSB. In
teams with high TL, EHO will have a stronger positive impact on KSB No 1 2 | 1.57
than in teams with low TL. (NS)

Hgp,: TL positively moderates the relationship between RB and KSB. In
teams with high TL, RB will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than Yes 2 4 1329
in teams with low TL. (NS)

6.3.4 Relationship between subjective norms and KSB (H;a)

Quantitative result: Supported Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 4.29)

As presented in Chapter 5, the quantitative data analysis found that subjective norms
had a significant impact on KSB (H,: relationship between subjective norms and KSB).
As shown in Table 6.2, H;, was strongly supported by the interviewees with the average
of 4.29. All interview participants believed that subjective norms have the important
role on KSB of academics in universities in the Vietnam context. Many participants
reported that the effect would be very strong in Vietnamese university environments
because Vietnamese employees in general, university members, in particular, tend to

follow what most of their colleagues and especially their leaders do. Here is an example.
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We have a tendency of following the crowd. The power distance between leaders and
subordinates although not very high in faculty culture, lectures still tend to follow what
the senior staff do...” (Intveel)

Some interviewees explained that in the workplace, the positive activities or behaviors
of leaders and colleagues intended for academic staff (e.g. encouraging creativity,
promoting personal ability, creating unity, inspiring and building beliefs) positively
encouraged them to be involved in the exchange of knowledge in terms of frequency,
variety types of knowledge, and channels of sharing. This is because lecturers feel
comfortable and safe in sharing information and knowledge in such an environment that
is created from the positive influence of leaders and colleagues. Moreover, they feel that
their value and chance to interact with each other are increased. Below are some

statements of participants supporting for Hy,.

“...some leaders believe that their knowledge is a competitive advantage that helps
promote them to the upper position. They also want their subordinates to follow them

so they assert their power.” (Intvee2)

“When having positive impacts from leaders or colleagues, lecturers will find that KS is
useful, thereby these impacts also positively affect KSB. In my department, people often
follow the work styles of our leader because everyone wants to get satisfaction from the
leader. Moreover, many people wish to flatter their leaders to be close to them and to

get promotions”. (Intvee3)

“Leaders and colleagues have the same research interests as well as relevant daily
works. If they regularly motivate, encourage and share their knowledge with others
while working, learning and teaching that will help spread their spirit to people around
them to share knowledge and create a knowledge-sharing community. For example, if
people around me are all willing and open to sharing their knowledge that is not only

the pressure on me but it also motivates me to participate in sharing activities”.

(Intvee6)

However, a few participants noted that in some workplaces, it would be possible that
subjective norms may have a detrimental effect on the culture of KS among individuals.
For example, if the leader is autocratic or bureaucratic, he or she may not want the

information to be transparent and public. They are only afraid of information being
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exposed and wish to share information within a certain group of interests. At the same

time, people are scared to share knowledge because it affects their job security.

Overall, the above discussion of the qualitative interviews indicated that subjective
norms have a positive impact on KSB of academics in university in Vietnam. Thus, the

interviewees supported hypothesis Hj,.

6.3.5 Relationship between trust and KSB (H:.)

Quantitative result: Supported Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 4.71)

In the questionnaire survey, trust was found to have a significant impact on KSB (Hy,).
Based on the findings from semi-structured interviews, this hypothesis (H,,) was also
strongly supported by the interviewees with the high average rate of 4.71. All of the
interviewees agreed that trust is a critical factor that significantly influences the
willingness of academic staff in sharing their knowledge with others in universities in
Vietnam. Many participants believed that in Vietnamese higher education, the impact of
trust on KSB of academics is quite substantial. They explained that people would not
share their knowledge with others that they do not know. It is because they may not
trust them, they might think that other people would take advantage of their knowledge
and turn it into theirs without giving a suitable acknowledgement. Thus, when sharing
knowledge, people want to know that their knowledge will be used for the right
purpose, so mutual trust will reduce the fear of sharing knowledge such as job security,
misuse, distortion, and lost promotions. Mutual trust will also make the sharers feel
more active, free, and comfortable when sharing their knowledge with each other. The

following are some comments from interview participants:

“...You will not share your knowledge to the person that you do not know. If you don’t
trust them, you might think they would take advantage of your knowledge and turn into
theirs without giving a good acknowledgement. If someone trusts you and share with

you, you are more likely to do in return.” (Intveel)

“When sharing knowledge, people want to know that their knowledge will be used for

the right purpose, so mutual trust will reduce the fear of sharing knowledge.” (Intvee3)

“Having trust in leaders’ and colleagues’ ability and knowledge will enable knowledge
receivers to actively and freely use information and knowledge. It also promotes KSB

leading to widely disseminated knowledge to all people.” (Intvee6)
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However, two interviewees mentioned the culture of respect for older people and family
culture in the workplace. They revealed that older or senior people have less faith in the
young. They always think that young people lack experience in life and work. One of

the interviewees explained:

“...whenever young people intend to share their knowledge, they may wonder that their
knowledge, may be limited in terms of understanding, whether it is valuable or not and
positively received or not, because older or senior people always think that young

people’s knowledge is not much worthwhile.” (Intvee2)

Additionally, a few participants (Intvee4 and Intvee6) discussed two aspects of the
family culture in the workplace: respecting older people, and family members and
relatives working in the same departments or the university. The family culture has both
advantage and disadvantage for sharing-knowledge culture. On the one hand, the family
culture makes people feeling they are a team; therefore, they trust each other. On the
other hand, it results in separate groups of benefits and leads to a lack of democracy in
discussion and the sense of collective interests for the whole university. Furthermore, in
the Vietnamese workplace, the young often communicate with older people with
personal pronouns such as aunt, uncle even father and mother. This way of
communication also affects KS because there is the line/barrier between older and

younger academic staff. Two interviewees suggested that:

“In my view, science and technology are growing rapidly, and young people have more
chances to access many sources of knowledge, which they learn and absorb very
quickly. Even so, many older people have become obsolete by not using technology in
their work. Therefore, I think we need to build a culture of democracy, which is ready
to welcome the opposite ideas, ready to discuss to develop together. In this
environment, people believe in win-win approach and KS amongst individuals would

automatically take place.” (Intveed)

In summary, the result from the qualitative phase about H,, was consistent with that in
the quantitative survey study. Trust has a quite high effect on the KSB of academics in

university in Vietnam. Thus, hypothesis H,, was strongly supported by the interviewees.
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6.3.6 Relationship between knowledge self-efficacy and KSB (Hjza)

Quantitative result: Supported Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 4.57)

The quantitative data analysis indicated that knowledge self-efficacy is a vital enabler
influencing academics’ KSB and was confirmed by the interviews. All of the
interviewees strongly agreed with the finding of the survey (Hs, was strongly supported)
as their given average rate was 4.57 for this hypothesis. The interview participants
believed that the confidence of knowledge of a person could play an important role in
how he or she involves themselves in knowledge-sharing activities. They explained that
people would share their knowledge with others when they are confident in their

knowledge. Here is an example of one of the interviewees.

“..if I am not confident in my knowledge I would rather listen and express my
willingness to learn. It is better, to be honest than trying to talk about something that 1

don’t know well enough...” (Intveel)

Additionally, some participants supported the view that academics’ belief in their ability
and knowledge to succeed in their daily tasks (learning, teaching, and research) makes
them confidently share and disseminate their knowledge to their colleagues and
students. Self-confidence in knowledge also motivates people to share their knowledge
with their colleagues, as they could be sure that this knowledge would usefully affect
the receivers and the organisation. The following are some statements of interviewees in

the interviews.

“Academics staff can be confident in KS only if they have self-efficacy in their
knowledge.” (Intvee3)

“Self-confidence in knowledge that has been studied, verified and evaluated that makes

academic staff confidently share and disseminate this to their colleagues and students.

(Intveet)

“...If we are not confident in our knowledge, we are motivated to share because we are
not sure about the information or knowledge. Sharing uncertain knowledge will affect
the receivers, especially the knowledge from the lecturers who influence students and

learners.” (Intvee4)
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“...Sharing expertise and knowledge will obviously require certain knowledge self-
efficacy from academic staff. For example, [ usually follow the Facebook of an English
lecturer in my university in which she shares a lot of useful information and materials
for learning and teaching English since she is very confident in her knowledge and

expertise...” (Intvee7)

Despite the fact that, most of the interviewees agreed with the view that knowledge self-
efficacy positively impacted academics’ KSB, a slightly different perspective is also
available. People are willing to share their knowledge with the confidence of knowledge

from the listeners or resources. There are some statements of the different perspective:

“I agree although it depends on the situation and the person(s) you share with...
However, if I am meeting a senior expert(s)/fellow(s), I am willing to share what 1

know, make questions and welcome feedback.” (Intvee2)

“Sharing certain knowledge may not be influenced by individual’s self-confidence in
knowledge — e.g. employment-related information (recruitment information, preparing
for recruiter interview questions and answers, writing CV tips, etc.), scholarships or
other useful information are published by social media. People may share this content
without any concerns because most of the information would be useful and already

public for everyone.” (Intvee?7)

From the above discussion, the significant effect of knowledge self-efficacy on KSB of
academics was found by both questionnaire survey respondents and in the in-depth

interviews with participants. In this study, the Hs, was strongly supported.

6.3.7 Relationship between enjoyment in helping others and KSB
(Hya)

Quantitative result: Supported Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 4.57)

The survey study found that enjoyment in helping others had a strong influence on
KSB. The majority of interviewees were very supportive of this relationship during the
interviews. They strongly supposed that people would not share their knowledge with
others without of the enjoyment in helping others. Feeling pleasure plays a significant
role in engaging in sharing knowledge among individuals. It also makes the sharers feel
good and pleasurable by helping someone by sharing their knowledge. Here is an

example supporting this finding:
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“I have a strong interest in this finding. I enjoy helping others and nurturing the
sharing environment. This makes me feel good about myself, and my life becomes more

meaningful.” (Intvee2)

Some of the interviewees explained that Vietnamese people are quite friendly and easy-
going. Although they are not rich - especially the young staff - but sometimes they work
because of feelings. If they are interested in doing something, they do not need to
consider economic or personal interests. Therefore, in the workplace, new people will
always receive help from older people if they sincerely want to have it. Here are some

comments from the participants during the interviews.

“When helping others, people will feel they are valuable in a certain problem.

Therefore, enjoyment in helping others will have a positive impact on KS.” (Intvee3)

“To me, I am really open and think that sharing is learning. I do not lose anything
when sharing my knowledge. In my mind, knowledge is only the power if it is shared
and used. Thus, I am always feeling enjoyment in sharing my knowledge with my

colleagues and helping them if they really need my help.” (Intvee4)

Interestingly, two interviewees (Intvee6 and Intvee7) explain their support for this
relationship (Ha,) through the personal psychology of helping others. They reported that
according to psychology, people have the sense of satisfaction when they help others.
Helping others has a positive influence on our own behaviours making us feel more
valued, optimistic and passionate about our profession. Moreover, sharing culture or the

desire to help others will help academics feeling the need to share.

“... Therefore, the enjoyment in helping others will motivate individuals to share their

knowledge more often and comfortably without any repayment.” (Intvee6)

“...Obviously, enjoyment in helping others motivate individuals to share their
knowledge more easily and actively...For instance, I have information about the
copyright software free for one year,; I will share it immediately because I feel it would
be useful to others when helping them. This also motivates me. A friend of mine, a
librarian in a university in the south of Vietnam, set up a closed group to share the
username and password to login academic databases for all people in the academic

community without any personal and commercial benefit.” (Intvee7)
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From the above discussion, Hy, was strongly supported by all interviewees from the
interviews with the average rate of 4.57. This means that enjoyment in helping others is

an essential factor that encourages people to engage more in sharing knowledge.

6.3.8 Relationship between expected organisational rewards and
KSB (Hs.)

Quantitative result: Not supported  Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 3.57)

The quantitative finding of this relationship found that Hs, was not supported. It means
that personal expected organisational rewards did not have an impact on KSB of
academics. Although most of the interviewees agreed with this survey finding, the
agreement was not strong for this hypothesis finding. Intveel, Intvee2, Intvee3 and
Intvee7 ranked the survey finding of 4, 4, 4 and 5, respectively. Other participants
(Intvee4, Intvee5 and Intvee6) ranked the finding of 3, 2 and 3 respectively. Overall,
the given average of 3.57 for the support of Hs, was not high. The result revealed that
some people do not think their primary motivation to share knowledge is to receive
rewards or promotion from the organisation; some interviewees explained that in
educational environment KS is indispensable for all academic staff. Below are some

statements from interviewees supporting this view:

“I don’t think that receiving rewards or promotion is my primary motivation to share
knowledge. Sometimes by sharing knowledge, I am more likely to be known by others...
However, a lot of times, our sharing actions are not known by anyone, we are still keen

on sharing with each other.” (Intvee2)

“KS is a behaviour in oneself that is indispensable, especially in an educational setting
where educates knowledge workers, thus knowledge-sharing behaviour is not
originated from the needs of receiving awards from the unit/department or

organisation.” (Intvee3)

For some participants, the possible reasons for their sharing knowledge were due to the:
(1) working with others with the same interests, (2) personal responsibility to the
community where they have gained knowledge from, and (3) building their trust,
reputation, and cohesive and closer relationships. Here are some comments supporting

for these reasons.
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“..I, myself, share my knowledge with the aims to help other colleagues, students and
others with the same interests...Being in a group or community and receiving
information or knowledge from others, I have a responsibility to share my information

and knowledge with these groups or communities.” (Intvee4)

“...Sharing knowledge also helps me to be more valuable in the community. When my
value is increased, the trust for me and my reputation are strengthened since there are
many opportunities for careers, opportunities for exchange and learning new

knowledge.” (Intvee6)

“KS helps me increase the chances of finding partners. When sharing my knowledge, 1
receive invitations to teach, opportunities for cooperation on developing training

programs and research”. (Intveel)

Similarly, one interviewee (Intvee7) highly agreed with the result by the statement:

“Yes, it is true. For me, I never expect any rewards or benefits from my department or
university. [ simply share my knowledge because helping other colleagues is my
pleasure because I have recognised how much I have benefited from sharing
information and knowledge from others, this helped me to receive scholarships, books,
and learning methods. Thus, sharing my knowledge is my own responsibility to the
community... I have strengthened relationships with my colleagues and made many

friends from outside my university. I also gain more new knowledge”.

On the other hand, some of the others argued that knowledge sharers expect rewards or
promotion, in turn, when they share their knowledge with each other; or they assume
that the organisational reward systems might encourage knowledge-sharing culture.

Here are some comments of interviewees.

“I think rewards may have a positive effect on KSB for some people; others share
knowledge just because they want to share it or because they think it is the right thing

to do without expecting any reward. People are different.” (Intvee5)

“Academic staff should be provided with facilities and incentives supporting for
sharing activities such as seminars, workshops, or research groups. If the university
has reward systems, it will encourage some people getting involved as their

contribution is recognised or acknowledged.” (Intvee4)

181



The above discussion indicates that although the interviewees supported Hs, from the

qualitative interviews, it was not very strong with only 3.57 for the average score.

6.3.9 Relationship between reciprocal benefits and KSB (Hs.)

Quantitative result: Supported Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 4.29)

In the quantitative study, reciprocal benefits were found to have a significant influence
on KSB. Consistently, in the qualitative research, all interviewees agreed that there was
a positive relationship between reciprocal benefits and KSB amongst academics in
Vietnamese university settings. They believed that this quantitative finding is definitely
true. The majority of the participants agreed that mutual benefits are important for a
long-term relationship with two-way interaction. They explained that academic staff
would not continue sharing their knowledge with other colleagues who have never
shared with them. Moreover, for many interviewees, a possible reason for why
reciprocal benefits have a positive effect on the lecturer’s KSB is because when people
share their knowledge they not only help others but also increase opportunities for
themselves (e.g. opportunities for exchange, career opportunities, teaching, doing

research). Below are some statements from interviewees, which illustrate this idea.

“Mutual benefits are important for a long-term partnership. I will not keep sharing

with a colleague who never wants to share with me. It is a two-way interaction.’

(Intveel)

“I tend to think that knowledge-sharing is a two-way street; if KS also brings benefits to
knowledge sharers, they will be more likely to continue sharing knowledge in the

Sfuture.” (Intvee$)

“It is up to each and specific case, however, when “both sides benefit” will motivate

KS.” (Intvee4)

During the interview, one interviewee shared the experience to illustrate for the “two-

way interaction” of KS between the interviewee and other colleagues.

“..I have recognised that my colleagues and friends those not only receive my
knowledge but also donate their knowledge to me and have made a good relationship in
our life and work. Thus, we are willing and volunteering to share whatever we have or

discover; we think it has benefits for others.” (Intvee7)
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Even though many participants strongly supported the relationship between reciprocal
benefits and KSB, some of them mentioned that mutual benefits do not mean the sharers
would receive the same in return. It is because when sharing, people gain an immediate
advantage, that is they learn through sharing; even they sometimes find the solution
after they share the unsolved problem. A few participants reported that people
sometimes get involved in knowledge-sharing activities without the expectation of

benefits in return. Below are some statements of interviewees.

“If you always expect to gain and want the same return, you might be disappointed

since knowledge cannot be measured in numbers.” (Intveel)

“...many people share their knowledge because of the desire to develop the community
and confirm the importance of knowledge in the research field, rather than their

benefits.” (Intvee6)

In conclusion, the majority of interviewees agreed that reciprocity has a strongly
positive effect on KSB. Thus, He, was highly supported by the qualitative study with the

average of 4.29 ranked by the interviewees.

6.3.10 Relationship between psychological ownership of knowledge
and KSB (H-,)

Quantitative result: Not supported ~ Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 4.14)

The relationship between psychological ownership of knowledge (POK) and KSB was
hypothesised as a positive effect of POK on KSB. However, the quantitative study
found that POK did not have a positive impact on KSB and the qualitative interviews
supported the quantitative results. Most of the interviewees highly agreed with this
result with a rating of 4 or 5, except for IntveeS who ranked it as only 2. For most of the
participants, this result is not only correct in the context of the university environment
but also in other sectors in Vietnam. In particular, for the academic environment, it is
highly accurate in practice in Vietnam. Some good lecturers do not want to share; they
want to keep their monopoly of knowledge to ensure the “soft power” for themselves.
Even the new ideas or methods they have adopted during working at their university are
always considered as their own, and they tend to keep them as their personal property.
Many people do not want to share with colleagues, leaders, subordinates because of

jealousy. Even the appearance of a star disease occurs. Thus, when a person leaves the
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university for whatever reason, the organisation will lose his/her knowledge,
experience, teaching method and research ideas. Then, newcomers do not inherit
anything; it takes time, money and effort to study the problems that have already been

studied. The following interviewee statements are details to support that finding.

“...The fact is that not only in the education sector but also in other occupations,
people always want to keep knowledge as personal secrets because they tend to think

that owning knowledge will bring them more power in their jobs.” (Intvee7)

“In my opinion, with 14 years of experience, this is true in the context of the university
settings in Vietnam. Psychological ownership of knowledge is caused by the limited

awareness, personal psychology, and the low progress of society.” (Intvee6)

“Definitely! This way of thinking negatively affects the sharing behaviour. It makes a
person think that if he shares knowledge, he loses his own property..." (Intveel)

Some interviewees stated that the perception of keeping knowledge as personal property
would be reduced in the sharing environment with the increased transparency of

knowledge.

“...When the source of knowledge is increased and transparent, then keeping

knowledge may be no longer being worthwhile.” (Intvee7)

“... the university should provide information and knowledge transparently that would

help people have more chance to access the knowledge.” (Intvee2)

“...advanced technologies helps people become equal in the acquisition of information,
thus, the psychology of owning knowledge as a private intellectual asset has gradually
mitigated.” (Intvee6)

However, a slightly different view was also available. A few interviewees disagreed
with the quantitative finding for H7,. They argued that people could not share their
knowledge without owning it. Also, people who work and use technology tend to share
their knowledge rather than keeping it secret because of the availability of knowledge
resources. Because they are aware that the source of knowledge is diverse, everyone can

easily find and access it through the internet.

“..in the current explosion of information, knowledge changes very fast and always

requires everyone to be continuously updated. Therefore, people working in the field of
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technology, or young people, tend to share knowledge rather than keeping it private. If
one does not share knowledge, the other still can receive it from other people or

resources.” (Intvee2)

“I think that psychological owners of knowledge can either share the knowledge or
keep it to themselves; I tend to think that you must be the owner of knowledge before
you can share it; in other words, it is nearly impossible for you to share what you do

not own.” (Intvee3)

Most of the interviewees supposed that POK prevents people from KS. Thus,
hypothesis H7, was not supported by both the quantitative respondents and qualitative

interviewees.

6.3.11Knowledge-sharing and innovative work behaviour (Hs)

Quantitative result: Supported Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 4.86)

This study hypothesised that there is a significant positive relationship between
individuals’ KSB and innovative work behaviour (Hg). The quantitative finding showed
that hypothesis Hg was supported. All qualitative participants agreed with that finding as
they gave a high rate for the result of Hg with an average of 4.86. Some interviewees
reported that when people share their knowledge, they have a chance to learn. This
learning process brings them the opportunity to re-think and revitalise what they know,
that seemed to make their brain more active in innovative processes. Many of these
ideas might lead to incremental innovations such as new teaching methods, new

teaching materials or new research publications.

“In my opinion, KS has a significant impact on individual innovative behaviour. For
instance, when sharing with colleagues about the challenges of the job, for example,
about designing curriculum, I shared my experiences, difficulties, and questions with
my colleagues. In the process of sharing, it was similar to the learning process that
made me realise that I can have solutions to problems. So, with sharing of knowledge, 1
activate and stimulate new ideas. When sharing knowledge with others, I feel I am

learning.” (Intvee3)

“Yes, absolutely. Sometimes when I share with my colleagues about one of my unsolved

problems, I have often discovered the solution. I think the sharing process gives me a
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chance to re-think and revitalise what I know, that seemed to make my brain more

active.” (Intveel)

For many interviewees, the positive impact of KSB on innovative behaviour implies
that academics seem to be highly motivated to create new ideas, methods or approaches
in their daily work through sharing knowledge with their colleagues. Moreover, the
interviewees also mentioned that when there is a need to share, lecturers will be
motivated to research and expand their knowledge. They will then explore new ideas or
methods of teaching or creativity in research. The below are some relevant statements

from interviewees.

“...academic staff must learn and be interested in information and knowledge that
stimulates sharing behaviour... In addition, when sharing, the community will have
ideas and give their feedback about certain problems, from which we can learn new

knowledge, stimulate new ideas and create creativity.” (Intvee6)

“...participating in a research team of my faculty has forced me to research and
explore new topics with my colleagues. We share new knowledge; we debate and
suggest new ideas to apply in teaching. In addition, the seminars help us exchange
teaching methods, thereby introducing new ideas to gradually change teaching
methods, updating materials and curriculums. Finally, the students will benefit from

more creative and quality lessons.” (Intvee2)

Based on the above analysis, the positive relationship between KSB and innovative
behaviour is strongly supported by most of the interviewees. This implies that
academics are willing to be involved in sharing activities and those academics are also

more likely to be innovative in their daily work (e.g. teaching, learning or research).
6.3.12 The moderating effects of transformational leadership

This section presents the results from qualitative interviews for validating and
explaining the significant findings of moderating effects (see Table 6.3) in the
quantitative phase. As discussed in Chapter 3, the initial model was proposed to
examine the moderating effects of transformational leadership on the relationships
between two environmental factors (Hp, Hap) and five personal factors on KSB (Hjp,
Hap, Hsp, Heb, H7p), and moderating effects of transactive memory systems quality on
the relationship between KSB and IWB (Hy). However, Hs, and H;, were not significant
in the quantitative phase. According to Awang (2015), testing moderating effects
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requires these above hypotheses are significant (see Chapter 5). Thus, Hs,, H7, did not
meet the requirement of testing moderating effects. Moreover, Hy was removed from
EFA results. Therefore, Hs,, H7, and Hg were not tested in the qualitative phase - the
qualitative study was only designed to validate the significant findings from the
quantitative phase. Thus, this section presents the results from interviewing participants

to confirm hypotheses Hy,, Hap, Hsp, Hap, and He, as shown in Table 6.3.

Table 6.3. The findings of qualitative phase for validation of quantitative results

Hypotheses (Quantitative findings): Qualitative results

S: Supported; NS: Not supported Agreed? | Min | Ma | Mea

Moderating effects of transformational leadership (TL)

Hiy,: TL positively moderates the relationship between subjective norms

and KSB. Yes 4 5 1471

Hay,: TL positively moderates the relationship between trust and KSB. Yes 4 5 [ 443

Hj,: TL positively moderates the relationship between knowledge self-

efficacy (KSE) and KSB. Yes 2 5 | 400

Hyp: TL positively moderates the relationship between enjoyment in

helping others (EHO) and KSB. Ay L 2 | 157

Hgy: TL positively moderates the relationship between reciprocal benefits
(RB) and KSB.

Hsy, H7, Ho: Not tested

Yes 2 4 1329

During the interviews, the interviewees were asked to confirm the findings of
hypotheses Hjp, Ha,, Hsp, Hap, and Hep and give their explanations for the effects of
transformational leadership on the relationships between subjective norms, trust,
knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyments in helping others, and reciprocal benefit on KSB.
In general, many interviewees said that investigating the role of leadership in KS and
KM in Vietnamese higher education is very interesting. This is because leadership is
one of the most critical determinants facilitating or impeding the participation of
academics in exchange their knowledge in Vietnamese universities, where leaders
significantly influence sharing behaviour of their employees. Accordingly, the effect of
leadership can be both positive or negative depending on each leadership style or a
specific leader. Most of the interviewees admitted that little is known about the
relationship between leadership and KS in Vietnam — so being part of this research
process was very useful for them. However, to the best of their knowledge, they
generally believed that the high level of transformational leadership (TL) could

strengthen the influence of environmental and personal factors on KSB. For example,
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TL positively moderates the relationship between subjective norm and KSB. This means
that in departments with high TL, it is likely that subjective norms will have a stronger
positive impact on KSB than in departments with low TL. The interviewees explained
that it is because the leader is usually seen as a role model to employees by their
admiration, respect and trust. Especially in the university environment, the leaders are
often the scientists or professors who are successful and well-known in the academic
community and education sector. Transformational leaders inspire the power and pride
of their employees by directing their employees to the collective interests rather than
their interests. An employee always views the leader as a role model to follow.
Consequently, if those leaders are eager to do KS and want their subordinates to be
involved in, of course, they will actively follow. It can lead to building a successful

knowledge-sharing culture in their departments or the university.

The below discusses results for each moderating effects of TL based on the comments

derived from the interviews.

Hjp: The positive effect of subjective norms on KSB is positively moderated by TL

Quantitative result: Supported Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 4.71)

Interviewees’ explanations: Transformational leaders inspire employees to direct them

beyond their interests and towards collective interests. An employee sees the leader as a
role model and wants to follow. In this environment, the leaders and colleagues of an
employee tend to think that he or she should be involved in knowledge exchange

activities.

“Yes, I totally agreed with the result because, in Vietnam culture, the leaders strongly
impact their subordinates’ thought and behaviours. For example, in my department, my
director is very active; he always works hard and inspires us to be engaged in
workgroup towards the collective interests. He is always the first one who shares
everything he has and found to us. Thus, the work-group skills and collective interests

are naturally established in my department. So, sharing knowledge is our culture.’

(Intvee2)

“A department or university with transformational leaders is the ideal environment to
work because employees are always motivated and facilitated to maximise their

capacity. The transformational leader can turn stagnant employees into active people
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who work to increase productivity as well as activate creativity, stimulate sharing and

help each other.” (Intvee6)

“When the lecturers believe that their leaders trust them and inspire their creativity,
they will be willing in knowledge-sharing activities. Thereby the effect of
transformational leadership style has a positive impact on the relationship between

subjective norms and KSB.” (Intvee3)

Hy: The positive effect of trust on KSB is positively moderated by TL

Quantitative result: Supported Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 4.43)

Interviewees’ explanations: Many interviewees believed that leadership has a significant

role to play in creating an environment of trust for KS at all levels of teams,

departments or the university.

“When there is mutual trust between leaders and subordinates, and between
colleagues, this will mitigate the embarrassment and increase dialogue. Thus, it will

positively affect sharing behaviour.” (Intvee3)

“Regarding trust in universities, I believe that leadership has an important role in
establishing a trusted environment supporting for KS amongst academics at the

university level.” (Intvee))

H3,: The positive effect of knowledge self-efficacy on KSB is positively moderated by
TL

Quantitative result: Supported Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 4.00)

Interviewees’ explanations: Most of the participants reported that transformational

leaders inspire the confidence of their followers by talking with them, expressing their
trust in them, mentoring and praising them when they do something good. Especially
for the young lectures, they will be more confident in themselves and actively engaging
in KS.

“When individuals receive the inspirations from leaders, the self-confidence in their

knowledge will increase their self-confidence in sharing knowledge.” (Intvee3)
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“When receiving encouragement, inspiration, and trust from the leader, individuals will
be united and progress together. Each will also be more mature and confident in the
professional knowledge as well as a sense of sharing knowledge in the community will

be increased.” (Intvee6)

“In the faculty with its transformational leader, lecturers will have needs to share and

that sharing will become culture. As a result, the academic staff will share whatever

»

information they own as long as they feel it is useful for the collective interests.

(Intvee?7)

However, there was only one interviewee (Intvee5) who disagreed with that finding and
argued that KSB is more related to academic staff than TL and TL did not affect the
relationship of knowledge self-efficacy and KSB.

Hy: The positive effect of enjoyments in helping others on KSB is positively
moderated by TL

Quantitative result: Not supported ~ Qualitative result: Disagreed (average:1.57)

Interviewees’ explanations: The majority of the interviewees disagreed with the

quantitative result. They believed that TL positively affects the influence of enjoyments
in helping others on KSB. They explained that in a department with its transformational
leader, it often creates a comfortable atmosphere. Employees are inspired to work and
supported by leaders and colleagues. Therefore, they are more interested in work. They
love work and work for the common goal of the organisation. Team spirit is awakened.

Thus, the level of KS with colleagues will be higher.

“...enjoyment in helping others is the psychological aspect of the individual. The more
knowledge you share, the more you want to know, the more it will stimulate the sharing.
Also, if we have a leader with highly TL, our sharing behaviours are motivated.”

(Intvee6)

“In such departments (with transformational leaders), creativity and self-confidence
are always appreciated. Consequently, enjoyment in helping others positively affects

the knowledge-sharing behaviours of lecturers.” (Intvee3)
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However, similar to hypothesis Ha,, one participant (Intvee5) agreed with the
quantitative result and argued that KSB is more related to academic staff than TL and

TL did not affect the relationship between enjoyment in helping others and KSB.

Hgy: The positive effect of reciprocal benefits on KSB is positively moderated by TL

Quantitative result: Not supported ~ Qualitative result: Agreed (average: 3.29)

Interviewees’ explanations: Hypothesis Hg, was supported in the qualitative study with

the average of 3.29 (the interviewees’ rank) which is acceptable. The interview analysis
showed that TL is essential and might positively moderate the impact of reciprocal
benefits on KSB. However, during the interviews, most of the interviewees admitted
they had no evidence to support that view. Moreover, to the best of the researcher’s
knowledge, literature has shown that very little is known about the joint relationship of
TL and reciprocal benefits on KSB. Some of the participants supposed that KSB is more
associated with academics than the leadership styles. Therefore, it was hard for them to

answer and give their comments on the result of this hypothesis.

6.4 Critical factors emerged from the interviews

There are four critical factors which emerged from the interviews: Democracy, Publicity
and Transparency of knowledge, Knowledge management strategies, and Knowledge
management systems. Most of the interviewees indicated that these factors all play a

critical role in promoting KS in Vietnamese universities.

First, some interviewees recommended that the democracy may enable academic staff to
debate and discuss issues leading to opportunities to exchange their knowledge. In a
communist, socialist country like Vietnam, people are not allowed to give their opposite
opinions, especially to the leaders. Thus, lack of democracy will prevent employees to
from debate and discussion that impedes sharing behaviour in Vietnam in general, in

universities in particular.

Second, three interviewees reported that universities should increase the publicity and
transparency of information and knowledge. Thus, employees might have equal
opportunities to access and use knowledge — e.g. research depository, development plan,
statistic data, career opportunities, or financial reports. They explained that when the
source of knowledge is public and transparent, then keeping knowledge might be no

longer worthwhile. Accordingly, the publicity and transparency can facilitate and
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encourage academic staff to share their knowledge with each other in universities.
Publicity and transparency also help to protect the intellectual property rights and
copyright which are related to knowledge-sharing activities. This is because academic
staff fear that their own knowledge asset such as articles, teaching materials, or even
ideas published on the websites or information systems in the university could be copied
or plagiarised. Thus, lack of publicity and transparency is likely to make people

unwilling to share their knowledge.

Third, a few participant interviewees suggested that universities should integrate KM
strategies in their development of strategy, plan and actions to achieve their success
goals. They believed that the strategy of KM and KS are critical in facilitating or
impeding employees sharing knowledge. They also said that the knowledge-sharing
success would benefit both individual and organisational levels leading to a learning
organisation, which would enable people to learn and improve themselves. Moreover,
universities should have a long-term vision, for example, to achieve the international
standards, increasing both quantity and quality of research publications, or becoming

more competitive and improving growth and welfare through knowledge-index.

Finally, some interviewees advised that even though there are many social media and
information technology tools to support sharing knowledge, it is necessary to develop
knowledge management systems in universities. This is because the free available tools
(e.g. Facebook, emails, and forums) cannot help universities to systematise both tacit
and explicit knowledge. Knowledge management systems enable universities to provide
a systematic environment for researchers, lecturers to create, store, share and apply
knowledge to develop sufficient resources for teaching, learning and research activities.
Moreover, the systems also help universities to manage and implement their intellectual

property efficiently.
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6.5 Summary of Chapter 6

This chapter has presented the qualitative data (semi-structured interviews) analysis.
The qualitative phase conducted seven interviews with academic interviewees in the
field of information systems or knowledge management in Vietnamese public
universities. The primary aim of this phase was to validate and deepen understand the
significant findings from the quantitative study. All of the interviewees rated each of the
substantial results from the questionnaire survey analysis and gave their explanation and
comments. The interviewees discussed the rationales for promoting KS in Vietnamese
universities. Notably, the results showed that the interviewees agreed with all
hypothesised relationships proposed in the final research model in Chapter 5, except for
only one hypothesis, Hap. It is suggested that this hypothesised relationship should be
re-examined in the future. During the interviews, the interviewees revealed some critical
factors (democracy, publicity and transparency, knowledge management strategies, and
knowledge management systems.) as influencing personal sharing behaviour in
Vietnamese higher education, which is needed to be considered in any future research
model. The combination of the findings from both quantitative and qualitative phase
will be discussed in the next chapter to provide insightful guidance for universities to

promote KSBs of their academic staff.
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CHAPTER 7 : RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the results from both the quantitative and qualitative phases are
integrated for the discussion and interpretation of the final findings of the whole
research. As discussed in Chapter 4, this combination was used in a complementary
manner, which applied the quantitative approach as the primary approach, followed by a
qualitative approach as a complementary need. Thus, the quantitative results are more
comprehensive than those from the qualitative phase are. However, the qualitative
findings help to gain the highest level of understanding and investigating the research

problem.

This chapter begins with a brief review of research purposes, questions and objectives,
followed by the discussion of findings to responses to research questions and
hypotheses. The chapter then proposes an ideal model of Knowledge Sharing (KS)
based on the combination of the final model in quantitative phase and emerged factors
from the qualitative phase. Finally, a summary of the chapter is given. The chapter’s

outline is presented in Figure 7.1.

[ 7.1. Introduction ]
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quantitative and qualitative results
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7.5. Summary of Chapter ]

Figure 7.1. Chapter outline

7.2 Review of research purposes, questions and objectives
The focus of this study is to uncover the influence of environmental and personal factors
on knowledge-sharing behaviour towards innovative work behaviour and to investigate

the moderating roles of transformational leadership and transactive memory systems
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(TMS) quality on these relationships at the tertiary education level in a developing
country (Vietnam). Accordingly, based on an extensive review of the literature, this

study:

1) Investigated several potential salient environmental-related factors (subjective
norms, trust) and personal-related factors (knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment
in helping others, organisational rewards, reciprocal benefits, and
psychological ownership of knowledge). The theoretical underpinnings were
based on Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) and other theories such as Theory of
Planned Behavior (TPB), Economic Exchange Theory (EET), Social Exchange
Theory (SET), Psychological Ownership Theory, Transformational Leadership
Theory, and TMS;

2) Drew upon the roles of transformational leadership and TMS quality, and
proposed a comprehensive research model mainly based on SCT.

3) Modified the standard SCT model and augmented it with other theories to
account for academics’ behaviours and;

4) Supported most of the relationships hypothesised in the research model through

a questionnaire survey and a qualitative interview.

The study believes that each of these above points represents a significant contribution
to the understanding of why and to what extent academics decide whether to engage in
knowledge-sharing activities in university settings, in general, in a developing country

such as Vietnam.

The initial theoretical research model was applied as a framework to test the hypotheses

with the aim of seeking the answers to the research questions below:
RQ1. What are the critical factors that influence KSB in Vietnamese university settings?

RQ2. How does KSB influence innovative work behaviour in Vietnamese university

settings?

RQ3. What are the joint effects of transformational leadership and the critical factors on

KSB in Vietnamese university settings?

RQ4. What is the joint effect of transactive memory systems quality and KSB on

innovative work behaviour in Vietnamese university settings?
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Having identified the above research questions and to achieve the major research goal,

this study was carried out with the following objectives:

1. To examine the effects of the critical factors on KSB in Vietnamese universities.

2. To examine the effect of KSB on IWB in Vietnamese universities.

3. To examine the joint effects of transformational leadership in the relationships
between those critical factors and KSB in Vietnamese universities.

4. To examine the moderating effect of TMS quality in the relationship between

KSB and IWB in Vietnamese universities.

Sixteen hypotheses including nine main effects and seven moderating effects were
developed based on the above research questions and an extensive literature review.
These hypotheses were then tested. The results of these hypothesis testing, as shown in
Table 7.1, revealed that Hi,, Hj,, H3a, H4a, Hea, Hg (main effects) and H,, Hob, Hsp
(moderate effects) were found to be significant and supported in both quantitative and
qualitative phases. However, Hs,, H7, (main effects) and Hg, (moderate effect) were
found to be insignificant and not supported in both quantitative and qualitative studies.
It is remarkable that Hy, was found not supported by survey study, but the qualitative
phase supported it (see Chapter 6). Finally, Hs, and H7, were removed from main effect
testing because these were not significant, while, Hg was not tested in because the path

was excluded from the EFA (Explanatory Factor Analysis) results (see Chapter 5).
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Table 7.1: The summary of hypothesis results from quantitative and qualitative phases.

Hypotheses
S: Supported; NS: Not supported

Main effects

REYTIT

RQI1. What are the critical factors that influence KSB in Vietnamese university settings?

Hj.: Subjective norms (SN) have a positive effect on KSB S S
H,,: Trust has a positive effect on KSB S S
H;,: Knowledge self-efficacy (KSE) has a positive effect on KSB S S
H,,: Enjoyment in helping others (EHO) has a positive effect on KSB S S
Hs,: Expected organisational rewards (REW) has a positive effect on KSB NS NS
Hga: Reciprocal benefits (RB) has a positive effect on KSB S S
Hj,: Psychological ownership of knowledge (POK) has a positive effect on KSB NS NS

RQ2: How does KSB influence innovative work behaviour (IWB) in Vietnamese university settings?

Hg: Knowledge-sharing behaviour positively impacts IWB

S

S

Moderating effects of transformational leadership

Vietnamese university settings? TL: Transformational leadership

RQ3. What are the joint effects of transformational leadership and the critical factors on KSB in

Hjy: TL positively moderates the relationship between SN and KSB. S S
H,y,: TL positively moderates the relationship between trust and KSB. S S
H;p: TL positively moderates the relationship between KSE and KSB. S S
Hyp,: TL positively moderates the relationship between EHO and KSB. NS S
Hs,: TL positively moderates the relationship between REW and KSB. Not tested” [Not tested|
Hgp: TL positively moderates the relationship between RB and KSB. NS NS
Hj7,: TL positively moderates the relationship between POK and KSB. Not tested” [Not tested|

IRQ4. What is the joint effect of TMS quality and KSB on IWB in Vietnamese university settings?

Hy: TMS quality positively moderates the relationship between KSB and IWB.

Not tested”

Not tested

Note: * - Path removed from the main effect testing. °: Path removed from the EFA results.

The following sections discuss each of these above findings (see Table 7.1) in the

responses to each research questions.
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7.3 Responses to research questions and hypotheses
7.3.1 Hia-H-a: Impact of environmental and personal factors on KSB

(Responses to RQ1)

The findings from both the quantitative and qualitative phases represent the significant
contributions to the literature of KS mainly relying on the argument posited by Bandura
(1986). In his argumentation, he emphasised that a personal behaviour would be
determined by individual’s perception and social influences (environment).
Furthermore, he elaborated that individual behaviour is affected by social influences,
which means a person would take different behaviours in different environments.
Personal self-perceptions, beliefs, and expectations influence individuals’ behaviours.
These elaborations are referred to as personal-related factors and environmental-related
factors. Concerning personal perceptions, this study examined the effects of knowledge
self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping others, organisational rewards, reciprocal benefits,
and psychological ownership of knowledge on KSB. Other championed by this study
focused on more social influences: subjective norms and trust. These are important

focuses of this study.

Seven hypotheses (H;, to H7,) were developed and tested (see Table 7.1). The following
sections discuss each of these hypotheses based on the results from the quantitative and

quantitative data analyses to answer research question 1 as below:

RQ1. What are the critical factors that influence KSB in Vietnamese university

settings?
7.3.1.1 H;qa: The impact of subjective norms on KSB

The results of this research found that subjective norms had a significant association
with KSB. The findings of the quantitative phase indicated that subjective norms were
strongly positively related to KSB which supported hypothesis Hj,. In the Theory of
Planned Behaviour (TPB), subjective norms refer to the extent to which an academic
staff perceives whether social pressures will influence the performance of KSB (Ajzen,
1991). Subjective norms were measured through three items adapted from Bock et al.
(2005). The statistical results supported the validity and reliability of this construct

(subjective norms) and its items.

Plausible explanations for why subjective norms had a positive impact on KSB in the

context of Vietnam are as follows. First, the finding implies that KSB of academic staff
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could be affected by their leaders and colleagues who believe that academics should
actively share their knowledge with others in their universities (Ta, 2014). Second,
Vietnam, an Asian country, is strongly influenced by Confucian ideals (e.g. social
order) and a collectivist orientation (Dong et al., 2010) which are reasonable for
explaining this finding. Third, the result was entirely in line with previous studies using
TPB (Lin and Lee, 2004; Bock et al., 2005; Kuo and Young, 2008; Chatzoglou and
Vraimaki, 2009; Dong et al., 2010; Tohidinia and Mosakhani, 2010; Fullwood and
Rowley, 2017). These studies revealed that subjective norms are likely to predict
knowledge-sharing intentions and indirectly influenced the behaviour of knowledge
sharers. Finally, hypothesis H;, was also supported by the qualitative study. All of the
interview participants confirmed and supported that the significant increase in sharing
knowledge of academics with others results from subjective norms in a higher education
environment in such a developing Asian country (Vietnam). Moreover, the power
distance between leaders and subordinates although not very high in faculty culture,

lectures still tend to follow what the senior staff do.

Taken together, both phases of this study supported hypothesis H;,: Subjective norms

have a positive impact on KSB of academic staff in a university environment.
7.3.1.2 Hzq: The impact of trust on KSB

The findings from both phases (quantitative and qualitative) of this study revealed that
trust was found to have a strong and significant impact on KSB. The results of the
survey study indicated that trust was strongly positively associated with KSB which
supported hypothesis Hy,. In this study, trust is defined as the degree of reciprocal faith
in others’ knowledge-sharing intentions, knowledge-sharing behaviours, and skills
towards organisational goals (Lee and Choi, 2003). A six-item scale adapted from Lin et
al. (2009) was used to measure trust. The measurement model (see Chapter 5)

confirmed the validity and reliability of trust and its items.

It is unsurprising that trust was found to be the most important predictor of academics’
behaviour to share knowledge in the context of Vietnamese higher education
institutions. The first possible explanation is that academic staff are more willing to
engage in KS when they have a high level of trust in the relationships with their
colleagues. Moreover, the mutual trust between academics results in knowledge
creation, which, in turn, leads to improved knowledge exchange. This explanation is

supported by some empirical studies (e.g. Lee and Choi (2003), Abrams et al. (2003),
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Lucas (2005), Lin et al. (2009). By contrast, without the feeling of trust or having little
trust, people might not want to share anything which they may have to spend a lot of
time and effort attaining and giving it to others (Riege, 2005; Ta, 2014). Another
plausible reasoning supporting hypothesis H,, is that the quantitative data analysis
showed the positive effect of subjective norms (a social influence) on KSB. Abrams et
al. (2003) and Choi et al. (2008) believed that higher social ties increase the high level

of trust among people, which, in turn, leads to improved knowledge exchange.

A plausible explanation for this finding (Hy,) is that the results from qualitative data
analysis which agreed that trust had an important role in the deciding whether or not to
engage in knowledge-sharing activities in universities. Many interviewees believed that
the impact of trust on KSB of academics is very strong. They also explained that people
would not share their knowledge with others whom they do not trust, they might think
that other people would take advantage of their knowledge and turn it into their own
without acknowledgement. Thus, mutual trust will reduce the fear of sharing knowledge
such as job security, misuse, distortion, and lost promotions. Mutual trust will also make
the sharers feeling more active, free, and comfortable when sharing their knowledge

with each other. Here is an example:

“The university should build mutual trust not only amongst individuals at the same

level, but it should also build trust amongst individuals at different levels.” (Intvee2)

Prior studies also indicated that trust is a critical factor in teams, groups and
organisations in establishing an environment for KS (Nonaka, 1994; Davenport and
Prusak, 1998; Lee and Choi, 2003; Lin et al., 2009). While the finding of trust was in
line with the results of several prior empirical studies (Hsu et al., 2007; Al-Alawi et al.,
2007; Liao, 2008; Lin et al., 2009; Dong et al., 2010; Brooke et al., 2017), this was
inconsistent with the finding from Pham et al.’s (2015) research. They indicated that
culture values including trust do not have a direct effect on the employees’ KSB in the

higher education environment.

In conclusion, the results of this research supported the view that trust had a strongly

positive effect on KSB of academics in the university context.
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7.3.1.3 H3qa: The impact of knowledge self-efficacy on KSB

The findings from the quantitative and qualitative data analyses of this study found that
the impact of knowledge self-efficacy (KSE) on KSB was supported. The results of the
quantitative data analysis revealed that KSE was positively associated with KSB which
supported hypothesis Hj,. In this study, KSE referred to the extent of confidence in an
academic staff’s ability to sharing knowledge (Lin et al., 2009). This construct (KSE)
was measured using a four-item scale (2007b). It went through the assessments of

content adequacy for the construct’s validity and reliability.

The finding (Hs,) is understandable when considering it in the context of university
settings, including Vietnam because of the following plausible explanations. Firstly,
lecturers’ knowledge not only affects the reputation of the faculty or the whole
university but also influences the knowledge of the students; so only when feeling
confident in their knowledge, they will want to share knowledge with others. This
reason is supported by Hsu et al. (2007) and Lin (2007b) who claimed that people who
have low self-efficacy would be less likely to accomplish related behaviours than those
with high self-efficacy. Secondly, according to Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura,
1986), self-efficacy shows the ability of a person to make considered decisions to
achieve a specific level of performance. Bandura and many researchers (e.g. Hsu et al.,
2007; Lin, 2007a, 2007b;) may have supported that academics’ tendency to participate

in sharing behaviours is strongly impacted by their sense of KSE.

Thirdly, the qualitative data analysis also confirmed and supported that KSE is a critical
antecedent of academic staff” KSB in the university context. Most of the interviewees
strongly agreed with the finding of the survey (Hs, was strongly supported). They
supposed that KSE could play an important role in how a person involves
himself/herself in knowledge-sharing activities. They explained that academics have
beliefs in their ability and knowledge to succeed in their daily tasks (learning, teaching,
and research), and that this would help them confidently share and disseminate their

knowledge to their colleagues and students. For example,

“Academics staff can be confident in KS only if they have self-efficacy in their
knowledge.” (Intvee3) and “...It is better, to be honest than trying to talk about

something that I don’t know well enough...” (Intveel)
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Moreover, the finding is consistent with many previous studies conducted in other
contexts. For example, Lin (2007a, 2007b) found that KSE is an important antecedent to
employee’s intentions and behaviours to KS. Similar findings were also reported by
Hsu et al. (2007) and Lin et al. (2009) in which they found that self-efficacy had direct
and indirect effects on KSB of members in virtual communities. This result means that

self-efficacy had a critical role in guiding personal behaviour.

Taken together, the results of this research supported the view that there is a positive
relationship between KSE and KSB. In other words, KSE is an important enabler

influencing academics’ KSB.
7.3.1.4 Hya: The impact of enjoyment in helping others on KSB

The results of this research found that enjoyment in helping others (EHO) had a
significant association with KSB. The findings of the survey study revealed that EHO
was positively associated with KSB which supported hypothesis Ha,. In this study, EHO
is considered to be extracted from the concept of “altruism”, which is evolved from
Social Cognitive Theory (SCT). In this perspective, people often believe there will be
psychological benefits prior to being engaged in knowledge-sharing activities (Okyere-
Kwakye and Nor, 2011). A four-item scale adapted from Lin (2007b) was used to
measure EHO. The assessments of measurement model indicated that these items met

the construct’s validity and reliability.

A plausible explanation for the positive relationship between EHO and KSB in the
context of Vietnam may be due to the knowledge sharers (academics) feeling good and
pleasurable by helping their student or colleagues by sharing their knowledge. From a
theoretical perspective, an altruistic person is more likely to give his/her knowledge to
others without seeking any return. Moreover, the knowledge owner may be stimulated
by relative altruism through his/her wish to help others (Davenport and L. Prusak, 1998;
Constant et al., 1994; Constant et al., 1996; Lin, 2007b).

The interviewees also supported this finding from the qualitative interviews. They
reported that academics who enjoy sharing their knowledge with others are likely to be
engaged in knowledge-sharing activities, and be more willing to share their knowledge
with each other. Some interviewees explained that Vietnamese people are quite friendly

and easy-going. Even though they have low income, especially the young, but
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sometimes they might work by their feelings, which implies that if they are interested in

doing something, they may not need to consider economic or personal interests.

Finally, the findings, a positive relationship between EHO and KSB, were in line with
results from previous empirical studies (Lin 2007a, 2007b; Brooke et al., 2017). Lin’s
(2007a) research found that EHO had a significant impact on the knowledge-sharing
process for both donating and receiving knowledge among employees. Lin’s finding
implies that staff who have a feeling of pleasure in sharing knowledge tend to be more
willing to give and receive knowledge with others. Similar results were supported by
Lin (2007b), who indicated that EHO was also significantly related to attitudes and
intentions to KS of employees. Recently, a research conducted by Brooke et al. (2017)
also supported hypothesis Ha4, when finding that successful farmers who enjoy helping
others tend to be more willing to be involved in sharing knowledge with their

colleagues.

In summary, the above possible explanations for this finding support the view that EHO

had a positive effect on KSB among academics.
7.3.1.5 Hzqa: The impact of expected organisational rewards on KSB

The findings from quantitative and qualitative data analyses of this study pointed out
that expected organisational rewards (REW) were found to have an insignificant
association with KSB. The quantitative results indicated that REW was not positively
related to KSB and did not, therefore, support hypothesis Hs,. In this study, REW is
defined as the extent to which an academic staff believes they can receive organisational
rewards by offering his or her knowledge (Lin 2007a). REW was measured by four
items adapted from Lin (2007b). The assessments for the validity and reliability of these
items went through the CFA model (see Chapter 5). This finding for hypothesis Hs, was
quite interesting because many empirical studies have insisted on the positive influence
of expected rewards on KSB among individuals (Cabrera et al., 2006; Liao, 2008;
Cheng et al., 2009; Liou et al., 2016; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017). In the same context
of higher education, two studies found that rewards have a positive impact on and
encourage KSB amongst academics in Malaysia (Cheng et al., 2009) and UK (Fullwood
and Rowley, 2017).

This research may have found the plausible explanations for this insignificant

relationship associated with REW in the qualitative study and previous studies. First of
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all, the results from the qualitative data analysis supported this survey finding although
the agreement was not very strong - there was not a positive relationship between REW
and KSB. Many interviewees argued that motivation to share knowledge is not to
receive rewards or promotion from the organisation. Some interviewees reported that in
universities, KS could be seen as the nature of academic-related jobs as each lecturer is
often involved in many knowledge-sharing activities through his/her daily work such as
teaching (sharing with learners), participating in seminars, workshops, and researching

with others.

Second, it could be explained through previous studies. For example, Lin (2007a,
2007b) stated that it is necessary to recognise that organisational rewards only obtain
temporary compliance. Moreover, Masterson et al. (2000) explained that KS takes place
mostly in informal interactions, and because of the difficulty of quantifying KSBs, it is
difficult to make organisational rewards contingent on KSBs. Next, as Bock and Kim
(2002) explained, rewards might harm personal relations. For instance, when a staff
member wins an award, indirectly, it may cause many others feelings of loss or failure;
when a person competes for small or little incentives, he/ she might be very likely to
look at others as competitors to his/ her own success. In addition, Osterloh and Frey
(2000) found that the creation and dissemination of tacit knowledge are more relied on
as an intrinsic motivation of individuals, rather than an extrinsic motivation such as

monetary compensation.

Taken together, the above reasonable explanations for this finding support the view that
there was not a positive relationship between REW and KSB among academics.
However, the results may still not be strongly consistent in the literature and the
findings from this study. Consequently, it is necessary to examine the interaction

between REW and KSB in greater depth in future work.
7.3.1.6 Hesqa: The impact of reciprocal benefits on KSB

The influence of reciprocal benefits on KSB, hypothesis He,, was supported by both the
quantitative and qualitative data analyses in this study. The findings revealed that
reciprocal benefits were positively associated with KSB. In this study, reciprocal benefit
is the extent to which an academic staff expects future benefits from his or her present
KS with others (Hung et al. 2011). Reciprocal benefit was measured using three items

adapted from Lin (2007b).
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The possible explanations for why reciprocity positively affected KSB were: firstly,
from a theory perspective, Social Exchange Theory suggests that if new employees feel
that they will receive reciprocal benefits, they might show their trustworthiness, and
exchange relationship would be initiated (Blau, 1967; Bock and Kim, 2002). Hung et al.
(2011) claimed that a particular action is undertaken in responding to prior friendly

behaviours.

Secondly, the hypothesised relationship between reciprocity and KS also confirmed
results from prior studies into KS. One of those, Bock et al. (2005) found that the
greater anticipated-reciprocity relationships amongst individuals, the more favourable
individual’s attitude to KS would be. Similar findings were revealed by Lin (2007b),
who insisted that reciprocity would better personal motivation to promote KS, which, in
turn, establish long-term cooperation. Therefore, expecting reciprocity from other
members through sharing knowledge will motivate people to share their useful and
creative ideas, and satisfaction with others, which would significantly increase

knowledge-sharing intentions (Hung et al., 2011).

Finally, in this study, the finding of the quantitative data analysis was also strongly
supported by the majority of the qualitative participants. Many interviewees explained
that mutual benefits are very important for a long-term relationship that is also a two-
way interaction amongst academics (e.g. Intveel, Intvee5). If knowledge sharers believe
that sharing knowledge with someone also brings benefits to them, they would be more
likely to share their knowledge in the future. However, some of the interviewees (e.g.
Intveel, Intvee6, Intvee7) noticed that reciprocal benefits do not mean the knowledge
sharer would gain the same in return because reciprocity itself, sometimes, the sharers

automatically receive the immediate benefit, in turn, that is they learn through sharing.

To conclude, the above reasonable explanations for this finding support the view that

reciprocity had a positive impact on KSB among academics.
7.3.1.7 H»q: The impact of psychological ownership on KSB

The relationship between psychological ownership of knowledge (POK) and KSB was
found to be insignificant from both the quantitative and qualitative data analyses.
Contrary to research expectations, the findings indicated that POK was not associated
with KSB, and this did not support hypothesis H7,. POK is the extent to which an

employee believes in the possession and is responsible for the knowledge he or she
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possesses (Pierce et al., 2001). It was measured using a five-item scale. Three of the five
items met the adequacy assessments to validate the construct validity and reliability in
the measurement model. The finding of H7, appears to show that ownership of
knowledge does not encourage an individual’s KSB. This result was somewhat
surprising because previous empirical studies found that psychological ownership had a
positive impact on KSB (Vandewalle et al., 1995; Han et al., 2010). Those studies
argued that individuals who have psychological ownership are more likely to share their

knowledge with others.

The results of the qualitative interviews of this study support the argument that this
could be understandable in the context of Vietnam. The discussion in the qualitative
phase revealed that this finding does not only occur in the context of the higher
institutions but also take places in other sectors in Vietnam. Senior lecturers or excellent
researchers might not want to share, but instead, want to keep their monopoly of

3

knowledge to have the “soft power” for themselves. Even academics tend to keep
everything that they produce during working at their workplace as their own intellectual
property. Another possible reason is that academic staff may feel vulnerable in a non-
transparent and hostile environment; accordingly, they tend to keep their knowledge to
protect themselves from many threats (i.e. lost power, job security, etc.) (Ta, 2014).
Sometimes, they share things they feel safe and not influence any others. In Vietnamese
workplaces, people often think that “knowledge is power”, which means owning
knowledge is better than sharing it. From a psychological perspective, this finding may

be explained by many reasons why individuals might not be so willing to share their

knowledge. For example, they may have views such as (Hawryszkiewycz, 2010):

- Why give away my experience because it would yield more valuable?

- Losing ownership of knowledge, which may be used by others to my detriment.

- Should an employee share his/her knowledge with a group, in which there are
some organisational and individual conflicts?

- Donating away your knowledge may lead to loss of your standing.

Based on the discussion above, this study supported the view that POK does not have a
significant impact on KSB among academics. However, an argument emerged from the
interviews that sharers must be the owner of knowledge before they can share it
(Intvee5). Hence, it is necessary to examine the interaction between POK and KSB in

greater depth in future work.
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7.3.2 Hs: Effect of KSB on innovative work behaviour (Response to

RQ2)

This section discusses the findings of hypothesis Hg associated with the relationship
between KSB and innovative work behaviour (IWB). In this study, KSB is defined as
the extent to which a person performs KS activities in the organisation (Davenport and
Prusak, 1998; Lin et al., 2009). IWB is the extent to which employees behave to create,
promote, and implement new ideas in a group or organisation (Janssen, 2000). For the
questionnaire survey, KSB was measured by a five-item scale adapted from the
literature, while IWB was measured using three dimensions: (1) idea generation, (2)
idea promotion, and idea implementation. The items for measuring IWB were adapted
from prior research and met the requirements of the assessments of construct validity
and reliability through measurement model (CFA). The discussion below aimed to

answer research question 2:
RQ2. How does KSB influence IWB in Vietnamese university settings?

Hypothesis Hg was strongly supported by both the quantitative and qualitative data
analyses. The findings of the survey found that KSB was strongly positively associated
with IWB which was measured as one of the outcomes of KS. A plausible explanation
for why KSB was significantly related to IWB was that KSB positively influences IWB
by encouraging each academic staff with cagerness and willingness for sharing
activities (donating and receiving) with others. When academics are actively involved in
activities to exchange knowledge and expertise, they can perform better in creating,
promoting and applying innovation (e.g. new ideas, methods in teaching, doing
research), which, in turn, leads to better their behaviours of innovation (Radaelli et al.,
2014). The above results provide possible explanations based on a theoretical
perspective of the individual innovation process: the first step of this process is the
generation of new and valuable ideas, followed by the promotion of these ideas to
potential allies (Amabile et al., 1996; Janssen, 2000). These above steps could only
occur through engaging in social interactions — e.g. sharing knowledge to find novel and
useful ideas, and then mobilise supporters to apply these ideas in practice (Janssen,
2000). Thus, it could be said that the higher the willingness to share knowledge

employees have, the better their innovation capacity can be.

Finally, this study might have found plausible reasoning for this finding in the context

of Vietnam in the qualitative research. The qualitative interviews strongly supported the
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positive impact of KSB on IWB. For example, they argued that when academic staff
share their knowledge, they also have a chance to learn. This automatic learning process
provides them with an opportunity to re-think and revitalise what they know, which, in

turn, stimulates their brain more active in innovative processes. He is an example:

“I think the sharing process gives me a chance to re-think and revitalise what I know,

that seemed to make my brain more active.” (Intveel)

These new and useful ideas obtained from this learning process may lead to incremental
innovations such as new teaching methods, new teaching materials or new research

publications.

The above analysis for the finding of hypothesis Hg supports the view that individual
willingness to exchange (giving and receiving) knowledge positively affects academics’

IWB.

7.3.3 Hip-H-»: Transformational leadership (TL) as a moderator

(Responses to RQ3)

Studying the literature of TL has revealed that transformational leader behaviours can
significantly affect followers’ norms, trust, motivations and behaviours (Podsakoff et
al., 1990; Shih et al., 2012; Mittal and Dhar, 2015; Husseini and Elbeltagi, 2016; Han et
al., 2016). Thus, this study rationally believed that transformational leadership would
have moderating impacts on individual KSB. This is because TL was deemed as an
enabler for KS in previous empirical studies (e.g. Srivastava et al., 2006; Lee et al.,
2010; Shih et al., 2012; Bradshaw et al., 2015; Husseini and Elbeltagi; 2016). The
current study expected that academics who are socially influenced, have personal
perceptions in sharing knowledge, and are strongly inspired by transformational leaders
would be more willing to share their knowledge with their colleagues. Specifically, this
study explored to what extent TL moderated the effects of two environmental factors
(subjective norms, trust), and five personal factors (knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment
in helping others, expected rewards, reciprocity, and psychological ownership of
knowledge) on academics’ KSB. These impacts were tested in hypotheses Hv,, Hop, Hap,
Ha4p and Hs, (Hs,, H7., Ho were not tested — see section 7.2), respectively to answer

research question 3:

RQ3. What are the joint effects of transformational leadership and the critical factors on

KSB in Vietnamese university settings?
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In general, the findings from both the quantitative and qualitative data analyses found
that - to the best of the researcher’s knowledge - for the first time within an SCT-based
model, TL positioned in a focal behaviour also affected KSB. The following sections

discuss each of these findings.

7.3.3.1 Hip: Moderating effect of TL on the relationship between

subjective norms and KSB

H;p: TL positively moderates the relationship between subjective norms (SN) and KSB.
In teams with high TL, SN will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in teams
with low TL.

As predicted, the impact of subjective norms on KSB was found to be positively
moderated by TL from both the statistical analysis and the qualitative data phases,
which supported hypothesis Hj,. This finding means that a higher level of TL

strengthened the impact of subjective norms on KSB.

There were some possible explanations why this joint relationship was significant.
Firstly, from a theoretical perspective, through charismatic role modelling,
transformational leaders stimulate followers and appeal to them by articulating
compelling visions and providing an appropriate model (Podsakoff et al., 1990; Bass,
1985; Jung et al., 2008). The leader, as a role model, persuades followers that they are
capable, and empowers them to contribute to the organisation’s vision by sharing their
knowledge (Zhang et al., 2017). Furthermore, through charisma, transformational
leaders may enhance subjective norms by empowering members that indirectly
pressurises them to be more willing to participate in knowledge-sharing activities to
meet the leaders’ expectations. Therefore, a team with a high level of TL might be more

willing to respond to subjective norms with KSB.

Secondly, the interviews found that this result was very high in Vietnamese institutions
of higher education. Many interviewees explained that in the Vietnamese culture, the
leader has a very significant influence on the thought and behaviours of their staff. The
transformational leaders could also establish an ideal workplace because members are
usually stimulated and facilitated to work as efficiently as they can. The leaders can turn
stagnant members into active ones who work to increase productivity as well as activate

creativity, stimulate sharing and help each other.
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Taken together, the finding of hypothesis H;, supports the view that a high level of TL
can strengthen the impact of subjective norms on KSB. However, as discussed above,
little is known about the examination of the moderating effect of TL on the relationship
between subjective norms and KSB. Thus, it is necessary to further investigate this join

effect in greater depth in future research.

7.3.3.2 H2p: Moderating effect of TL on the relationship between
trust and KSB

H>p: TL positively moderates the relationship between trust and KSB. In teams with

high TL, trust will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than in teams with low TL.

In this study, both the quantitative and qualitative data showed that TL positively
moderated the impact of trust on KSB, which supported hypothesis Hap This result
implies that a higher level of TL strengthened the impact of trust on KSB.

This study may provide a plausible explanation related to the theory of TL. Through
charisma or idealised influence, transformational leaders also instil pride and faith in
followers so that “followers feel trust and respect toward the leader and they are
motivated to do more than they are expected to do” (Yukl, 1989, p. 272). In turn,
members are encouraged to contribute more to the group or organisation - i.e. sharing
their knowledge (Zhang et al., 2017). Another potential explanation for why TL
moderated the impact of trust on KSB may be due to transformational leaders
promoting followers’ willingness to rely on mutual trust, which in turn improves
knowledge-sharing activities among members (Lee et al., 2010). Moreover, Bradshaw et
al. (2015) revealed that leaders’ charismatic behaviour also facilitates KS (donating and
collecting knowledge) among followers through inspiration, energising and a clear
sense of goals. Shih et al. (2012) suggested that transformational leadership might
nurture a trusting climate among members, thus, leading to encouraging them to share

their knowledge with each other.

Finally, this qualitative study found that the moderating effect of TL on the relationship
between trust and KSB was strongly supported by interviewees. The qualitative finding
indicated that when there is mutual trust between leaders and followers, and between
colleagues, this may mitigate the embarrassment (e.g. about being mistaken, speaking
out about job secrets) and increase dialogue between members. Thus, it will positively

affect the individual behaviour of sharing knowledge. Interviewees also believed that
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regarding trust in universities that transformational leadership has an important role to

play to establish an environment of trust on KS at the university level.

To conclude, the above plausible explanations provide support for the view that the
impact of trust on KSB among academics was positively moderated by TL (Hap).
However, as discussed above, little is known about the investigation of the moderating
effect of TL on the relationship between trust and KSB. Thus, it is necessary to further

investigate this join effect in greater depth in future research.

7.3.3.3 Hzp: Moderating effect of TL on the relationship between
knowledge self-efficacy and KSB

Hjs,: TL positively moderates the relationship between knowledge self-efficacy (KSE)
and KSB. In teams with high TL, KSE will have a stronger positive impact on KSB than

in teams with low TL.

The quantitative data found that this hypothesis Hs, was supported, which means that
when a level of TL is higher, the impact of KSE on KSB will be strengthened. This
result was understandable because transformational leaders can motivate followers to be
confident in engaging and producing new ideas and knowledge, which, in turn, helps
employees to develop their KSE (Mittal and Dhar, 2015). It is also necessary for
followers to have a high level of KSE, which is deemed as an essential enabler to KSB.
The results also revealed that strengthening KSE could promote individual’s willingness

to share knowledge towards completing a given sharing behaviour successfully.

Another reasonable explanation is associated with a theoretical perspective. As
explained for H;, above, through charismatic role modelling, transformational leaders
stimulate followers and appeal to them by articulating compelling visions and providing
an appropriate role model (Podsakoff et al., 1990; Bass, 1985; Jung et al., 2008). The
leader, as a role model, persuades followers that they are capable, and empowers them
to contribute to the organisation’s vision through sharing their knowledge (Zhang et al,
2017). By inspiring followers, the leaders underpin the willingness of members to
improve individual sharing behaviour. Moreover, through intellectual stimulation, the
leader encourages followers to rethink problems in new and innovative ways. It
supports them to deal with issues on their own, motivates employees’ efforts and self-

confidence, which, in turn, engages them in sharing-knowledge activities (Bass, 1985;
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Bradshaw et al., 2015). Thus, employees in a team with a high level of TL might be
more willing to respond to KSE with KSB.

Finally, the interviews confirmed the findings of quantitative data analysis for
hypothesis Hjp. All interviewees agreed that TL had a moderating effect on the
relationship between KSE and KSB amongst academics. This result was not consistent
with the literature (Zhang et al., 2017), in which it was found that the level of TL might
not have the ability to strengthen or lower the effect of KSE on KSB. Zhang et al.
(2017) explained that this might have been because their study context was set in the
online environment, where the relationship between leaders and followers was likely to

be different from the traditional work environment.

Taken together, the above explanations provide support for the point of view that the

impact of KSE on KSB was positively moderated by TL.

7.3.3.4 Hyp: Moderating effect of TL on the relationship between
enjoyment in helping others and KSB

Hy: TL positively moderates the relationship between enjoyment in helping others
(EHO) and KSB. In teams with high TL, EHO will have a stronger positive impact on
KSB than in teams with low TL.

This study also suggested that the TL style of a leader would have a moderating effect
on the relationship between EHO and KSB. However, the results from statistical data
analysis and interview analysis were contradictory. While hypothesis Ha, was not
significant in the survey study, it was supported by most interviewees from the
qualitative interviews. These findings contradicted what this study has argued. This
study may find a possible explanation for why the TL style may not have the ability to
affect how EHO influences the individual behaviour of sharing knowledge. Since the
data sample for the questionnaire survey was academic staff; they may believe that their
feeling of enjoyment in helping others is more related to themselves than the leaders.
On the other hand, most of the interviewees were the leaders of departments and
faculties. Consequently, the interviewees may have believed that their TL style could
inspire followers and help them to find the enjoyment in helping their colleagues,

which, in turn, lead them being more willing to share their knowledge with each other.

As discussed above, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, this is the first study to

examine the moderating effect of TL on the relationship between EHO and KSB in the
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context of the university. Thus, before concluding, it is necessary to further investigate

this joint effect in greater depth in future research.

7.3.3.5 Hsp: Moderating effect of TL on the relationship between

expected organisational rewards and KSB

This study expected TL to have a moderating influence on the relationship between
expected organisational rewards (REW) and KSB (Hs,). However, the relationship
between REW and KSB (Hs,) was not sissssgnificant in quantitative data analysis.
According to Awang (2015), testing the moderating effect of TL on the relationship
between REW and KSB requires this relationship (Hs,) is significant (see Chapter 5).
Thus, hypothesis Hs, was not tested in this study.

7.3.3.6 Hep: Moderating effect of TL on the relationship between
reciprocal benefits and KSB

Hgp: TL positively moderates the relationship between reciprocal benefits and KSB. In
teams with high TL, reciprocal benefits will have a stronger positive impact on KSB

than in teams with low TL.

The moderating impact of TL was found to have an insignificant association with the
impact of reciprocal benefits on KSB (Hg,) from both the quantitative and qualitative
phases. Hypothesis Hg, was not supported which contradicts the prediction of the study.
A possible explanation for the why TL did not moderate the effect of reciprocal benefits
on KSB might be because most of the interviewees from the qualitative interviews
admitted they had no evidence to support this view. Moreover, the literature has shown
that very little is known about the joint relationship of TL and reciprocal benefits on
KSB. One of the interviewees said that sharing behaviour is more associated with
academics themselves than their leaders’ leadership styles. Therefore, it was hard for
them to explain and interpret their comments for this finding. Thus, before reaching a
conclusion, it is suggested that further research should re-examine TL as a moderator of

the relationship between reciprocal benefits and KSB.

7.3.3.7 H»: Moderating effect of TL on the relationship between
POK and KSB

This study expected TL to have a moderating impact on the relationship between
psychological ownership of knowledge (POK) and KSB (H7,). However, the

relationship between POK and KSB (H7,) was not significant in quantitative data
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analysis. According to Awang (2015), testing the moderating effect of TL on the
relationship between REW and KSB requires this relationship (H7,) is significant (see
Chapter 5). Thus, hypothesis H;, was not tested in this study.

7.3.4 Ho: Joint effect of transactive memory systems quality and
KSB (Response to RQ4)

RQ4. What is the joint effect of transactive memory systems (TMS) quality and KSB on

IWB in Vietnamese university settings?

Finally, the quality of TMS was expected to have a moderating effect on the
relationship between KSB and innovative work behaviour (Hg). However, the latent
construct of TMS quality was excluded because of Explanatory Factor Analysis (EFA)
results as discussed in Chapter 5. Thus, hypothesis Hy was not tested, which means that
research question 4 has not been answered in the scope of this study.

7.4 Ideal model based on the combination of quantitative and

qualitative results

This study has emphasised the importance of improving KS in universities as a key role
in creating and transferring knowledge through their core activities such as teaching and
learning, research, dissemination, and working with other organisations to promote
innovation. Based on the findings from both the quantitative and qualitative phases, this
study has proposed an ideal model of KS (see Figure 7.2) that could be useful for

universities in Vietnam.

The model includes factors from four aspects: environment, individual, organisation and
technology. The orange arrows represent the relationships between the factors that have
been confirmed by both the quantitative and qualitative studies. These factors
(subjective norms, trust, knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping others,
reciprocal benefits, transformational leadership) were found to have substantial impacts

on KSB leading to superior innovative work behaviour.

Four new factors emerged from the qualitative interviews. Three of them are related to
organisational aspect (e.g. Democracy, Publicity and Transparency of knowledge,
Knowledge management strategies), while the other one is associated with technology
(Knowledge management systems). These factors were believed to have significant
effects on KS in university environments (see Section 6.4, Chapter 6). For example,

many interview participants reported that the democracy might enable academic staff to
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debate and discuss leading to opportunities to exchange their knowledge. The blue
arrows represent the relationships of these emerged factors and KSB, which have not

been tested in the scope of this study.
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Figure 7.2. Model of knowledge sharing for universities in Vietnam

7.5 Summary of Chapter 7

Based on the findings of the quantitative and qualitative phases and within the
research’s theoretical boundaries, this chapter has discussed the results gained in
response to the research questions and hypotheses of this study. Each of these findings
was discussed and explained, to answer the research questions and hypotheses, based on
theoretical perspectives, previous empirical studies and the combination of results from
both phases of this study. The survey questionnaires guided the exploration of KSB
amongst academics in the context of Vietnam. The qualitative protocol was then
developed to explain and interpret the significant findings obtained from statistical data
analysis. Finally, the development of an ideal model of KS for universities in Vietnam
was advanced based on the combination of the findings from both the quantitative and
qualitative phases. The next chapter (final) will summarise and conclude this study by
providing the overview of research, implications, contributions and recommendations

for further works.
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CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSIONS

8.1 Introduction

Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 presented the results from the quantitative and qualitative data
analyses respectively. Chapter 7 discussed the whole findings of this study based on the
interpretations of both quantitative and qualitative findings. This chapter summarises

and concludes the research. The chapter’s outline is presented in Figure 8.1.

[ 8.1. Introduction ]

A 4

{ 8.2. Summary research design and findings ]

Y

[ 8.3. Implications and recommendations ]

\ 4

[ 8.4. Limitations and recommendations for future work J

Y
[ 8.5. Conclusion ]

Figure 8.1. Chapter outline

8.2 Summary of research design and findings

The extant literature on KM has highlighted the critical roles of influential factors on
KSB among individuals in organisations. A large number of previous studies have
examined the influence of limited factors (i.e. attitude, subjective norms and perceived
behavioural control) on knowledge-sharing behaviours indirectly through knowledge-
sharing intentions based on Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) or Theory of Planned
Behaviour (TPB). However, individuals may feign a willingness to, but fail to actually
share their knowledge (Kuo and Young, 2008). Thus, there is a need to contribute to the
limited research to examine individuals’ actual KSB (Bock et al., 2005; Henttonen et
al., 2016). Moreover, there has been limited research on KS in university settings. This
research, therefore, aimed to fill these research gaps by investigating the impacts of
environmental and personal factors on KSB towards individual innovative behaviour
and the moderating roles of transformational leadership and transactive memory
systems quality on these relationships, in higher education in a developing country

(Vietnam).
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This study first conducted an extensive literature review associated with the research
problem to develop the research model and hypotheses (see Chapter 2 and Chapter 3).
The initial research model (see Figure 8.2) was proposed with eleven constructs based
on Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) and augmented with other theories of KSB,

including:

- Two environmental-related factors: Subjective norms and Trust;

- Five personal-related factors: Knowledge self-efficacy, Enjoyment in helping
others, Expected organisational rewards, Reciprocal benefits, and Psychological
ownership of knowledge;

- Two moderators: Transformational leadership and Transactive memory systems
(TMS) quality and;

- Knowledge sharing behaviour and Innovative work behaviour.

This study postulated and proposed a set of hypotheses (see Figure 8.2) on: the
influence of environmental factors and personal factors on KSB (H;,-H7,), the impact of
KSB on innovative work behaviour (Hg), the moderating effect of transformational
leadership on the relationships between the critical factors on KSB (H;,-H7p), and the

moderating effect of TMS quality on the relationship between KSB and IWB.
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Figure 8.2. The initial research model (Recall from Chapter 3)
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A sequential mix-method approach (see Figure 8.3) was applied for this research
(Chapter 4). This combination was used in a complementary manner, which applied the
quantitative approach as the primary approach (Phase I), followed by a qualitative
approach (Phase II) as a complementary need. It was able to help this study gain the

highest level of understanding and investigating the research problem (Neuman 2005).

QUAN —m» qual

QUAN
Data
collection

qual
Data
collection

QUAN
Data analysis

qual Interpretation
Data analysis of entire analysis

Figure 8.3. The sequential explanatory mixed methods design (Creswell, 2009)

Following this approach, the current study collected and analysed the quantitative data
in the first phase (I). To do this, a survey questionnaire was designed and pre-tested
through a pilot study and a five-week seminar series. This study then administered a
paper questionnaire survey (main data collection) with academic staff of 31 departments
of four public universities in the North of Vietnam. Of the 785 questionnaires
distributed, the researcher received 588 responses, representing a high response rate of

74%.

After cleaning data, the final number of the useable returned questionnaires was 558 (N
= 558), demonstrating a reasonable sample size needed for the data analysis method
implemented in this study. To analyse quantitative data, this study applied rigorous
techniques including simple descriptive statistics and multivariate data analysis (e.g.
EFA, CFA, and SEM), using SPSS 22.0 and AMOS 22.0 software programs (see
Chapter 4 & 5). These techniques ultimately aimed to test the proposed hypotheses to
answers the research questions of this study. The quantitative results, as shown in
Chapter 5, have revealed that (1) subjective norms, trust, knowledge self-efficacy,
enjoyment in helping others and reciprocal benefits had positive impacts on knowledge-
sharing behavior (KSB); (2) KSB was found to have a strongly positive effect on
individual innovative behavior and; (3) transformational leadership moderated the
relationship between subjective norms, trust and knowledge self-efficacy on KSB.
Interestingly, the expected organisational rewards and psychological ownership of

knowledge were found to have insignificant associations with KSB.
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In the qualitative research (Phase II), a semi-structured interview protocol was used for
collecting and recording data. The protocol was developed based on the significant
findings of the quantitative data analysis (Phase I) and pre-tested by a pilot study. There
were seven participants selected as the interviewees to interview via Skype software and
Emails (see Table 6.1, Chapter 6). In each interview, the interviewees were asked to
validate the obtained findings of the statistical analysis and give their comments (“how”
and “why”). Each of the questions in the protocol also included “probes” to encourage
the interviewees to talk more and expand the time of the interview to receive useful
information. This study then applied several rigorous steps (see Chapter 4) to transcribe,
analyse and validate the results from the interviews. In general, as presented in Chapter
6 and 7, most of the findings from the quantitative data were supported by the seven
interviewees, except for hypothesis Hs,. Moreover, two of hypotheses, Hs, and H7, were
not strongly supported by the interviewees who had further explanations for their given

ratings.

In summary, an integration of the results from both the quantitative and qualitative
phases has indicated that (1) subjective norms, trust, knowledge self-efficacy,
enjoyment in helping others, reciprocal benefits had positive impacts on knowledge-
sharing behavior (KSB); (2) KSB was found to have a strongly positive effect on
individual innovative behavior and; (3) transformational leadership positively
moderated the relationships between subjective norms, trust and knowledge self-
efficacy on KSB. Interestingly, the expected organisational rewards and psychological
ownership of knowledge were similarly found to have insignificant associations with

KSB.

The below relationships were not strongly supported or consistent from both phases.

Consequently, they should be re-examined in the future works:

e Expected organisational rewards and KSB (Hs,);
e Psychological ownership of knowledge and KSB (H7,) and;
e Transformational leadership on enjoyment in helping others and KSB (Hap).

e Transactive memory systems quality on KSB and innovative behaviour (Ho).
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8.3 Implications and recommendations

This study’s implications make several substantial contributions to both theory and

practice, and to the specific country of context study. The sections below first discuss

the theoretical implications, followed by the practical and country-specific implications.

8.3.1 Theoretical implications

This research has attempted to contribute to the existing literature of knowledge

management by making several theoretical implications:

Firstly, this study adds to a lack of empirical studies (field study) by
investigating KS in a new context, i.e. at university settings in developing
countries. As found in the literature review (see Chapter 2), there has been a lack
of research into KS in university settings (Fullwood et al., 2013; Fullwood and
Rowley, 2017). Also, only two empirical studies adopted the SCT-based model
to examine the determinants of KSB (Hsu et al., 2007; Lin et al., 2009).
However, these two studies only addressed KSB in virtual communities that
could have limitations on the generalisability of the results to other sorts of
organisations (Chang et al., 2015). Until now, to the best of the researcher’s
knowledge, no studies have applied SCT as a primary lens to investigate
research on KSB in organisations, especially in institutions of higher education
that are different from virtual communities. Unlike virtual communities, an
organisation has formal policies and procedures to guide the individual’s KSB
with the common interests of reaching organisational goals. As such, the current
research is the first field study and has taken a proactive approach using SCT
theory to quantitatively and qualitatively examine KSB in organisations in
general, and university settings in particular. Thus, this study contributes to the
literature of knowledge management by investigating the KSB in higher
education (field study). Finally, the study has attempted to address the urgent
needs recommended by researchers (see Chapter 2) (e.g. Pham et al. (2015),
Rahman et al. (2015), Fullwood and Rowley (2017)) for further investigation of
KS in universities, especially in developing countries.

Secondly, this study attempts to propose a new integrated model mainly based
on Social Cognitive Theory (SCT), which provides new insight into KSB. It
comprehensively examined KSB using SCT and integrated with other theories in

the context of higher education. The SCT holds that the study would expect to
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better explain the impacts of environmental and personal factors on individual
behaviours because the theory indicates that an individual’s behaviour is
affected by social influences and personal perceptions and expectations. This
study also enriches the literature of KSB by examining the effect of individual’s
KSB on innovative behaviour. The findings of this study provided support for
two environmental-related factors (subjective norms, trust) and three personal-
related factors (knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping others, and
reciprocity). Interestingly, two personal factors (expected organisational
rewards, and psychological ownership of knowledge) were not supported, which
was not consistent with previous studies (as discussed in Chapter 7). The results
offered by this research also contribute to the literature by highlighting the need
to focus on the environmental and personal factors rather than technological
factors. Consequently, it also enables future research to better comprehend
individual KSB by using SCT theory as a new lens and thus drawing
conclusions from the personal and environmental aspects, which are more
practical. Moreover, a large number of previous studies have examined the
influence of limited factors on knowledge-sharing behaviours indirectly through
knowledge-sharing intentions based on Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) or
Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB). However, TRA and TPB have limitations
in explaining the direct effects of influential factors on individual’s actual
behaviour; that is people may feign a willingness to, but fail to actually share
their knowledge (Kuo and Young, 2008). Thus, this study contributes to a
limited number of research to examine individuals’ actual KSB, not only their
behavioural intention and attitudes to share knowledge (Bock and Kim, 2002;
Bock et al., 2005; Chatzoglou, 2009; Henttonen et al., 2016). Overall, the study
has attempted to address the unsolved needs recommended by several earlier
researchers (see Chapter 2).

Thirdly, this study extends the knowledge-sharing research model by
investigating the joint effect of transformational leadership and factors
influencing KS. Studies in the literature of transformational leadership have
mainly highlighted that transformational leader behaviours can positively affect
followers’ social influences, personal perceptions and behaviours (e.g.
Podsakoff et al. (1990), Mittal and Dhar (2015), Han et al. (2016)). However, far

fewer attempts have known about the effect that transformational leadership has
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on the relationships between social influences, personal perceptions and KSB.
The current research provides an explanation through which transformational
leadership is believed to have a moderating impact on the relationships between
environmental factors, personal factors and KSB. The research found that
transformational leadership positively moderated the relationships between
subjective norms, trust and knowledge self-efficacy on KSB. These findings
make important theoretical contributions by providing a new understanding of
the moderating role of transformational leadership in examining the impacts of
influential factors on KSB. These findings also deepen the existing theories of
KSB (e.g. TRA, TPB, and SCT) on the moderating effect of transformational
leadership that affects individual’s KSB in turn. This research has shed light on
the moderating effect of transformational leadership.

Fourthly, this study provides a systematic review of the existing literature and a
research framework for studying KS (see Chapter 2). It helped this study to
identify the research gaps, clearly understand the investigated factors
(variables/constructs), develop the research model and hypotheses, and select an
appropriate theory and methodology. This study represents one of the first
attempts to modify the standard SCT model and augment with other theories
(e.g. TPB, Economic Exchange Theory (EET), Social Exchange Theory (SET))
to account for academics’ KSB in higher education institutions.

Fifthly, this study makes three important implications associated with
methodological aspects. (i) As found in the literature review (Chapter 2), most of
the studies investigated KS using a single quantitative approach (e.g. Bock and
Kim, 2002; Bock et al., 2005; Lin, 2007a, 2007b; Hsu et al., 2007; Dong et al.,
2010; Tohidinia and Mosakhani, 2010; Fullwood et al., 2013; Rahman et al.,
2015; Akhavan et al., 2015; Liou et al., 2016; Fullwood and Rowley, 2017;
Brooke et al., 2017). This research used a mixed methods approach, which helps
gain the highest level of understanding about the research problem (Neuman,
2005). This attempt therefore addressed the need earlier suggested by
researchers (e.g. Rahman et al., 2015; Brooke et al., 2017). (ii)) A research
instrument was rigorously designed and validated that provided the valid and
reliable measurement scales. The well-defined constructs were adapted from
empirical studies that were conducted in developed or industrialized countries,

i.e. the United States (Bass and Avolio, 1997; Davenport and Prusak, 1998;
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Dyne and Pierce, 2004; Brandon and Hollingshead, 2004), Korea (Lee and Choi
2003; Bock et al., 2005), Taiwan (Lin, 2007b; Han et al., 2010). This research
contributes to the literature by examining and adapting the measurement scales
in a new context of higher education in a developing country (Vietnam). The
instrument was thoroughly designed and validated through a seminar series and
a pilot study. Although some items were excluded from the assessment of the
model, the results confirm its validity and reliability in an emerging and
developing country. This research instrument is expected to be used or adapted
in other contexts or developing countries in which future researchers wish to test
this model. (iii) This study applied a two-step SEM (Structural Equation
Modeling) approach to analyse quantitative data. SEM provides many powerful
advantages to better understand the research problem, which is impossible to
tackle with the basic statistical methods (e.g. multiple regression can only test a
single relationship with a limited number of variables). This is because of
SEM’s ability to: (1) define a model to explain the entire set of relationships
(Hair et al., 2010); (2) estimate multiple and interrelated dependence
relationships; (3) involve and represent unobserved constructs in these
relationships (Hair et al., 2010); (4) perform multi-group analysis to compare the
different models (e.g. from transformational leadership level of this study)
(Kline, 2015); and (5) provide a number of indices to evaluate the model fit
(Kline, 2015; Schumacker and Lomax, 2010).

Finally, the interpretation of the current research recommends that there is a
need for future work to investigate the impacts of democracy, publicity and
transparency of knowledge, and knowledge management systems on academics’
KSB. These issues have also been raised in a prior study (Ta, 2014). Moreover,
the interpretation of quantitative and qualitative data analysis findings also leads
to an ideal research model for studying KS in university settings, which should

be further tested in other contexts in the future.
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8.3.2 Practical implications

The findings from this research have a significant impact on different stakeholders (e.g.
university policymakers, managers of the Ministry of Education and Training) who lead
KM initiatives or desire to promote KS within their universities. Overall, the findings
imply that improving KS can encourage individual innovative behaviour (IWB) to
facilitate curriculum development and research, which, in turn, positively affects the
quality of teaching, learning, and research. This study provides universities with (1) a
better comprehension of the influence of environmental and personal factors on KSB;
(2) a more in-depth understanding about how transformational leadership affects KSB,
thus promoting innovative behaviour and (3) evidence that KSB leads to better
innovative behaviour. University leaders should understand and develop a holistic
approach to supporting KSB which is composed of the two perspectives of the
environment and the personal as technology alone cannot ensure that knowledge will
indeed be volunteered and exchanged. On the other hand, they need to keep in mind that
social influences and personal perceptions are of the most important to create a
knowledge-sharing culture that would lead to improving trust-building, self-efficacy,
enjoyment in helping others, and reciprocal benefits. Thus, these factors should receive
more attention to better ensure that individual innovative behaviour leads to superior

innovation for their organisations.

A clear understanding of the critical factors influence KSB towards promoting IWB
may help university leaders to develop suitable and evolving strategies to address the
challenges of KS. The following sections provide specific suggestions based on each
finding for university policymakers and managers of the Ministry of Education and
Training to develop knowledge-sharing strategies more effectively in their

organisations. Below this study uses the term “Leaders” to imply those stakeholders.

e First, the results confirm that subjective norms and trust are associated with
KSB. Since subjective norms positively influenced employee KSB, university
leaders need to increase the level of positive social influence that employees
perceive as they involve themselves in social interactions through the exchange
of knowledge, skills, and experiences. As Bock et al. (2005) suggested, prior to
introducing knowledge-sharing initiatives, university leaders should attempt to
nourish the targeted social relationships and interactions of staff. Especially,

leaders should establish an environment, characterised by high levels of positive

224



social pressure, that are apparently important in driving knowledge-sharing
intentions (Bock et al., 2005) and encourage the willingness of employees to
exchange knowledge with others.

It is also recommended that leaders’ perceptions are one of the key antecedents
of creating such a knowledge-sharing culture in organisations (Lin and Lee,
2004). This research suggests that leaders should focus on strengthening trust
between colleagues because when they have a high level of trust in their
relationships, they are more willing to engage in sharing knowledge. Leaders
should mitigate interest groups because it results in the low level of trust
amongst the university’s members. Moreover, Ta (2014) suggested that the
higher the level of transparency and publicity of knowledge and information, the
higher the level of mutual trust among colleagues that can be established. It
implies that leaders should provide chances to access information and
knowledge equally to all members to nurture interpersonal trust leading to
feelings of safety and comfort in sharing activities. Also, this study also suggests
some activities that could be taken to improve trust among academics in
Vietnamese universities. For example, (1) holding conferences and seminars to
exchange knowledge more frequently; (2) having social-collective exchange
activities between lecturers, staff and leaders such as cultural and sports
activities. These collective activities can be useful in creating a cohesive
relationship within the university.

Second, the findings show that knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping
others, and reciprocal benefits have a positive impact on KSB. Leaders should
concentrate on improving the positive mood state of individuals concerning
social exchange, which foregoes knowledge-sharing activities. The results
indicated that self-efficacy of knowledge positively guided employees’
behaviour. Thus, it is necessary for leaders to pay more attention to providing
helpful feedback to enhance the knowledge self-efficacy of employees.
Furthermore, to improve an individual’s self-efficacy, leaders should recruit and
select members who are proactive and have high self-esteem (Lin 2007b).
Leaders also need to support staff by providing some strategies such as training
or support mechanism (Hsu et al., 2007). These supports can help members
become more confident in their knowledge, which, in turn, leads them to share

their knowledge with others. Also, individuals may improve their self-efficacy if
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leaders often acknowledge that their knowledge has brought important
contributions to the organisation.

The findings also imply that people who feel enjoyment in sharing knowledge
and consequently help their colleagues tend to be more motivated to share
knowledge. Thus, leaders should create an environment in which members can
feel high levels of enjoyment while helping others through sharing their
knowledge. For example, improving the positive mood state of individuals
regarding social exchange such as enjoyment in helping others promotes KSB
(Lin, 2007b). Regarding reciprocal benefits, an employee expects reciprocity
from their colleagues when they share their knowledge. However, if employees
expect to receive benefits before giving knowledge it will impede KS; but if they
perceive that donating knowledge before receiving benefits, it will promote
sharing knowledge. Thus, university leaders should develop policies that
encourage KS by relying on mutual benefits amongst staff. Universities should
build a knowledge-sharing culture towards enhancing the individuals’ sense of
“The more you share, the more you get back”, which will contribute to
facilitating KS within the organisation.

In addition, the results also show that psychological ownership of knowledge
does not have a significant influence on KSB as people who have a high level of
knowledge ownership may not be willing to share their knowledge with others.
Expected rewards are not related to KSB. Therefore, managers should not
emphasise organisational rewards with salary incentive, bonuses, promotion
incentive, or job security as a major KS mechanism, as extrinsic rewards ensure
temporary compliance (Lin, 2007a). In other words, extrinsic motivation may
bring temporary incentives for KS, but it is not the primary driver shaping an
individual’s KSBs (Lin, 2007a).

Thirdly, the findings have also shown the significant positive impacts of
transformational leadership on subjective norms, trust and knowledge self-
efficacy, which in turn influence KSB. This implies that a high level of KSB can
be gained by having high levels of transformational leadership or subjective
norms, trust and knowledge self-efficacy. These findings also suggest that
university leaders should explain the connections between subjective norms,
trust, knowledge self-efficacy and KSB before deciding on how a university

should obtain the desired objectives, consequently promoting their employees’

226



KSB. It can be inferred that, if in a department or university with the high level
of transformational leadership, the leaders and managers might benefit from
endeavouring to enhance positive subjective norms, establish mutual trust and
encourage individual self-efficacy of knowledge; these, in turn, lead to better
individuals’ KSBs.

Fourthly, the current research also provides the evidence that higher KSB leads
to superior personal innovative work behaviour. The findings suggest that
leaders should focus on promoting innovative behaviours of employees during
their daily work (e.g. teaching, research, publication). This can be done by
enabling them to better generate, promote, and apply new ideas, methods,
techniques or instruments (ideas) obtained from knowledge-sharing activities. If
employees can not entirely transform their innovative ideas into useful
applications in the work environment, then these new ideas are still being idle
(Ariff, 2013). This study specifically learnt that in Vietnamese university
environments, innovative behaviours have positive influences on novel ideas or
products in teaching and learning methods, teaching programs, curriculums, and
publications. The findings indicate that academics should look for ways to create
new knowledge for the university. It also shows that because of the crisis in
Vietnamese higher education, academics see innovation arising from the nature
of sharing in their daily activities (e.g. teaching, seminar, workshop, publication)
and should be required to be innovative at all times.

Finally, future researchers or practitioners can adapt the current research
instrument to collect the data about personal and environmental factors,
transformational leadership, KSB, and innovative work behaviour. This data can
be used to support organisations to investigate the potential issues such as the
role of transformational leaders in promoting KS. Organisations should assess
the willingness of members in sharing knowledge before launching any

knowledge-sharing initiatives or knowledge management systems.
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8.3.3 Country-specific implications

This study also makes significant country-specific implications for Vietnam as follows:

Firstly, many studies have paid attention to KM in organisations in general, and
higher education in particular in developed countries (e.g. the UK); but little is
known about this research topic in Vietnam. Consequently, this research
provides an updated view of knowledge-sharing practices for the development of
successful KM strategies as well as key factors influencing the design and usage
of knowledge management systems at the higher education level in Vietnam
(known as a less studied country).

Secondly, as a developing country, the reform of universities in Vietnam
requested by “Doi Moi” (Renovation) in the 1990s has primarily relied on
knowledge-based human resources. Thus, the findings of this study could be
valuable for many stakeholders in Vietnam such as policymakers of the Ministry
of Educations and Training and university policymakers. These empirical
findings could benefit them in developing suitable policies and strategies for the
enhancement of intellectual assets, which can contribute to the transformational
and international integration process in general and teaching, learning and
research in particular. This will help Vietnamese universities meet the socio-
economic demands, which have been required from Vietnam’s higher education
system. The following are some suggestion for the leader in developing suitable
policies and strategies: (1) developing specific mechanisms and procedures for
the implementation of KM to better manage and exploit knowledge resources.
This mechanism will make information more transparent and avoid copyright
infringement and plagiarism. Moreover, knowledge sharing will prevent the
waste of knowledge. Knowledge sharing must become mandatory requirements
that are specified by specific mechanisms such as reward, salary, and promotion;
(2) Leaders needs to be trained in knowledge of KM to understand to build a KS
culture; (3) Increase the publicity and transparency of information and
knowledge and (4) Universities should build knowledge sharing systems that
facilitates employees easily to share, retrieve and apply knowledge in their daily

work (e.g. developing teaching materials, learning, and research).
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Thirdly, this knowledge contributes to the development of the national “Digital
Vietnamese Knowledge System” project launched by the Vietnamese
government in Jan 2018. This project is now at an early stage. The government
has called upon all Vietnamese people and organisations to engage in sharing
knowledge to build this nation’s knowledge management systems successfully.
Thus, a better understanding of KSB will help the Vietnamese government to
design and implement appropriate knowledge management systems that are
compatible with Vietnamese behaviours and culture. It ultimately can better
meet the needs of the nation’s socio-economic development.

Finally, this thesis contributes knowledge to the existing body of knowledge
about KM within the university context in Vietnam. As discussed above, KM is
still new in Vietnam. There has been a lack of research into KS in emerging
nations transitioning from centrally planned to market economies, such as
Vietnam (Dong et al., 2010). Thus, this study instils the motivation into
Vietnamese researchers and practitioners to explore and embark on KM research
that can exploit the vast potential knowledge resources of the Vietnamese
people. Ultimately, this research has contributed to bringing Vietnam into the

world map of KM research.

8.4 Limitations and recommendations for future work

Although having a rigorous research design, this study also has its limitations within the

scope of a PhD research. This section discusses the possible limitations of this study and

provides suggestions that could be taken for future work.

The study context was limited to the set boundary within the public universities
in Vietnam (not for non-public university sector). Thus, a holistic picture of KS
in all institutes of higher education in Vietnam is not provided. Consequently,
the findings of this research cannot be generalised beyond the public university
settings because the features of public and non-public universities have
differences (i.e. salary, financial mechanisms). Also, as data collection was
conducted within a country with a highly collectivist national culture (Dong et
al., 2010), so the findings may not be able to be generalised to universities or
organisations in different cultures. However, given the previous studies on KS in
both developed and developing countries (Van den Hooff and Van Weenen,

2004; Lin, 2007a), it could be expected that the results of this study may be
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taken forward by university leadership, academic staff and researchers in other
contexts as well. Furthermore, future work should examine the research model
beyond the boundaries of public universities in Vietnam and other countries with
similar characteristics in the region (i.e. Southeastern Asia countries).

This research investigated the influence of environmental and personal factors
on KSB mainly based on Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) (Bandura, 1986). In
SCT’s model, environmental influences, individual factors, and behaviours act
as interactive relationships. Moreover, the data of this study is cross-sectional,
the posited causal relationships might only be deduced rather than proven (Bock
et al., 2005). Hence, future research should investigate the bidirectional
relationships among three types of variables of an SCT-based model by
gathering longitudinal data.

Another limitation of this study is related to the sampling method. The sample
selection of the participants for the quantitative and qualitative phases was
limited to only four public universities in the North of Vietnam. It is because of
the limitation of time and resources. This study suggests that future research
should employ a random sampling method and expand the number of
interviewees, which may help the findings be more generalisable.

The focus of this study is investigating the most salient environmental factors of
Social Cognitive Theory (i.e. trust, subjective norms). Future work should
extend the research model by examining other environmental-related factors that
can impact KSB, which in turn may influence innovative behaviour, such as
mutual influence (Hsu et al., 2007).

This study is limited to investigate KSB of academic staff only. The study also
omitted from the list of control variables to the quantitative data analysis, which
might yield different quantitative findings, e.g. gender, age, level of education
and working areas. Thus, future research may be needed to (1) investigate the
differences among staff roles or disciplines regarding innovative initiative
experience, such as leaders of divisions, leaders of departments and leaders of
the organisation or staff from social and technical areas and; (2) examine the
impacts of these control variables.

There are some factors (i.e. democracy, publicity and transparency of

knowledge, KM strategies, and knowledge management systems) emerging from
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the qualitative phase of this research. Future research should further
quantitatively examine these factors to enable the generalisation of the findings
across a broader population.

e Moreover, because of the limitations of time and financial restrictions, no
comparative research was attempted for other similar or different contexts in
other developed or developing countries. Thus, future work should be
undertaken to fill this gap.

e The study suggests future research should focus on (i) investigating the KS of
certain sorts of knowledge assets (i.e. tacit or explicit knowledge); (ii)
identifying whether employees share their knowledge indirectly through
technology and directly with others.

e Finally, a self-report study, including both questionnaire and semi-structured
interviews, was used in this research to collect data from participants regarding
KSB and factors influencing KSB amongst academics. It is undeniable that this
was a fast and easy way to collect data for the researcher. However, it could be
possible limitations such as social desirability bias, misunderstanding questions,
exaggeration, forgetting pertinent details, or a discrepancy between recall and
what happens in reality (Brutus et al., 2013). Accordingly, future research could
mitigate these limitations by expanding the scope of a sample size from a variety

of universities to collect data for the same research issues.

8.5 Conclusion

The extant literature of KM has highlighted the critical roles of influential factors on
KSB among individuals in organisations. Many previous studies have examined the
limited factors and KSB indirectly through knowledge-sharing intentions. However,
individuals may feign a willingness to, but fail to actually share their knowledge (Kuo
and Young, 2008). Thus, there is a need to add to the limited research to examine
individuals’ actual KSB (Bock et al., 2005; Henttonen et al., 2016). Moreover, there has
been limited research on KS in university settings and the context of emerging
developing countries such as Vietnam. This research, therefore, aimed to fill these
research gaps by investigating the impacts of environmental and personal factors on
KSB towards individual innovative behaviour, the moderating roles of transformational
leadership, and the quality of transactive memory systems on these relationships, in

higher education in a developing country (Vietnam).
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The findings from this study revealed that a greater willingness to share knowledge
leads to better individual innovative behaviours. This study also confirmed that
subjective norms, trust, knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment in helping others and
reciprocal benefits have positive impacts on KSB. Furthermore, transformational
leadership was found to have positive moderating effects on the relationships between
subjective norms, trust and knowledge self-efficacy and KSB. Interestingly, expected
organisational rewards and psychological ownership of knowledge were found to have
insignificant associations with KSB. These findings of the study make a variety of
significant theoretical and practical implications to both academia and practitioners,
especially for those are leading KM initiatives or desiring to promote KS within their

universities.

In conclusion, the current investigation has provided a useful resource and a base for
future work wishing to examine KSB in higher education contexts. Moreover, the
research model is expected to be used in the future by researchers or practitioners who

desire to test these factors in other study contexts.
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Appendix 1: Profile of Viethamese universities

Overview

Vietnam is an agriculture-based communist country located in Southeast Asia with
nearly 95 million people (WB, 2018). Vietnam includes 54 ethnic groups living in 63
provinces and cities, of which the Vietnamese majority group accounts for 90 per cent
of the population. Since the introduction of the “Doi Moi” policy (“Renovation”) in
1986, Vietnam has shifted from a bureaucratically centralised, planned economy to a
market economy (Dang, 2009; Dong et al., 2010). Doi Moi has put pressure on the
Vietnamese higher education (HE) system to meet the knowledge bank for the socio-
economic changes. In response, the Vietnamese Government has published its vision for
the higher education sector (Dang, 2009). That is, building an higher education system,
which is required to be innovative, responsive to the demands of the market, and vital to
economic growth and national development (WB, 2009). Therefore, the Vietnamese
higher education system has been undergoing a continuous change for more than twenty
years through the government’s long-term agenda - The Higher Education Reform
Agenda 2006-2020 (WB, 2015). As a result, the World Bank (2015) reported that
Vietnam has shifted itself from one of the poorest countries in the world to a lower
middle-income country since the beginning of “Doi Moi” policy in 1986. This
transformation to a knowledge-based economy has mitigated its poverty through human
resource development by providing advanced skills through higher education reform
(Pham, 1998; Le, 2014). The main goals of this reform are “to make fundamental
changes in the quality and size of higher education; improve institutional and system
competitiveness; and make higher education institutions responsive to, and operate
efficiently within, the socialist-oriented market mechanism in 2020” (Nguyen and

Nguyen, 2008, p.131).

Thanks to the reform, Vietnam’s higher education system has steadily changed (Nguyen
and Vu, 2015). For example, it has been changed from a system comprising only
specialised universities with only Bachelor and PhD degrees following the former
Soviet model to multi-disciplinary universities offering Bachelor, Master’s and PhD
programs (Nguyen and Vu, 2015). In the last decade, 75 new public and private
universities were established taking the total number of universities from 160
universities in 2007 to 235 in 2017 (UNESCO, 2008, MOET, 2018b). To date, the

network of Vietnamese universities has spread across all parts of the country and many
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cities or provinces have their own universities (MOET, 2018a). In order to survive,
develop, and attract learners, many universities have focused on training in majors with

high social demands — e.g. Finance, Information Technology and English.
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Figure Al.1. The number of universities in the last three school years (Source: MOET, 2018b)

However, the explosion in the number of universities in the last ten years has revealed
many limitations and inadequacies. For example, the quality assurance of training has
not met the enrollment scale and there are not enough excellent and high-quality
lecturers. As a result, the quality of training has still been low and not met the
requirements of socio-economic development. This is also one of the reasons why

graduates cannot find jobs (MOET, 2018a).
University governance

Regarding state management, although universities in the system are under the control
of Ministry of Education and Training (MOET), they are also managed by different
ministries/sectors and localities, except for two national universities, Hanoi National
Universities and Ho Chi Minh National University which are directly managed by the
government and have subordinate universities (Figure A.2a). The figure below (or
Figure A.2a shows a characteristic feature of the controlling structure of universities in
the Vietnamese higher education network. Apart from two national universities, the
leaders of cities or provinces and ministries intervene in most of the university’s
activities such as investment, organisation, personnel, administration, enrolment, and

majors. Therefore, the tendency of choosing the training field (do you mean speciality
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or subject offerings) of the university is influenced by the ministries, sectors and
localities with particularities in development. Moreover, the implementation of
autonomy in these universities is also restricted (MOET, 2018a). Figure A.2b depicts a

typical organisational structure of a university in Vietnam.

[
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Figure Al.2a. University governance (Based on Vietnam’s Law on Higher Education 2012).

University Council

Chancellor (President)

|

Vice Chancellor Vice Chancellor
of Finance and facilities of Academic Affairs

Vice Chancellor Vice Chancellor
of International Cop of Research & Technology

Dean Director Director

Vice Deans Deputy Directors Director Deputy Directors.
Assizzants Secretaries [— Depury Directors = N N
hich:
Professors Professors Seaff Library Roans: E::::::;:w; :i:d
Lectures Researchers Centre for T students 3 b d:
Lectures Testing Centre transfertechnocgy
Student Se rvices:

Divisions HealthServices

Centres, Programme s,
Head of Division Students Projectscooperating with

n - foreign unive rsities

Note:

The nuebarscf vicz ch deoth

depend on the Chancellor The number and structuresare
nat the same inall public unive rsity.

Most finfaculves, Y SRS * Cooperation
some of the mcan work for any units ot unive rsities

Figure A1.2b. A typical organisational structure of a university in Vietnam (Based on Vietnam’s

Law on Higher Education 2012).

Number of academic staff
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As shown in Figure A.3a, the number of lecturers in Vietnamese universities has been
increasing annually. The number of lecturers working at public universities is more than

four times higher than those working in private universities.
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Figure Al.3a. Number of staff in public and private universities (Source: MOET, 2018b).

Figure A.3b reveals that the majority of university lecturers have Masters degrees while
the number of lecturers with Doctoral and Bachelor and equivalent degrees are quite a
few. However, the number of lecturers with Doctoral degrees has gradually increased
over the past three years, and is expected to be 25,000 in 2020 by the national project
911.

50000
45000 43,127

40000
35000
30000
25000
20000
15000 -
10000
5000

B Doctor

B Master

m Others

2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017

Figure A1.3b. Number of staff divided by level of education (Source: MOET, 2018b).

Student numbers
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Regarding student numbers (Figure A.4), they have slightly reduced in the school year
2016-2017 compared to those in the school year 2014-2015. The number of students
who study in public universities is higher than those study in private universities. The

results imply that public universities are the first choice for Vietnamese students.
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Figure A1.4. Number of students (Source: MOET, 2018b).
The challenges in knowledge management and sharing for Vietnamese universities

The nation’s modernisations and industrialisation requirements in international
integration processes have placed big challenges on Vietnamese higher education. Many
studies revealed that it is not possible to overemphasise the seriousness of the
challenges facing the higher education sector in Vietnam (Vallely and Wilkinson, 2008;
Nguyen and Nguyen 2008; Huong, 2009; Nguyen and Vu, 2015). Le (2014) claimed
that it is because Vietnamese HE has previously been so backward. Moreover, Vietnam
has lacked a single Vietnamese university of recognised international quality (Vallely
and Wilkinson, 2008; Nguyen and Vu, 2015). The scale of this challenge is underscored
by the fact that at present, none of 223 Vietnamese universities rank in the top 350 in
the Asia University Rankings 2018 (THE, 2018a), and none in the top 1000 World
University Rankings 2018 (THE, 2018b). In this respect, Vietnam is different from
other Southeast Asian countries because most of them have had at least a handful of
apex institutions (Vallely and Wilkinson, 2008; Nguyen and Vu, 2015). Also, Nguyen
and Nguyen (2008) pointed out that teaching programs, curriculums and methods have
been out of date; resources have been limited; and resource utilisation has been

inefficient. Vietnam’s universities are mostly isolated from the international standard of
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knowledge because of their poor publication record (Vallely and Wilkinson, 2008;
Nguyen and Vu, 2015). They are not providing the educated workforce that meets the
requirements of the country’s socio-economic development (Nguyen and Vu, 2015).
There has been a severe lack of close connections between higher education institutions
and scientific research, research institutes, businesses, industries, and employers
(Nguyen and Vu, 2015). Consequently, Vallely and Wilkinson (2008) and Nguyen and
Vu (2015) suggested that Vietnam will only successfully accomplish its huge potential

with an urgent and fundamental reform of the higher education system.

The general knowledge sharing and utilising atmosphere of Vietnam during has been
impacted (Dong et al., 2010). In many ways, Vietnam’s experience can be directly
compared to that of modern-day Russia, in which sharing knowledge is perceived with
hostility and the “ownership” of knowledge still deemed a way to secure power
(Michailova and Husted, 2003; Dong et al. 2010). Dong et al. (2010) stated that with the
uncertainty caused by “Doi Moi”, people commonly perceived that much information
and knowledge had become outdated and its sharing rendered useless. Furthermore, as
one of the primary resources of growth in the global economy, the application of
knowledge has influenced Vietnam’s knowledge-based economy (WB, 2015). The
World Bank Institute’s Knowledge for Development Program aims to help its client
countries to access and apply knowledge to become more competitive and enhance
growth and welfare. This program revealed that all Vietnamese knowledge-based
economy indices such as Knowledge, Economic Incentive Regime, Education and
Skills, and Innovation System are significantly lower than those of other countries in
Southeast Asia and the Pacific regions (Table 1.1). Thus, in the process of international
integration, knowledge plays an essential role (WB, 2015). At the national level, the
Vietnamese government has given full support to the development of a knowledge-
based economy in general, and knowledge-based human resources in particular. Some

of those crucial government documents are as follows:

e Resolution No.14/2005/NQ-CP on 2™ November 2005 issued by the Vietnamese
Government on The Higher Education Reform Agenda 2006-2020. It is the
government’s long-term agenda to adopt the higher education system to the
changing requirements of the knowledge-based economy.

e Directive No.55/2008/CT-BGDPT on 30" September 2008 of the Ministry of

Education and Training on strengthening Information and Communication
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Technology (ICT) use in teaching and training in the educational system for the
period 2008-2012 (MOET, 2008b; Dang, 2013).

e Decision No.911/QD-TTg on 17" June 2010 issued by the Vietnamese Prime
Minister to approve the Project 911 “Training lecturers of doctor’s degree for
universities and colleges for the 2010-2020 period”, which is expected to obtain
20,000 PhDs by 2020, mostly through overseas training.

e Decision No0.677/QD-TTg on 18™ May 2017 approved by the Prime Minister to
develop the national “Digital Vietnamese Knowledge System” project. This
project will facilitate all Vietnamese people to engage in sharing knowledge

conveniently and effectively.

Table Al.1. The Knowledge Economy Index (World Bank) of Vietnam and East Asia and the
Pacific (Source: Knoema, 2012).

Location Indicator Index

Vietnam Knowledge economy 3.40

Economic Incentive Regime: must provide incentives for the efficient | 2.80
use of existing and new knowledge

Education and skills: people need education and skills that enable | 2.99
them to create and share, and to use it well

Innovation system: wuniversities must be capable of tapping the | 2.75
growing stock of global knowledge, assimilating and adapting it to
local needs, and creating new technology

East Asia | Knowledge economy 5.32
and. the Economic Incentive Regime 5.75
Pacific
Education and skills 3.94
Innovation system 7.43
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Appendix 2: Survey questionnaire

2 U T KNOWLEDGE SHARING PRACTICES AT VIETNAMESE UNIVERSITIES

UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY SYDMEY

Date: December, 2016
(English version)

This survey is part of the PhD research project of Phung Van Dong, Hanoi University, on the “How
Knowledge Sharing leads to Innovative Work Behaviour in Vietnamese Universities” in Vietnamese
Universities. All the information in this survey will be kept confidential and will be used for the
research purpose ONLY. The questionnaire should take about 20 minutes to complete. Please help
answer the questionnaire, then give the survey in a sealed envelope. to the Administrative Assistant of

your department/centre within one week from the date of receipi.

Before proceeding. please read the following instructions carefully:

e

Your participation is completely voluntary.

Please complete aif parts of this questionnaire by yourself

There are no right or wrong answers.

Your identity will be kept private and confidential at all times,

In this survey, the term “knowledge” refers to what you know, such as facts. information. and
skills you acquire through experience or education.

Thank you very much for your cooperation!

1. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with the following statements.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
=
2 o 5 =
BEE 2 3 Ss
Please circle your choice Sa g 8 @ §a
52 2 © & b«
wa A 5 n
1. My president thinks that Ishould share my knowledge with other 1 2 3 a4 5

a

members in the university.

My department’s leader thinks thatIshould share my knowledge with
other members in the university.

My colleagues think thatIshould share my knowledge with other
members in the university.
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2. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with the following statements.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 B 5
-
D O
B2 2 T 3 ®3
Please circle your choice §s @ B Eo 5 g
52 .2 9 5
nAo O S 7]
Our university members ...
4. are generally trustworthy. X 2 3 4 5
5. havereciprocal faithin other members’ behaviours. 1 2 3 4 5
6. havereciprocal faithin others’ ability. 172 3 45
7. havereciprocal faith in others” behaviours to work toward 1 2 3 4 s
organisational goals.
8. havereciprocal faithin others® decision toward organisational interests i 3 3 4 5
than individual interests.
9. have relationships based on reciprocal faith. 1. 2 3 4 5
3. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with the following statements.
Swrongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 E S
=
288 = 3 B3
: s c oL oo (53 E = =
Please circle your choice g § g & o g ab
A=l n < <
mwa o 5 /7]
10. I am confidentthatl possess knowledge that others in my university 1 2 3 4 5
would consider valuable.
11. I have the expertise required to provide valuable knowledge for my i 3 @ &b 5
university.
12. Most other employees can provide more valuable knowledge than I I
can.
13. It does not really make any difference whether I share my knowledge 1 2 3 4 5
with colleagues.
14. 1 enjoy sharing my knowledge with colleagues. : L S AR S
15. 1 enjoy helping colleagues by sharing my knowledge. 1 2 3 4 5
16. It makes me feel good by helping someone by sharingmy knowledge. 1 2 3 4 5
17. 3 45 S

Sharing my knowledge with colleagues is pleasurable.
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~8 3 o >
BEE = g 53
. . = (5] 3 =
Please circle your choice gg 8 & 2
2T % =
no o 5
18. I willreceive a highersalary in return for my KS. USSR R
19. I will receive a higher bonus in return for my KS. 1 F 3 g
20. I will receive increased promotion opportunities in retum formy KS. 1 2 3 4 5
21. I will receive increased job security in return for my KS. 1 2 3 4
22. I strengthenties between existing members of the university and 1 2 3 a4 5
myself.
23. I expand the scope of my association with other university members. 1 2 3 4 5
24. I expectto receive knowledge in return whennecessary. 10002 - 3

they own the university.

4. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with the following statements.
Swongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 -+ 5
b |
SEERS e s
: : coL @b 5 B
Please circle your choice 52 2 (5] > g g
2 2 = < <
wa 0 = 7}
25. 1 feel that the knowledge T have is mine. 1 2 3 4 5
26. I amwillingto treat my own knowledge as if it belongs to every
; R 1 2 3 4 5
member in the university.
27. 1 feel a very high degree of personal ownership forthe 1 2 3 4 5
knowledge thatIpossess.
28. I believe that the knowledge Thave acquired during the course 1 2 3 4 5
of my job is my personal intellectual property.
29. Most of the people that work for this organisation feel as though 1 5 3 % 5
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5. The following statements refer to vour perceptions of vour immediate supervisor. If vou have more

than one immediate supervisor, select one to answer this question.

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

1 2 3 4 5

5 2 g £

5 g z
- 2 e

Please circle your choice % 5; E & é
A

30. My supervisor instils pride in me for being associated with 1 2 3 4 5

him/her.
31. My supervisor actsin wavs that build other’s respect for him/her. 1 2 5 - 5

32. My supervisor talks about his’her most important values and
beliefs 1 2 3 - 5

33. My supervisor considers the moral and ethical consequences of
decisi 1 2 3 - 5
ecisions.

34. My supervisor emphasises the importance of having a collective 1 2 3 4 5
sense of mission.

35. My supervisor talks optimistically about the future. 1 2 3 - 5

36. My supervisor expresses confidence that goals will be achieved. 1 2 3 B 5

37. My supervisor seeks differing perspectives when solving
1 2 3 B 5

problems.

38. My supervisor suggests new ways of looking at how to complete 1 2 3 4 5
assignments.

39. My supervisor getsme to look at problems from manv different 1 2 3 4 5
angles.

40. My supervisor considers me as having different needs from 1 2 3 4 5
others.

41. My supervisor helps me to develop my strengths. 1 2 S 4 5

42. My supervisor spends time coaching me. 1 2 3 4 5
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6. Please indicate the extent to which the following statements apply to you.

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 B 5
5 = E s
; g =
Please circle your choice 5 B = 5
z 5 E c =
43. I frequently participate in KS activities in my department or/and 1 2 3 4 5
the university.
44. T usually spenda lot of time conducting KS activities in my 1 2 3 4 5
department or/and the university.
45. When participating in my department or/and the university. I 1 5 3 4 5
usually actively share my knowledge with others.
46. When discussing a complicated issue. I am usually involvedin 1 > 3 4 5
the subsequent intaractions.
47. T usually involve myselfin discussions of various topics rather 1 5 3 4 5
than specific topics.
7. Please indicate the extent to which the following statements apply to you.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Stuongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
v
- L]
>z 3 3 , 2
; ; 23 = B £
Please circle your choice gE B8 = - a8
mAa A S ,§
]
48. 1 have a good understanding of the skills that my 1 5 3 4 5
colleagues possess.
49. 1 know the specific expertise that my colleagues possess. 1 7 3 4 5
50. T have a good understanding of the knowledge that my 1 2 3 4 5
colleagues possess.
51. I knowthe task responsibilities of my colleagues. 1 2 5 4 &
52. T know my task responsibilities. 1 2 3 - 5
53. When I need some tasks to be performed, I now which colleague 1 2 3 4 5

to ask for help/guidance.
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8. Please indicate the extent to which the following statements apply to you.

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 4 5
5 s
s F £ 5 F
Please circle your choice ; 5 § i %
w
54. 1 create new ideas for difficultissues. 1 2 3 4 5
55. 1search out new working methods. 1 2 3 4 5
56. I generate original solutions for problems. 1 2 3 4 5
57. 1 mobilize support for my new ideas. 1 2 3 4 5
58. I make important organizational members enthusiastic for my 1 5 3 4 5
newideas.
59. 1 acquire approval for my new ideas. 1 2 3 4 5
60. I transform my new ideasinto useful applications. 1 2 3 4 5
61. I introduce my new ideas into the work environment in a
. 1 2 3 4 5
systematic way.
62. I evaluate the utility of my new ideas 1 2 3 4 5
9. General information
63. Your age:
O below 30 0O30-39 040-49 O 50 or above
64. Gender: O Male O Female

65. Your highest qualification:
O Bachelor's degree 00 Master's degree O Doctoral degree Others: (please

specify)
66 How many years have you been working at your current organization?
0 <5 years 0O 5 years— 10 years [ 11 years—15 years [J> 15 years

Thank you very much for your cooperation and support.
Ifyou need any further iformation, please contact:
Research student: Van Dong Phung; Email: vandong phung@smdent uts.edu au
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%UTS KHAO SAT VE CHIA SE TRI THUC

weammeroscsrsmer  TA] CAC TRUONG PAI HOC G VIET NAM
Thang 12 ndm 2016

Viemamese version

Khao sit nay la mét phan trong d¢ tai nghién ciu tién si cua nghién ciru sinh Phung Vin Déng,
Truomg Pai hoc Ha N6i vé “Phat wién mé hinh nhim loai bé cic rao can qua détao thuin loi cho viée
chia sé ui thire” & ciac wudng dai hoc tai Viét Nam. Chin thanh cim on qu¥ Thiy 'C6 43 danh thoi gian
wé 161 cac cdu hoi dudi day. Moi thong tin rong ban khdo sat nay s& duoe gitr bi mit va chi ding vao
muc dich nghién ciu. Thoi gian ra 161 cac cau hoi nay udc tinh hetkhoang 20 phut Quy Thav/C6 vui
long tra 16i cic ciu héi khio sit dwéi diy trong vong mét tuin ké tir ngay nhdn, sau d6 cho vio
phong bi gii kém theo diy, dan kin, gii lai cho wo 1§ clia don vi thiy/cé dang cong tic.

Trudc khi wa 161 phiu cau héi, xin vui léng doc k¥ hudng dan sau diy:

Viéc tham gia nd lm phleu cdu hm nay 1a hoan toan ar nguyén va khéng bat bude.

Xin quy thiv/cé co gang tra loi tat cd cic ciu hoi.

Xin nhan manh ring khéng €6 céu tra loi ding hodc sai trong phiéu ciu hoi nay.

Phiéu cau hoi khong thu thap théng tin ca nhan vi vay khdng ai cé thé biét digec danh tinh cia
quy thay/cé.

Trong nghién ciru nay, cum tir “tri thire” (tam dich tit cum tir Knowledge trong tiéng Anh) dwoc sit
dung dé am chi nhimg dir kién, thong tin, sy mé ta hay k¥ nang co duoc nha rai nghiém hay
théng qua gido duc. Tri thirc nay giip ich cho céng viéc quy Thay/Cé lam hang ngay.

bW

wn

- Xin chan thanh cam om sv cdng tac va giup d& cia quy thiy/cé!

1. Xin quy cho biét mic d6 déng ¥ hoac khéng dong ¥ vdi nhimg cau dudi day.

Hoantean khongdongy  Khong dong v Khoéng co ¥ kién Dong v Hoan toan dong ¥
1 2 3 4 5
£ 3 2 :
g, 5 $ai e <
Khoanh tron mét lva chon cho médi cau dusi day '§§ Eu 3 E 8
§ £ § 2
S~
= =

1. Hiéu truong khuyén khich t8i chia sé tri thirc véi déng nghiép trong . 2
truong.

w
e
wh

2. Linh dao don vi khuyén khich toi chia sé tri thirc voi dong nghiép 1 2 3 4 5
rong truong.

3. Déngnghiép khuyén khich téi chia sé tri thirc voi nhimg ngudi khac 1 > 3 4 5
trong wudng.
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2. Xin quy biet mre do dong ¥ hodc khong dong y vai nhimg cau dudi day.

Hoan toan khéng déng ¥ Khéng dong v Khéng co v kien PBéng y Hoan toan dong ¥
1 2 3 4 5
= -
i-p- = - : =
Khoanh tron mét lva chon cho méi ciu dudi diy *Eg E.\ e = g
57 £ £ % 3
i v 2
Cde thanh vién trong truong cua chiing toi:
4. Nhin chungrét tin tuéng 13n nhau. i 2 3 14 5
5. Co sutin twong qua lai 0 hanh vi cia ngudi khac. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Co surtin tuong qua lai ¢ nang lue cua nguoi khac. 1 2 3 + 5
7. Co sutin tuong qua lai & hanh vi clia nguwi khac dé lam viéc hudng 1 2 3 4 5
téi muc tiéu chung cianha trudng.
8. C6 sutintuongqualai @ hanh vicua ngudi khac dé huéngtéi 1 > 3 4 5
nhimg loi ich tap theé honla loi ich ca nhan.
9. (6 moi quan hé du trén sutin twéng lan nhau. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Xin quy thay/cd cho biét mie dé dong ¥ hoac khéng dong ¥ véi nhimg ciu dudi diy.
Hoén toan khéng déng v Khéng déng v Khéng c6 v kién Déng v Hoan toan déng v
1 2 3 4 5
= E
ge =2 = %
= I A w 5
Khoanh tron mét lua chon cho méi cdu dudi day By o =% &5 8™
25 & = a g
== = 4 =
A2 N et
10. Toi tin tudng rang toi cé tri thire ma nhimg nguoi khic & truong sé
ST S Sl 1 2 3 4 5
coilaco giatri.
11. Tdi cé chuyénmén can thiétdé mang lai tri thic ¢6 gid tri chonha 1 2 3 4 3
trudng.
12. Hau hét dong nghiép ciia téico thé cung cap nhiéu tri thite c6 gid tri . 2 3 4 5
hon toi.
13. No khongthuc swtao ra sukhdc biét cho du téichiase tri thire vai
3 Ta 1 2 3 + 5
dongnghiép
14. Toi thich chia sé tri thie véi déng nghiép. 1 2 3 4 5
15. Téi thich gitip 45 déng nghiép théng qua chiasé tri thirc. 1 2 3 4 5
16. Chia sé tri thirc dé gitip 45 nguoi khéc 1a didutot. 1 2 3 4 5
17. Chia sé tri thite véi ddng nghiép 1a niém vinh hanh cliatéi. 1 2 3 4 5
18. Chia sé tri thirc tdi s& nhén lai duoc phan thuéng vt chat. 1 2 3 4 3
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chinh ho.

: ‘: e 45
3% s 3. 3
Khoanh tron mét lya chon cho méi cdu dudi day 53 m == 5 2™
es £ & @ 4
== = o =
b "4 = =
19. Chia sé tri thirc t6i s& nhan lai duoc thém cohdi thang tién. 1 2 3 4 5
20. Chia sé tri thire toi sé nhan lai duoc swdam bao vé cong vide. 1 2 3 4 5]
21. Chia sé tri thire toi s& nhan lai duoc mire lrong cao. 1 2 3 4 5
22. Tbitang cudng mbi quan hé véi dong nghiép & trwomg. 1L 2 3 4 5
23. T6imo rong pham vi cong téc véi dong nghiép & truomg. 1 2 3 N 5
24. T6i mong nhén lai duoe tri thire khican thiét 1 2 3 4 5
4. Xin quy thay/co cho biét mic d6 dong ¥ hoac khong dong ¥ véi nhimg cdu dudi day.
Hoan toan khéng déng ¥ Khéng dong § Khéng co v kién Péng v Hoan toan déng ¥
1 2 3 4 5
2 - 5 =
= ob =t
i-&- .E ) P 4‘3
3 = z. ol S T -2 a8 =
Khoanh tron mot lva chon cho moi cau duoi day 38 @ A =
5 2 £ ° 3
=] o = =
= 4 =
25. Téi cho rangtri thirc ma t6i c6 1a thudc vé toi. 1 2 3 4 5
26. T6i sin sang xemtri thirc cua riéng minh ciing 1a tri thire ciamoi 1 2 3 4 5
thanh vién trong treong.
27. Téi cam thiy mire d6 s& hiru ca nhdn ddi vdi tri thire ma toi ¢6 rat 5 a2 .
cao.
28. Tbi cho rangtri thirc ma téi c6 dwoc trong qua trinh lam viée tai 1 2 3 4 5
trrong 1a tai san tri tué cia riéng toi.
29. Hiu hét moi ngudi trong cong ty t6i déu cam thay nha treomg 14 cia v e
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5. Cdc cau sau day dé cap dén phong cach cia nguoi lanh dao true tiép (truomg hoac pho) ciia quy
thiy/c6. Néu quy thay/co co nhiéu hon 1 lanh dao truc tiép_hay chon mét trong s6 do dé tra 16i cau
hoi bang cach khoanh tron vao mét s6 mé ta tot nhat mic d6 thuong xuyén theo thang do luong sau.

Khéng bao gi¢r Hiém khi Thinh thodng Thuomg xuyén Luén luén
1 2 3 4 N
5= o &
Khoanh tron mét lya chon cho mdi cau duéi day S B & E =
g 2 £ £ 3
2 E £
30. Lanh dao cia toi ludn cho téi cam gide tirhao khi eong tae voi ho. 1 2 3 4 5
31. Lanhdao hanhdongtheo cachdé xay dungsuton trong cuanguoi
Al - 1 2 3 4 5
khac d6i véi ho.
32. Lanh dao nonenhlmg gid tri va nidmtin quan trongn.hat cuaho 1 2 3 4 ]
33. Lanh dao can nhéc van dé phamtmdao dirc va hau qua cuano dm
1 2 4 4 5
véi moi quyét dinh.
34. Linh dao nhin manhtim quantrong vé ¥ thite tip théciasitménh. 1 2 3 4 5
35. Lanh dao ndi mot cach tirtin vé tuongtai. 1 2 3 4 5
36. Lanh dao bay to sytu tin ring cac muc tiéusé dat duoc. 1 2 3 4 5
37. Lanh dao cua t6i luén can nhac giai quyét van dé tirnhiéu goc do
: 1 2 3 4 5
khdc nhau.
38. Linh dao ciia t4i goi ¥ cdc bién phip méi dé hoan thanh nhiém vu. 1 2 3 4 5
39. Lanh dao gitip t6i xem xét cac van dé tirnhiéu goc 46 khac nhau. 1 22 3 4 5
40. Lanh dao can nhac téi véi nhungnhu caukhac biét véi ngudi khic. 1 2 3 4 5
41. Lanh dao cua toi ginp toi phat trién nhimg thé manh cuaminh. 1 2 3 4 5
42_ Lanh dao danh thai gian dé huan luyén cho téi. 1 2 3 4 5
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6. Xintraloicau hoi bang cachkhoanh tron vao mot s6 mo ta tot nhat mire d6 thuong xuyén theo thang

do luong sau.
Khéng bao gia Hiém khi Thinh thodng Thuong xuyén Luén luén
1 2 3 4
2 oo =
Khoanh tron mét lya chon cho méi cdu duéi day 'Z., 4 = B =
« -i = ¥ =
g E £ -
43. To6i thuong xuyén tham gia vao khac hoatddng chia sé tri thire & 1 2 3 4 5
trongdom vi vanha truong,
44. T6i thudng danh nhiéu théi gian thye hién cdc hoat dong chia sé tri 1 > 3 4 5
thiec trong don vi va nha trrong.
45. Khitham gia vao don vi va nha trromg, t61 luén luén chu dong chia
e s 1 2 3 4 5
sé tri thire cua to1 voi dong nghiep.
46. Khi thao ludn vé mot van dé phirc tap, t6i thuong tham gia vao cac i 2 3 3 &
twong tic sau dé.
47. Téi thuomg tu ddt ban than minh trong céc cude thao ludn vé céc 1 2 3 4 5

chu dé khac nhauhon 1 cdc chu dé cuthé.

7. Xin quy thay/cé cho biét mic 46 dong ¥ hoac khong dong ¥ véi nhimg cdu dudi diy.

Hoan toan khong déng ¥ Khang dong ¥ Khéng co vy kien Péng v Hoan toan dong ¥
1 2 3 4 -~

£ & 2 -
S 25 :- 2 e
Khoanh tron mét Iva chon cho mdi cau dudi day 282 » 3 £ £
& = = 5
= o T

48. T6i hiéu rd nhimg ki ndng ma dong nghiép co. 1o g g 5
49. T6i biét chuyén mén cu thé ma déngnghiép co. 1 2 3 4 5
50. T6ihiéu rd tri thirc ma dongnghiépco. 1 2 3 4 5
51. Toibiét nhimg trachnhiém cong viéc ciia dongnghiép. 1 2 3 4 5
52. Téibiét nhimgtrachnhiém cong viée cua minh. 1 2 3 4 5
53. Khi toi can thuc hién congviée gi, toi biét can hoi dongnghidpnao. 1 2 3 4 5
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8. Xintraloi cduhoibang cachkhoanh tron vao mot s6 mé ta tét nhat mire dd thuong xuyén theo thang

do lwong sau.
Khéng bao gidt Hiém khi Thinh thoing Thuong xuyén Luén luén
1 2 3 4 5
5 o0 B
s 3 £ % 8
% : . " o S i =
Khoanh tron mét lua chon cho mdi cdu dudi day o £ = E’ =
e @5 E 5
Z F £
54. Téinghira § twong méi cho cac vindé kho khan. fr 2 3 4 5
55. Téitim ra phuong phap 1am viée mdi meé. 1 2 3 h 5
56. Téi tim kiém swung hd cho ¥ tuéng méi cia minh. 1 2 3 4 5
57. Téi tim kiém sy ho tro cho nhimg ¥ twong méi cia minh. 1 2 3 4 5
58. Toilam cho cac thanh vién quan trong cua don vi say mé voi 1 2 3 4 5
nhimg v tuong méi cua minh.
59_ Téi gidi thiéu ¥ twdmg mai cia minh mét cach hé thong 1 2 3 4 5
60. Toi dua nhimg ¥ twong méi cua minh vao trong cac ing dunghiu 1 > 3 4 5
ich.
61. Toi gioi thiéu nhimg y twéng moi cia minh vao moi trrong lam
SRR e 1 2 3 4 5
viée mot cach co hé thong.
62. Toidanh gia swimg dung nhimg ¥ twdng méi ctia minh. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Thongtin chung
63. Tudi:
O dudi 30 0O30-39 0O 40-49 O 50 trolén
64 Gidi tinh: O Nam O N
65_Bang cap cao nhat:
O Pai hoe O Thac si O Tién si Khdc: (cu  thé)
66. Quy thay/co 44 cong téc tai Truomg duoc bao nhiéu nam?
0O <5 nam 0O 5 nam— 10 nam O1lndm-15nam O>15nam

Sau khi hoan thanh tri loi ban khao sit nay, xin giri lai cho Tr¢ Iy tai dom vi ciia quy thay/cé.
Xin chiin thanh cim on sy cong tic va giip d& cia quy thay/cé!
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Appendix 3: Interview protocols
2 U T KNOWLEDGE SHARING PRACTICES AT VIETNAMESE UNIVERSITIES

Englisi version
UNIVERSITY OF TICHNOLOGY SYDNEY
Basic information about the interview

Time of interview: Date: Interviewer: Interviewee.
Position of interviewee:

Introduction

Introduce about the researcher; Discuss the purpose of the study; Get informed consentsignature; Provide
structure of interview (audiorecording, taking notes); Ask if interview has questions: Define any term
necessary.

Hi Mr/Mrs. Iwould like to thank you for accepting my invitation to participate
in my research evaluation process.

Mr/Mrs. this interview will be recorded are you agree with that?

If you feel not comfortable about the interview then you can request to stop this interview any time and
the recording as well.

1. Could vou please introduce yourself?
L Gender: [ Male O Female
Your highest qualification: ...

How many years have you been working at your current organization?

2. Pleaseindicate the extent to which vou disagree or agree with the following results; and give

your comments for each result.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 <+ s

Hla: Subjective norms have a positive effect on knowledge sharing behaviour
(KSB)

Please explain further how and why you give the above rate: ...

H2a: Trust has a positive effect on KSB 1 2 3 4 5

Please explain further how and why you give the above rate:

H3a: Knowledge self-efficacy has a positive effect on KSB 1 2 3 4 5
Please explain further how and why you give the above rate:

H4a: Enjoyment in helping others has a positive effect on KSB 1 2 3 4 5

Please explain further how and why you give the above rate:
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H5a: Expected organisational rewards has not got the positive effectonKSB 1 2 3 4 5§

Please explain further how and why you give the above rate: ...

Héa: Reciprocal benefits has a positive effect on KSB 1 2 3 4 3

Please explain further how and why you give the above rate: ...

KSB

Please explain further how and why you give the above rate: ...

H8a: Individual willingness to share knowledge positively impact KSB 1 2 3 4 5

Please explain further how and why you give the above rate: ... .o

Hlb: The positive effect of subjective norm on KSB is moderated by
transformational leadership (TL)

Please explain further how and why you give the above rate: ...

H2b: The positive effect of trust on KSB is moderated by TL. I 2 3 4 35

Please explain further how and why you give the above rate: ...

H4b: The positive effect of enjoyment in helping others on KSB is moderated
by TL.

Please explain further how and why you give the above rate: ...

H6b: The positive effect of reciprocal benefits on KSB is NOT moderated by
TL.

Please explain further how and why you give the aboverate: ...
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3. What are vour suggestions and recommendations for the contribution of these research

outcomes in practices?

4. What are your suggestions, modifications, and recommendations for future work?

5. From technology aspect, what is the future work needed to develop to promote KSB in

universities?

6. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with the following results; and give
your comments for each result. (Knowledge sharing behavior and Knowledge management

systems)

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5

The KSB of academic staff facilitates the creation of knowledge in the
university

The KSB of academic staff facilitates the storage and retrieval of knowledge
in the university

The KSB of academic staff facilitates the dissemination of knowledge in the
university

The KSB of academic staff facilitates the application of knowledge in the
university

7. The reasons why we need to promote knowledge sharing in universities?

Thank you very much for your cooperation and support.
Ifyou need any further information, please comact:

Research student: Van Dong Phung; Email: vandong phung@studentuts.edu.au
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2 U TS KHAO SAT VE CHIA SE TRI THUC

s momoneeee  TAT CAC TRUONG PAT HOC O V]ET NAM
Vietnamese version
Luu v:

- Trong nghren cueu nay, cumtic “tri thiec” (tam dich tie cum tie Knowiedge trong neng Anh) duwoe
sik dung dé am chi nhimg dit kién, théng tin, s mé td haj kv mfng ¢o diwoc nho trdi nginem hay
théng qua gzaa duc. Tri thicc nay gitip ich cho céng viéc quy Thay/Cé lam hang nga;

- Hanhvichia sé tri thitc: La cde hanh déng chia sé (cho/mhdn) tri thitc ciia mét ngudi véi déng
nghiep.

1. Xin Thay/C6 vui long cho biét nhimg théng tin sau.

TUOLT oo Gidi tinh: Nam/Ni Trinh @6 HOC VAN oo
Quy Thay/Co da cong tac tait HANU dwoc bao nhiéu nam? ...

2. Xin quy Thay/Cé cho biét mirc 36 dong ¥ hoac khong dong ¥ (Bang cich béi vang vio s6) va
cho biét I¥ do véi nhimg cau dwoi day.

Hoan toan khéng dong v Khéng déng v Khéng co v kien Déng y Hoan toan dong v
1 2 3 4 5

Céu 1: Nhitng dnh hicéng tich cuwe cia lanh dao va déng nghiép ciing tdc
déng tich cue [én hanh vi chia sé tri thice chia giang vién.

N thE D0/ TRE SAO: .. oo e e e eeeeeeeessesecemseeeemmeestsmseeeemseeesseeas e e emseeeee et eemseseeeesseetmeesssmesseenn

Cdu 2: Sutin cdy lan nhau cé tic ding tich cue lén hanh vi chia sé tri thice
clia gidng vién. 1 27 31 A4° 5

IR HHE DA/ TAT SBOT oot ee oo oo eeeeeseseee e eeeeeemeeeeees e e omeeemseeesee e et s oo eemeeeeeeseeese s e smeennene

Cdu 3: Sir tie tin vao tri thice cia bdn than tde dong tich ewe [én hanh vi
chia sé tri thite ciia gidng vién. . 2 3% 4 5

NRU thE A0 TaL SAOT oo

Cau 4: S hitng thit khi givip dé ngwoi khdc tde dgng tich cuc [én hanh vi
chia sé tri thikc cha gidng vién.

Nhur thé 130/ Tal SA07T oo
Cdu 5: Khi chia sé tri thite, giang vién KHONG mong doi dwge nha tricong,
don vi ting phin thong vit chit hodc phi vt chét (VD: tién, cohjithdng 1 2 3 4 5
tién)

N T8 D130/ TRE 8RO oo et et e oo e eee oo eeeee

Cidu 6: Loi ich déi bén tdc dong tich cuc [én hanh vi chia sé tri thire ca

gidng vién. 1 2 3 4 5
T e B L e
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Céu 7: Tam Iy muén giit tri thice la ciia riéng minh, lam cdn tré hanh vi
chia sé tri thitc cria gidng vién. 1 2 3 &4 5

INRUE THE D30/ TAE S0P oo eeeroeee oo eeoese e eeesesess oo eesseeeseses s smseesses e ees e esseeseneees s esessesseeesseseee s esmsseesseerans

Cdu 8: Hanh vi chia sé tri thitc (cho/nhdn) tdc dong tich cuc lén hanh vi
sdng tao trong cong viéc cia giang vién.

1 T 1T LT L o Lo T

Trwée khi tra 1od ciu hoi 9-13, xin Thiay/Cé vui long doc ki khai niém sau:
Lanh dao chuyén d6i: L3 qué trinh ma ngudi 1anh dao truyén cam himg cho cﬁ'e dudi dé ho phat huy
duoe toi da nang lye va virot qua nhimg loi ich ca nhan dé cling nhau phat trién.

Céu 9. O don vi ma lanh dao cé phong cdch lanh dao chuyén déi cang cao,
thi SUANH HUONG ciia lanh dao va dong nghiép cang tdc dgng tich ewe 1
ién hanh vi chia sé tri thirc cua giang vién.
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Ciu 10. O @on vi ma lanh dao cé phong cich lanh dao chuyén dbi cing
cao, thi SU TIN CAY lan nhau cang tdc déng tich cuwc 1én hanh vi chia sé 1
tri thite ciia giang vién.
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Céu 11. O don vi ma lanh dao cé phong cdch lanh dao chuyén déi cang
cao, thi SU TU TIN vae tri thite ciia bdn thin cang tdc dong tich cye lén ]
hanh vi chia sé tri thice clia giang vién.
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Ciu 12. 0 dom vi ma lanh dao co phong cdch lanh dao chuyén dsi cang
cao, thi SUHUNG THU KHI GIUP PO NGUOT KHAC cdng tdc djng tich 1
cwee én hanh vi chia sé tri thite cha gidng vién. (R)
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Céu 13. O don vi ma lanh dgo cé phong cdch lanh dgo chuyén déi cang
cao, thi LOT ICH DPOI BEN cang tdc dong tich cue ién hanh vichiaséri 1 2 3 4 5
thike cia gidng vién. (R)
BIEER R R oo e S S A S
3. Theo Thay/Cé thi nghién ciru nay cé6 déng gop gi cho viéc thic day chia sé tri thirc tai cic
truong dai hoc & Viét Nam va nhimg nganh/noi khic (néu c6)? (VD: cho viéc quan I¥ va khai
thac tri thirc, cho cap linh dao ldp ké hoach, xay dung chinh sach.v.v.)

4. Theo Thay/Cb thi nhitng nhin to nao rat quan trong cé ianh hwéng dén viéc chia sé tri thirc

giira cidc giang vién ¢ trwomg dai hoc & Viét Nam?



5. Vé phia canh cong nghé, trwomg cin lam gi dé thic day va tao diéu kién viéc chia sé tri thirc?

6. Xin quy Thiy/Cé cho biét mirc 3§ déng ¥ hoac khong dong ¥ (Bing ciach bdi vang vio s6) va
cho biét I¥ do véi nhimg ciu dudéi day:

Hanh vi chia sé tri thitc (cho/nhan) clagiangviéntao dieukiénthuanlei 1 2 3 4 5
cho viéc tao ra tri thirc trong nha truong
Nhir thé nao/Tai sao?...

Hanh vi chia sé tri thitc ciagidang vién tao diéu kién thuanleichoviécleu 1 2 3 4 5
trir va truy xult tri thitc trong nha truomg

Nhic thé nao/Tai sao?...

Hanh vi chia sé tri thirc cia giang vién khuyén khich viéc truyéntditri 1 2 3 4 5
thirc trong nha trwdémg

Nhue thé nao/Tai sao?...

Hanh vi chia sé tri thirc cla gidng vién tao diéu kién thudnloichoviéc 1 2 3 4 5
rng dung tri thirc trong nha truong

Niue thé nao/Tai sao?...

Glangvien sén]ung chia sé tri thirc véi déng nghiep thiholudnsinsang 1 2 3 4 5

quan 1y tri thirc. (Hé thong quan Iy tri thikc la hé théng dya
trén nén tang IT dwoc phat trién dé ho tro va thic ddy qud trinh tao, hwu/truy xudt,
truyén tai va tmg dung tri thikc).
Niur thé nao/Tai sao?...

7. Taisao can phai thic day viéc chia sé tri thirc & truong dai hoc?

T6i xin trin trong cam on sy cdng tic va gitp d& quy bau clia quy thiy/cd d6i véi dé tai
nghién ciru nay.
Nghién ctru sinh: Phuing Van bong
Gido vién hwéng din: Gido sw Igor Hawryszkiewycz & Tién si Daniel Chandran
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Appendix 4: Ethical-related documents

ZUTS

UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY SYDNEY

INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARTICIPANTS

Project title: Developing a framework for removing barriers to facilitate knowledge
sharing flows.

Who is deing the research:

¢ Van Dong Phung: PhD student - Information Systems, Faculty of Engineering
and Information Technology, University of Technology, Sydney, Australia.
Phone: +61 4 16272468: Email: vandong.phung@student.uts.edu.au

e Prof. [gor Hawryszkiewycz: Principal supervisor, Faculty of Engineering and
Information Technology, University of Technology, Sydney, Australia.
Email: Igor. Hawryszkiewycz@uts.edu.au

¢ Dr. Daniel Chandran: Co-Supervisor, Faculty of Engineering and Information
Technology, University of Technology, Sydney, Australia.
Email: Daniel. Chandran@uts.edu.au

What is this research about?

This project ‘Developing a framework for removing barriers to facilitate knowledge
sharing flows® is conducted by Mr Van Dong Phung. a lecturer of the Faculty of
Information Technology, Hanoi University (HANU). during his PhD candidature under
the supervision of Professor Igor Hawryszkiewycz and Dr. Daniel Chandran, Faculty of
Engineering and Information Technology, University of Technology. Sydney, Australia.

The project has two primary aims. First, it investigates the current knowledge sharing
practices in academic activities at Vietnamese universities, with the focus on what are
the major factors, which facilitate or impede individuals to share knowledge.
Furthermore, the ultimate goal of this research is to find ways to promote knowledge
sharing in order to improve the quality of knowledge management at tertiary level in
Vietnam. The results could be useful for universities in Vietnam.

If I say yes, what will it involve?

You have been contacted as your position indicates that you may be able to provide
information regarding knowledge sharing practices at Vietnamese universities. There
are two parts in the project: Survey questionnaire and interview. We invite you to take
part in the research project and highly appreciate your participation in one or both.

Part 1: Survey

This survey is written in Vietnamese and will be conducted during the fourth quarter of
the year 2016. We estimate that it will take about 20 minutes to complete. You do not
have to write your name on the questionnaire. Your participation in the survey is
voluntary. By signing the Consent Form for the survey, we understand that you permit
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us to use the information you provide in it for future academic publications such as a
thesis, a report, a journal article and a conference paper.

Part 2: Interview

We would like to invite you to participate in a 30-minute one-to-one interview which
will be held in Vietnamese, on your campus, and out of class time. The interview is
planned to take place in the first half of the yvear 2017 and will be audio recorded for the
purpose of the research only. During the session, we would like to hear your ideas and
experiences in knowledge sharing practices to teach, learn and research at Vietnamese
universities, enablers of and barriers to knowledge sharing, and effective practices of
knowledge sharing in teaching, learning and research. If you are willing to take part in
the interview, please fill in the last part of the survey. or give us your contact number or
email address by emailing vandong.phung@student.uts.edu.au. We will ask you to fill
in a Consent Form before we start the interview.

Are there any risks/inconvenience?

There are very few if any risks because the research has been carefully designed.
However, it is possible that you might experience some discomfort for the first few
minutes of your responses to the questionnaire or being audio recorded if you take part
in the interview section or have some emotional moments possibly when you share
sad/hard experiences. However, you can always be assured that:

¢ Participants may be vulnerable if there are comments or when being asked about
something related to the weakness in their professionalism or related to
corrupted activities.

e Participants might be vulnerable if their answers are not following the
government policy or disciplines of their organisation.

¢ The participationis voluntary and declining the invitation would not affect your
academic results and career in any way.

* You can stop the interview and keep on when you're ready. The interview can
always be rearranged another time at any place as you wish.

® You can choose to be interviewed through instant messaging or emails as you
want.

* Your data interview will be transcribed and the data will be de-identified with a
system of codes which is stored separately from the transcripts before analysis.

*  Your real name will not be used or identified in any way in the research.

e The researcher won’t take notes during the interview so that the conversation
can take place as naturally as possible.

¢ The findings of this research are intended to be published in a journal article or
presented at a conference, without identifying you, or your department/centre in
any way.

Why have I been asked?

You are able to give me informationI need to find about knowledge sharing practices at
Vietnamese universities.
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Do I have to say yes?

You don’t have to say yes because your participation in this project is completely
voluntary. You can withdraw at any time, for any reason, without prejudice.

What will happen if I say no?

Nothing. I will thank you for your time so far and won’t contact you about this research
again.

If I say yes, can I change my mind Iater?

You can change your mind and withdraw at any time without having to provide a
reason. I will thank you for your time so far and won’t contact you about this research
again.

What will be done with the results of the project?

The results of this project will be used in the doctoral thesis of Van Dong Phung, and
may appear in other academic publications, e.g. a journal article, a report, a conference
paper, or a similar future project on knowledge sharing and knowledge management.
The results of the project will be available to you on request by email to
vandong. phung@student.uts.edu.au.

Will confidentiality of provided information he maintained?

The information you provide in the interview will be kept confidential throughout the
study as well as after the study has been completed. All hard-copy data (e.g. completed
questionnaires, interview notes ...) will be stored in a safely locked drawer in the office
of Van Dong Phung, room 218, level 6, building 11. Faculty of Engineering and
Information Technology, University of Technology, Sydney, Australia. The soft-copy
data (e.g. audio files, interview transcripts, data entry ...) will be password protected
and kept in the computer of Van Dong Phung.

What if I have concerns or a complaint?

This project is subject to ethics approval from the University of Technology, Sydney,
Australia. If you have any questions regarding this project, please do not hesitate to
contact us, Prof. Igor Hawryszkiewycz, Dr. Daniel Chandran or Mr Van Dong Phung
(please see the contact details above). If you have any complaints or queries that we
have not been able to answer to your satisfaction, you may contact the UTS Human
Research Ethics Committee (HREC), University of Technology, Sydney. Australia,
email: Research.ethics@uts.edu.au and quote this number (UTS HREC REF NO.
ETH16-0351).

We'd like to invite you to participate in this study.
Thank you very much for helping us with this project.

We look forward to getting your valuable input.

PhD candidate: Van Dong Phung
Supervisors: Prof. Igor Hawryszkiewycz & Dr. Daniel Chandran
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ZUTS

UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY SYDNEY

THONG TIN DANH CHO NGU'OI THAM GIA PE TAI NGHIEN CUU

Tén dé tai: Phat trién md hinh nhim loai bd cdc rao can dé tao diéu kién cho viéc chia sé
tri thire.

Nghién ciru sinh: Phung Vin Péng, nghién ctru sinh Tién si, Khoa Ky thuat va Cong
nghé Thong tin, Truong DPai hoc Cong nghé Sydney, Australia. Email:
dongpv@student.uts.edu.au

A. Muc dich cua de tai nghien ciu nay la gi?

‘Phat trién mé hinh nhdm loai bé céc rao can qua dé tao diéu kién cho viéc chia sé tri
thire’ la dé tai nghién ciru cia Phung Vin Pong, Trung tim Cong nghé Théng tin,
Trudng Dai hoc Ha Noi (HANU), hién dang 1a nghién ctru sinh tién si duéi sy huéng
dan cua Gido su Igor Hawryszkiewycz va Tién si Daniel Chandran, Khoa Ky thuat va
Cong nghé Thong tin, Truong Pai hoc Coéng nghé Sydney, Australia.

Dé tai nay c6 hai muc dich chinh: Thir nhat, khao sat thuc trang viéc chia sé tri thirc
trong cac hoat dong giang day va nghién ctru tai mot so trwong dai hoc ¢ Viét Nam, tap
trung vao viéc tim ra cdc nhan t6 anh hudng viéc chia sé tri thire gitra moi ngudi. Thi
hai, muc dich 16n nhat cua dé tai la ¢6 géng tim ra céc giai phap loai bo cac rao can mot
cach hiéu qua @@ cai thién chat lwong quan 1y tri thire & bac dai hoc. Hy vong két qua
nghién ciru ¢é thé vmg dung vao nhimg truomg dai hoc khac trén thé gidi cé tinh hinh
tuong te nhu Viét Nam.

B. Dé tai nay ¢6 bao nhiéu phan?

Dé tai nay gbdm hai phan: Ban cau hoi khao sat va phong van. Téi xin méi quy thayfco
tham gia vao mot hodc ca hai phan cua dé tai nay. Toi biét on sy cong téc cua thay/co.

Phan 1: Ban céau hoi khao sat danh cho giang vién

Trong thang 12 nim 2016. ban cau hoi khao sit bing tiéng Viét hodc tiéng Anh sé duoc
phat cho giang vién va nhimg nguoi lam nghién ciru cua cac don vi giang day, nghién
ctru cuia mot sd treong dai hoc & Viét Nam. Thoi gian tra 161 cau hoi khoang 20 phit.
Thay cé khong phai viét tén. Tham gia vao khao sit nay 14 hodn toan tir nguyén. Khi
thay/co dién thong tin vao phiéu khao sat cing c6 nghia la thayfco cho phép t61 duge su
dung théng tin ma thiy/cé cung cap dé ding trong céc an phim mang tinh hoc thuat,

nhu luan van tot nghiép, bdo cao, bai viét trén tap chi khoa hoc, va trinh bay tai hoi
thao.

Phan 2: Phong van danh cho thay/co (dy kién moi truomg 02 nguoi)

Téi xin ma&i quy thay/co tham g1a phoéng van tai noi quy thay/ cd dang cong tac hodc truc
tuyén qua mang internet, ngoai gio day hoc. Thai gian phong van khoang 15-30 phiit, s&
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bit dau trong khoang thang 06 nim 2017 va dugce ghi am phuc vu nghién ctru. Trong
phan nay, ching t6i mudn nghe y kién va kinh nghiém cia quy thay/cé vé hién trang
chia sé tri thitc trong cac hoat déng giang day va nghién ciru. Tham gia phong van hoan
toan mang tinh tu nguyén.

C. Rui ro hay sw phién plute nao khi tham gia vao dé tai nghién i nay?

C6 rat it rii ro xay ra boi vi nghién ctru da duoc thiét ké mot cach can than. Tuy nhién,
thay/co c6 thé cam thay hoi kho chiu trong vai phut dau tién khi dién vao ban cau hoi
hay la ghi 4m (néu tham gia phan phong van) hodc c6 c6 thé mot sé cam xic khi thay,
¢6 chia sé nhimng trai nghiém budn hodc khé khin. Tuy nhién, thay, ¢6 luén luén dwoc
cam két ring;

- Nhimg ngudi tham gia ¢6 thé bi ton thuong khi dugc hoi vé diéu gi d6 lién quan
dén su yéu kém vé chuyén mén cua ho hodc lién quan dén cac hanh vi an héi 10,
tham nhiing.

- Nhimg nguoi tham gia ¢6 thé bj ton thuwong néu céu tra 161 cua ho khong tuin
theo quy dinh cua chinh phu hodc cua don vi minh.

- Su tham gia la ty nguyén va viéc tir chéi s& khéng anh hudng dén cong viée cia
thay, co trong bat ky hinh thirc nao.

- Thay, cd cd thé dimg cudc p!n:'mg' van va tiép tuc khi dz‘;’ san sang. Céc cudc
phong van luén cé thé dugc sdp xép lai thoi gian khdc & bat cir noi nao thay. cé
muon.

- Thay, ¢b ¢6 thé chon hinh thitc phong van qua hoi thoai trie tuyén hodc email.

- Dir lidu phong van cua thay, cd s& dugce sao luu va ma héa b%ng mét hé thoéng
ma riéng.

- Tén cia thay. ¢ s& khong duge str dung dwéi moi hinh thire.

- Két qua cua nghién ciru c6 thé dung trong cdc bai bao khoa hoc hodc trinh bay
tai hoi thao nhung khong he tiet 1o bat cir thong tin nao cua thay, co.

D. Nliing ai ¢6 thé tham gia vio dé tii nghién citu nay?

Déi tuong tham gia la can bd bién ché hoic hop dong (dai han va ngin han) ctia cic
truong dai hoc trong thai gian thuc hién dé tai nay. Day phai 1a ngudi lam viée cho céc
khoa, bd mon, trung tdm hodc thu vién ¢ bac dai hoc, cong viéc lién quan té1 giang day,
nghién ctru va quan 1y thong tin, tri thirc.

E. Téi c6 phai bat buge tham gin vae dé tai nay khéng?

Quy thay/co tham gia vao dé tai nay hoan toan ter nguyén. Quy thayl cd ¢ thé rit lai tat
ca dir liéu phong van trong vong 4 tuan ké tir ngay phong van. Néu mudn rit lai thong
tin da phong van, thay.f'co ky vao “Mau rut lai dix lidu phong van™. Khi d6, toi sé khong
st dung dir liéu phong vén cua thay;’co trong dé tai nay nira. S& khéng c6 bat loi hoic
hau qua gi xay ra doi véi ngudi xin rit lui khoi phong van. Tat ca thong tin ca nhén cia
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nguoi tham gia dé tai sé duge gitr kin trong moi truong hop. Quy thay/co c6 quyén tiép
cin thong tin di cung cip khi giri yéu cau bing email t6i dia chi
vandong.phung@student.uts.edu.au.

F. Két qua cua dé tai nay sé dwoc sw dung nhw thé niao?

Két qua cia dé tai nay sé dugc sir dung trong luan vin tién si cua nghién ctru sinh
Phung Vin Déng, va cé thé dugc ding trong cdc an pham mang tinh hoc thuat khic nhu
bai viét trén tap chi chuyen nganh, bao cdo, bai trinh bay tai hoi thao hodc sé dugc su
dung trong dé tai twong tur vé quan 1y tri thire. Két qua nghién ciru sé duge gui t61 ngudi
tham gia dé tai néu c¢6 yéu cau gui bing email téi dia chi
vandong.phung@student.uts.edu.au.

G. Théng tin cung cap cé dwoc bao mit khong?

Moi thong tin quy thay/cd cung cap trong dé tai nay sé dwoc bao mat trong sudt thoi
gian nghién ciru cling nhu sau khi két thiic nghién ctru. Tét ca cac ban in trén giay (TD:
ban cau hoi khao sat da duge dién, ghi chép phong van...) sé duge lwu trong ngin kéo
¢6 khod tai van phong ciia nghién ciru sinh Phung Vin Pong, phong 218, tang 6, toa nha
11, Truomg DPai hoc Cong nghé Sydney. Dix liéu k¥ thuat s (TD: tép 4m thanh, ban ghi
lai n6i dung phong van, dir liéu da nhap vao may tinh...) sé& dugc bao vé bang mat khau
va gilt trong may tinh cua nghién ciru sinh Phung Van Déng. Moi thong tin do quy
thay/co cung cap chi sir dung vao myc dich nghién ctru cho dé tai nay.

H. Thong tin thém

Pé tai nghién ciru nay da dugc phé chuan (Ma s6 phé chuan: ETH16-0351) ctia Uy ban
Dao dirc Con nguoi thuoe Truong Dai hoc Cong nghé Sydney. Néu cé bat ky cau hoi
nao lién quan téi nghién ciru nay, xin lién hé véi Gido su Igor Hawryszkiewyez va Tién
si Daniel Chandran, hodc nghién ctu sinh Phung Vin Pong tai dia chi email:
vandong.phung@student.uts.edu.au.

Néu ¢6 thic mic ma chung t6i chwa tra 161 thoa déng, quy thay/co c6 thé lién hé true
tiép voi Thu ky cua Uy ban Dao dic Con nguéri' thudc Truéng Dai hoc Coéng nghé
Sydney, email: Research.Ethics(@uts.edu.au (Ma so phé chuan: ETH16-0351)

Toi kinh moi quy thay/co tham gia tra 1oi khao sat va tham gia phong van.
Téi mong nhan duge nhimg théng tin déng gép quy bau ciia quy thay/cd.

T6i xin cam on sy cong tic va gitp d& quy bau ciia quy thay/co doi véi dé tai nghién
clru nay.

Nghién ciru sinh: Phung Vin Dong
Gido vién huéng dan: Gido su Igor Hawryszkiewycz & Tién si Daniel Chandran
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HANOI UNIVERSITY

KEm 9 Nguven Trai Read, Thanh Xwan. Haooi, Vietnam
Telephone: {84-4) 3634 4338  Fax: (84-4) 3854 4350
Email: hanu#hanu,cdu.vn Febsite: wew, hanu,edu.vn

Hanoi, 18" July, 2016

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

As the President of Hanoi University (HANU), I hereby approve Van Dong Phung’s request for
access to HANU staff and students in connection with his data collection for his doctoral project
‘Developing a framework for removing barriers to facilitate knowledge sharing flows’ at Hanoi -
University. The data collection will be administered in 2016 and 2017. I hope that the research
findings will be useful to HANU.

Van Dong Phung is the lecturer of the Faculty of Information Technology and the deputy
director of Information Technology Centre, HANU. I would like the Heads, staff and students of
all departments and centres of HANU to give this research project your full support and

participation.

Best regards, =

}‘H...—-/B
-

Associate Prof., Dr. Nguyen Dinh Luan
President of Hanoi University
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
MANAGEMENT

Phan Dinh Giot street - Thanh Xuan Dist - Ha MNodi
Telephene: (B4-4) 3864.3352
Website: www.niem.edu.vn

Hanoi, 8 December, 2016

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

As the deputy President of National Institute of Education Management, [ hereby approve Phung
Van Dong’s request for access to National Institute of Education Management staff in
connection with his data collection for his doctoral project *Developing a framework for
removing barriers to facilitate knowledge sharing flows’ in Vietnamese universitics. The data
collection will be administered in 2016 and 2017. I hope that the research findings will be useful
to National Institute of Education Management .

Phung Van Dong is a PhD student from Faculty of Engineering and Information Technology, the
University of Technology, Sydney, Australia. I would like the Heads and staff of all departments
of National Institute of Education Management to give this research project your full support
and participation.

Nt A

Dr. Tran Huu Hoan

The deputy President of National Institute of Education Management

Email: hoan3@ hoTmail. tom

281




BANKING ACADEMY

12 Chua Boec, Dong Da,
Telephone: (84-4) 3.572.5646
E-mail: infokhvnh.esdu.vn; Websicae:

Eanoi

www.hvah.edu.va

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Hanoi, 8% December, 2016

As the deputy President of Banking Academy, I hereby approve Phung Van Dong's request for
access to Banking Academy staff in connection with his data collection for his doctoral project
“Developing a framework for removing bamers to facihtate knowledge sharmg flows” m
Vietnamese umversities. The data collection will be adnumstered in 2016 and 2017. I hope that

the research findings will be useful to Banking Academy.

Phung Van Dong 1s a PhD student from Faculty of Engineening and Information Technology, the
University of Technology, Sydney, Australia. I would like the Heads and staff of all departments

of Banking Academy to give this research project your full support and participation.

Best regards,

e JPRG Gl
et PHOQ GIAMBDOC
. ’ .

/

0o TR o /e CE5  a
W) Fe Fan Lagen

Associate Prof, Dr. Le Van Luyen
The deputy President of Banking Academy
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As the Vice

request for access

Sonla, 12 December, 2016

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Rector of Tay Bac University, | hereby approve Phung Van Dong’s

to Tay Bac University staff in connection with his data collection for

his doctoral project

“Developing a framework for removing barriers 1o facilitate

knowledge sharing flows"

in Vietnamese universities. The data collection will be

administered in 2016 and 2017, | hope that the research findings will be useful to Tay
Bac University.

Phung Van Dong is a PhD student from Faculty of Engineering and Information
Technology, the University of Technology, Sydney, Australia. I would like the Heads

and staff of all departments of Tay Bac University to give this research project your full

TS
9> ‘--@)\regards,
cﬂnuum_, b R
el SN\

&5 —
- e

inh Thanh Tam

support and participation.

Vice Rector of Tay Bac University
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HREC Approval Granted - ETH16-0351

Dear Applicant

Thank you for your response to the Committee's comments for your projecttitled, "Developing a framework for
removing barriers to facilitate knowledge sharing flows". Your response satisfactorily addresses the concems
and questionsraised by the Committee who agreed that the application now meets the requirements of the
NHMRC National Statement on Ethical Conductin Human Research (2007). Iam pleased to inform you that
ethics approval is now granted.

Your approval number is UTS HREC REF NO. ETH16-0351.

Approval will be for a period of five (5) years from the date of this correspondence subject to the provision of
annual reports.

Your approval number mustbe included in all participant material and advertisements. Any advertisements on
the UTS Staff Connect withoutan approval number will be removed.

Please note that the ethical conduct of research is an on-going process. The National Statement on Ethical
Conduct in Research Involving Humans requiresus to obtaina report about the progress of the research_ and in
particular about any changes to the research which may have ethical implications. This report form must be
completed at leastannually from the date of approval. and at the end of the project (if it takes more than a year).
The Ethics Secretariat will contact you when it is time to complete your first report.

I also refer youto the AVCC guidelinesrelating to the storage of data. whichrequire that data be keptfora
minimum of 5 years after publication of research. However, in NSW., longer retention requirements are required
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Appendix 5: Demographics characteristics of the sample
Table A5.1: Gender of participants

Frequency Percent | Cumulative %
Valid Male 203 36.4 36.4
Female 355 63.6 100.0
Total 558 100.0
Table A5.2: Age of participants
Frequency Per cent Cumulative %
Valid below 30 156 28.0 28.0
30-39 290 52.0 79.9
40-49 82 14.7 94.6
50 or above 30 5.4 100.0
Total 558 100.0
Table A5.3: Education level of participants
Frequency Percent | Cumulative %
Valid Bachelor's degree 118 21.1 21.1
Master's degree 377 67.6 88.7
Doctoral degree 63 11.3 100.0
Total 558 100.0
Table A5.4: Years of experience of participants
Frequency Per cent Cumulative %
Valid <5 years 137 24.6 24.6
5 years - 10 years 253 45.3 69.9
11 years - 15 years 120 21.5 91.4
>15 years 48 8.6 100.0
Total 558 100.0
Table A5.5: Major working areas of participants
Frequency Per cent Cumulative %
Valid Language studies 151 27.1 27.1
Economics 115 20.6 47.7
Social science 156 28.0 75.6
Technology and Engineering 136 24.4 100.0
Total 558 100.0
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Table A5.6: Departments of participants

Frequency Per cent Cumulative %
Valid English Studies 39 7.0 7.0
Information Technology 40 7.2 14.2
Foundation Studies 21 3.8 17.9
Language Foundation 38 6.8 24.7
German Studies 14 2.5 27.2
Education 15 2.7 29.9
Korean Studies 11 2.0 31.9
Information Management 14 2.5 344
Systems
International Business 6 1.1 355
Accounting 16 2.9 38.4
Economy 28 5.0 43.4
Law 9 1.6 45.0
Russian Studies 14 2.5 47.5
Banking 26 4.7 52.2
Japanese Studies 14 2.5 54.7
Language 16 2.9 57.5
Agriculture and Forestry 17 3.0 60.6
French Studies 14 2.5 63.1
Management 26 4.7 67.7
International Studies 12 2.2 69.9
Business Administration 23 4.1 74.0
History and Geography 9 1.6 75.6
Finance 16 2.9 78.5
Psychology 16 2.9 81.4
Spanish Studies 5 9 82.3
Primary and Pre-school 8 1.4 83.7
Mathematics 16 2.9 86.6
Chinese Studies 16 2.9 89.4
Italian Studies 8 1.4 90.9
Library 27 4.8 95.7
IT and engineering 8 1.4 97.1
Education Management 10 1.8 98.9
Training Teacher and Manager 6 1.1 100.0
Total 558 100.0
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Appendix 6: Descriptive statistics

Table A6.1. The descriptive statistics of subjective norms construct

Descriptive Statistics

Case with Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
2>3.29 Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
SN1 0.0 3.56 .038 .888 -.486 1103 .092 .206
SN2 0.0 3.59 .036 .859 -518 103 191 .206
SN3 0.0 3.54 .041 .963 -.658 .103 .308 .206
Table A6.2. The descriptive statistics of trust construct
Descriptive Statistics
Case with Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
2>3.29 Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
TRU1 0.0 3.96 .032 748 -.589 103 691 .206
TRU2 0.0 3.95 .031 728 -.703 .103 1.297 .206
TRU3 0.0 3.98 .031 .730 -.665 .103 1.183 .206
TRU4 0.0 3.82 .039 .930 -1.009 1103 1.194 .206
TRUS 0.0 3.74 .040 940 -1.069 103 1.293 .206
TRU6 0.0 3.89 .031 .740 -.593 .103 915 .206
Table A6.3. The descriptive statistics of knowledge self-efficacy construct
Descriptive Statistics
Case with Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
2>3.29 Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
KSE1 0.0 3.91 .032 753 -.789 103 1.519 .206
KSE2 0.0 3.86 .030 .699 -.522 103 .905 .206
KSE3 0.0 3.75 .040 .952 -.959 .103 .868 .206
KSE4 0.0 3.89 .030 714 -.519 .103 .805 .206
Table A6.4. The descriptive statistics of enjoyment in helping others construct
Descriptive Statistics
Case with Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
2>3.29 Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
EHO1 0.0 2.94 .051 1.209 .206 .103 -1.014 .206
EHO2 0.0 3.27 .053 1.263 -.128 .103 -1.190 .206
EHO3 0.0 3.10 .050 1.185 -.019 1103 -.981 .206
EHO4 0.0 2.98 .052 1.239 .168 .103 -1.081 .206
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Table A6.5. The descriptive statistics of expected organisational rewards construct

Descriptive Statistics

Case with Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
2>3.29 Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
REW1 0.0 3.22 .043 1.011 -.204 .103 -.645 .206
REW2 0.0 3.29 .046 1.086 -.259 .103 -.755 .206
REW3 0.0 3.20 .045 1.071 -.232 .103 -.730 .206
REW4 0.0 3.27 .042 .982 -.149 .103 -.722 .206
Table A6.6. The descriptive statistics of reciprocal benefits construct
Descriptive Statistics
Case with Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
z>3.29 Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
RB1 0.0 3.87 .030 .716 -.657 .103 1.237 .206
RB2 0.0 3.69 .035 .829 -.763 .103 .595 .206
RB3 0.0 3.76 .030 .710 -.530 .103 .557 .206
Table A6.7. The descriptive statistics of psychological ownership of knowledge construct
Descriptive Statistics
Case with Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
2>3.29 Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
POK1 0.0 3.68 .037 .873 -.540 .103 170 .206
POK2 0.0 3.39 .048 1.125 -.433 .103 -.625 .206
POK3 0.0 3.70 .037 .882 -513 .103 119 .206
POK4 0.0 3.73 .036 .861 -.607 .103 371 .206
POK5 0.0 3.85 .034 .805 -. 741 .103 .903 .206
Table A6.8. The descriptive statistics of innovative work behaviour construct
Descriptive Statistics
Case with Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
z>3.29 Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
IGE1 0.0 3.44 .049 1.163 -.363 .103 -.812 .206
IGE2 0.0 3.75 .044 1.033 -.830 .103 241 .206
IGE3 0.0 3.46 .047 1.112 -.420 .103 -723 .206
IPR1 0.0 2.94 .046 1.093 .079 .103 -.920 .206
IPR2 0.0 3.45 .043 1.027 -.498 .103 -427 .206
IPR3 0.0 2.91 .048 1.141 176 .103 -.894 .206
1IM1 0.0 3.61 .040 .952 =779 .103 .509 .206
1IM2 0.0 3.61 .040 .952 -.718 .103 .364 .206
1IM3 0.0 3.73 .034 .792 - 772 .103 1.073 .206
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Table A6.9. The descriptive statistics of transformational leadership construct

Descriptive Statistics

Case with Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
2>3.29 Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
TL1 0.0 3.03 .047 1.115 .097 .103 -.824 .206
TL2 0.0 3.43 .034 .814 -.375 .103 1150 .206
TL3 0.0 3.13 .047 1.115 .071 1103 -.871 .206
TL4 0.0 2.98 .045 1.072 .280 .103 -.877 .206
TL5 0.0 2.88 .043 1.011 225 .103 -.803 .206
TL6 0.0 3.13 .045 1.053 .205 1103 -1.000 .206
TL7 0.0 3.04 .046 1.083 293 103 -.901 .206
TL8 0.0 3.08 .046 1.089 .104 .103 -1.016 .206
TL9 0.0 2.91 .041 979 215 .103 -.856 .206
TL10 0.0 3.13 .031 728 A1 103 -.458 .206
TL11 0.0 3.20 .030 713 .258 103 -.035 .206
TL12 0.0 3.19 .037 .878 -179 .103 -.054 .206
TL13 0.0 2.93 .045 1.070 .351 .103 -.870 .206
Table A6.10. The descriptive statistics of KSB construct
Descriptive Statistics
Case with Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
2>3.29 Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
KSB1 0.0 3.55 .041 976 -.549 .103 -.260 .206
KSB2 0.0 3.72 .036 .851 -.523 .103 .082 .206
KSB3 0.0 3.56 .044 1.029 -.557 1103 -.282 .206
KSB4 0.0 3.61 .041 .969 -.639 103 -.089 .206
KSB5 0.0 3.65 .041 977 -.672 .103 .006 .206
Table A6.11. The descriptive statistics of the quality of TMS construct
Descriptive Statistics
Case with Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
2>3.29 Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
WKW1 0.0 3.04 .046 1.080 21 103 -770 .206
WKW2 0.0 3.18 .041 .966 -.090 103 -.665 .206
WKW3 0.0 3.06 .043 1.020 -.030 .103 -.643 .206
WDW1 0.0 3.53 .042 .989 -.319 1103 =717 .206
WDW2 0.0 3.16 .047 1.103 -.227 103 -1.002 .206
WDW3 0.0 3.27 .045 1.056 -.223 .103 -.681 .206
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Appendix 7: Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
Table A7.1: A part of the Anti-image correlation matrvix: Full sets of variables (54)
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Note: a. Measures of Sampling Adequacy(MSA)

The size of complete Anti-image correlation matrix is too large to present in the appendix.

Table A7.3. Data factorability: Reduced sets of variables

KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .890
Approx. Chi-Square 14636.123
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 1225
Sig. .000
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Table A7.4. Total Variance Explained: Reduced sets of variables

Total Variance Explained

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation
Sums of
Squared
Loadings®

Total % of Variance | Cumulative % Total % of Variance | Cumulative % Total

1 9.200 18.399 18.399 9.200 18.399 18.399 6.207

2 6.299 12.598 30.997 6.299 12.598 30.997 6.412

3 3.862 7.724 38.722 3.862 7.724 38.722 5.672

4 2.669 5.338 44.060 2.669 5.338 44.060 4.859

5 2.396 4.792 48.852 2.396 4.792 48.852 4.934

6 1.810 3.621 52.472 1.810 3.621 52.472 3.897

7 1.724 3.447 55.920 1.724 3.447 55.920 2.809

8 1.460 2.920 58.840 1.460 2.920 58.840 3.379

9 1.397 2.793 61.633 1.397 2.793 61.633 3.289

10 1.192 2.384 64.017 1.192 2.384 64.017 4.418

11 1.095 2.190 66.207 1.095 2.190 66.207 3.673

12 1.071 2.143 68.350 1.071 2.143 68.350 3.983

13 .829 1.659 70.009

14 .796 1.592 71.601

15 757 1.515 73.115

16 .708 1.416 74.531

48 .201 402 99.277

49 192 .384 99.661

50 .169 .339 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

a. When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance.
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Table A7.5. Promax-Rotated Component Analysis Factor Matrix: Reduced sets of

variables
Promax-Rotated loadings factor Communality
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
TL3 .528 .699
TL4 715 .543
TL5 .729 .524
TL6 .720 525
TL7 745 .586
TL8 731 .536
TL9 .826 .687
TL10 .870 787
TL11 .836 726
TL12 617 .686
TL13 .746 .569
KSB1 .882 767
KSB2 714 .651
KSB3 .838 .669
KSB4 757 .696
KSB5 .869 779
TRU1 .898 773
TRU2 .885 .807
TRU3 .875 .800
TRU5 743 .625
TRUG .881 781
POK1 .793 .697
POK3 .845 727
POK4 .845 744
POK5 .851 .752
REW1 .720 .627
REW?2 .842 671
REW3 754 627
REW4 .852 775
KSE1 814 716
KSE2 .847 .765
KSE4 .867 .783
IGE1 .860 771
IGE2 .831 .736
IGE3 795 .659
IPR1 .852 .745
IPR2 .890 .753
IPR3 .785 .696
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Promax-Rotated loadings factor Communality
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1M1 .814 .705
1IM2 .832 .694
1IM3 .768 704
EHO1 .862 731
EHO2 .836 792
EHO4 a77 .699
RB1 .886 797
RB2 .609 .536
RB3 .843 732
SN1 .800 719
SN2 .790 742
SN3 .854 .662

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
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Appendix 8: Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
Table A8.1: Standardised factor loading estimates (Standardised regression weights)

Indicator Construct Estimate
IGE <--- | IWB 817
IPR <--- | IWB .805
1M <--- | IWB 754
TRUI <--- | TRU .827
TRU2 <--- | TRU .876
TRU3 <--- | TRU .864
TRUS <--- | TRU 422
POK1 <--- | POK .749
POK3 <--- | POK 781
POK4 <--- | POK 817
REW1 <--- | REW 728
REW2 <--- | REW 717
REW3 <--- | REW 714
REW4 <--- | REW .852
IGE3 <--- | IGE .671
IGE2 <--- | IGE 788
IGE1 <--- | IGE .840
KSE1 <--- | KSE 755
KSE2 <--- | KSE 814
KSE4 <--- | KSE .824
IPR3 <--- | IPR 725
IPR2 <--- | IPR 776
IPR1 <--- | IPR 781
RBI <--- | RB .879
RB2 <--- | RB .579
RB3 <--- | RB 763
EHOI1 <--- | EHO 744
EHO2 <--- | EHO .869
EHOA4 <--- | EHO 750
1IM3 <--- | IIM 775
1IM2 <--- | [IM 727
1IM1 <--- | [IM 736
SN1 <--- | SN 775
SN2 <--- | SN 878
TL9 <--- | TL .801
TLS8 <--- | TL .682
TL7 <--- | TL .720
TL6 <--- | TL .665
TL5 <--- | TL .659
TL4 <--- | TL .638
TL3 <--- | TL 614
KSBS5 <--- | KSB .858
KSB4 <--- | KSB 794
KSB3 <--- | KSB .739
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Indicator Construct Estimate

KSB2 <--- | KSB 741

KSB1 <--- | KSB 831

SN3 <--- | SN 773

TL10 <--- | TL .888

TLI11 <--- | TL .847

TRU6 <--- | TRU .842

POKS5 <--- | POK .822

TL13 <--- | TL .697

TL12 <--- | TL .623

Table A8.2: CFA Unstandardized factor loading estimates and t-value

Indicator Construct Estimate S.E. C.R. (-value) P
IGE <--- | IWB 960 144 6.655 *ak
IPR <--- | IWB 1.039 157 6.624 *kE
M < | IWB 1.000 a a a
TRUI <--- | TRU 1.000 a _a _a
TRU2 <--- | TRU 1.032 .041 25.020 ok
TRU3 <--- | TRU 1.021 .042 24.559 HrE
TRUS <--- | TRU .641 .064 10.006 oAk
POK1 <--- | POK 1.000 a a a
POK3 <--- | POK 1.053 .059 17.972 *rE
POK4 <--- | POK 1.076 .057 18.784 *okE
REW1 <--- | REW 1.000 K _a _a
REW2 <--- | REW 1.059 .067 15.807 A
REW3 <--- | REW 1.040 .066 15.747 ok
REW4 <--- | REW 1.137 062 18.326 ok
IGE3 <--- | IGE 1.000 _a K _a
IGE2 <--- | IGE 1.091 .074 14.834 A
IGE1 <--- | IGE 1.311 .088 14.922 HAE
KSEI <--- | KSE 1.000 a _a _a
KSE2 <--- | KSE 1.002 .056 17.774 ok
KSE4 <--- | KSE 1.036 .058 17.883 HAE
IPR3 < | IPR 1.000 a ‘a a
IPR2 <--- | IPR .965 .064 15.065 Rk
IPR1 <--- | IPR 1.033 .068 15.089 Rk
RBI1 <--- | RB 1.000 a _a _a
RB2 <--- | RB 762 .058 13.028 oAk
RB3 <--—- |RB .861 052 16.542 ok
EHO1 <--- | EHO 1.000 a _a _a
EHO2 <--- | EHO 1.220 .067 18.337 *Hk
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Indicator Construct Estimate S.E. C.R. (t-value) P

EHO4 <--- | EHO 1.032 .062 16.706 oAk
M3 <-- | IIM 1.000 _a i i
1IM2 <-- | IIM 1.128 077 14.685 oAk
1M1 <-- | IIM 1.141 077 14.777 HoHk
SN1 <--- | SN 1.000 a _a _a
SN2 <--- | SN 1.095 .064 17.129 oAk
TL9 <--- | TL 1.367 110 12.445 oAk
TL8 <--- | TL 1.295 113 11.481 oAk
TL7 <--- | TL 1.359 15 11.809 oAk
TL6 <--- | TL 1.221 .108 11.316 oA
TL5 <--- | TL 1.163 .103 11.267 oAk
TL4 <--- | TL 1.192 .108 11.054 oAk
TL3 <--- | TL 1.000 a _a _a
KSBS5 <--- | KSB 1.000 _a K _a
KSB4 <--- | KSB 919 .041 22.416 oAk
KSB3 <--- | KSB 908 .045 20.145 oAk
KSB2 <--- | KSB 753 .037 20.227 oAk
KSB1 <--- | KSB 968 .040 24.042 oAk
SN3 <--- | SN .801 .062 12.856 ok
TL10 <--- | TL 1.127 .087 13.007 HAE
TL11 <--- | TL 1.053 .083 12.757 oAk
TRU6 <--- | TRU 1.008 .043 23.611 oAk
POKS5 <--- | POK 1.012 .054 18.899 oAk
TL13 <--- | TL 1.301 12 11.613 HAE
TL12 <--- | TL 953 .087 10.903 oAk

Note: “Not estimated when loading set to fixed value (i.e., 1.0)
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Appendix 9: Results of Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)
Table A9.1: The results of structural model for this study
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Table A9.2: Categorisation of the moderating variable (TL) into two high and low

groups
Group Frequency Per cent Valid per cent Cumulative per cent
Low 276 495 49.5 495
Valid  High 282 50.5 50.5 100.0
Total 558 100.0 100.0
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