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ABSTRACT
Research confirms that the factors that promote or discourage knowledge-sharing behaviour in
businesses are poorly understood and that knowledge management systems fail due to the
misunderstanding of, amongst others, individual characteristics that could influence knowledge sharing.
Moreover, the focus of knowledge-sharing literature, in terms of the unit of analysis, is rarely at an
individual/micro level, although individuals’ role in the knowledge-sharing process is critical as tacit
knowledge resides within the individual and knowledge sharing starts with individuals. The objective
of this paper is to propose a model and measurement of individual-related factors influencing
knowledge-sharing intention of individuals in knowledge-intensive businesses.
The literature review revealed twelve constructs, namely individuals’ awareness, intrinsic motivation,
extrinsic motivation, transactional psychological contract breach, relational psychological contract
breach, relationship conflict, task conflict, extraversion, neuroticism, openness to experience,
agreeableness and conscientiousness that could influence the dependent variable knowledge-sharing
intention in knowledge-intensive businesses. Various moderating relationships between the dependent
and independent variables are also proposed, while seven demographic variables (age, gender,
language, highest qualification, ethnic background, organisational tenure and job tenure of the
respondent) are identified as potential influencing factors. Understanding and managing these factors
could contribute to an increase in knowledge sharing among employees, and as a result, enhance the
effectiveness and competitive advantage of knowledge-intensive businesses.
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INTRODUCTION
It has become generally accepted to refer to the global economy as a knowledge-based economy, since
knowledge has increasingly become the resource, instead of a resource for wealth creation for
individuals and businesses (Cheng, Ho and Lau, 2009: 313). In the implementation of knowledge
management activities, knowledge sharing is recognised as the most important task (Ismail and Yusof,
2010: 1; Jiacheng, Lu and Francesco, 2010: 221; Abdullah, Hassim and Chik, 2009: 115) and vital in
order to utilise core competencies and to achieve a sustained competitive advantage (Nordin, Daud and
Osman, 2012: 696; Argote and Ingram, 2000: 155).
A lack of knowledge sharing leads to a decreased intellectual capacity of a business and its productivity.
In fact, a business can even elect to invest all their resources into knowledge management, but when
employees are not willing to share knowledge within the business, the business’s knowledge
management efforts are likely to fail and the benefits of knowledge management will not be realised
(Okyere-Kwakye and Nor, 2011: 66-68).
Although knowledge sharing is important in all businesses, Swart and Kinnie (2003: 60) believe that it
is especially crucial for knowledge-intensive businesses, if the business is to gain the most from their
intellectual capital as well as to compete effectively. Knowledge-intensive businesses include those
businesses where most work is said to be of an intellectual nature, such as law and accounting
businesses; management, engineering and computer consultancy businesses; advertising agencies;
research and development units and high-technology businesses (Swart and Kinnie, 2003: 60). Welleducated, qualified employees constitute the major part of the workforce to create market value through
the effective application of knowledge in its service provision to clients (Swart and Kinnie, 2003: 6061). Deng (2008: 177) therefore asserts that cultivating a knowledge-sharing culture could be regarded
as the most important and challenging task for effective knowledge management, especially in these
knowledge-intensive businesses.
PROBLEM STATEMENT
As much as knowledge sharing is regarded as one of the most crucial factors in the effective
management of knowledge in businesses, it has also been established that most employees are reluctant
to share knowledge. This unwillingness to share knowledge is therefore considered to be the most
intractable problem facing knowledge management (Abdullah et al., 2009: 117; Chow and Chan, 2008:
458-459; Bechina and Bommen, 2006: 110-113). Pilsmo (2010: 2) reports that, for a knowledgeintensive business, the most problematic and hardest aspect to overcome is the individual’s survival
instinct. Some individuals believe that giving away knowledge is ceding power (Pilsmo, 2010: 2).
Although many factors affecting knowledge-sharing behaviour have been reported in academic journals
(e.g. Lin, 2007: 138), it is not possible to draw a comprehensive picture of factors affecting knowledge
sharing as few studies have summarised and analysed their results systematically (Hung and Chuang,
2009: 1). A limited number of studies have been conducted that highlight the influence of individual
perspectives on knowledge-sharing behaviour (Ismail and Yusof, 2010: 1-2; Samieh and Wahba, 2007:
1). Against this background, the primary objective of this research is to identify the individual-related
factors influencing knowledge-sharing intention among employees in knowledge-intensive businesses,
as well as to propose a measuring instrument measuring these factors. The identification of such
variables, empirical testing and subsequently the understanding and management thereof, could
contribute to an increase in knowledge sharing among employees, and as a result, enhance the
effectiveness and competitive advantage of knowledge-intensive businesses.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
The dependent, independent and control variables of the study are discussed in the following sections.
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: KNOWLEDGE-SHARING INTENTION
This study focuses on knowledge-sharing intention of individuals. It is believed that this approach
would be appropriate to understand knowledge sharing among individuals in knowledge-intensive
businesses, as knowledge-sharing intention has often been used as an alternative to indicate or measure
actual knowledge-sharing behaviour. In this regard, and as confirmed by the Theory of Reasoned
Action, actual behaviour is a function of attitude and intention towards a specific behaviour. There is
therefore a link between the attitudes related to knowledge sharing, intentions to share knowledge, and
actual sharing of knowledge. For example, the more favourable the attitude of a person towards a
specific behaviour, the stronger could the person’s intention be to engage in the behaviour. In turn, the
stronger the intention to engage in a behaviour, the more likely the person will be to perform it (Chow
and Chan, 2008: 459).
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
The following independent variables have been identified in the literature as influencing knowledgesharing intention, namely: individuals’ awareness; intrinsic motivation; extrinsic motivation;
transactional psychological contract breach; relational psychological contract breach; relationship
conflict; task conflict; extraversion; neuroticism; openness to experience; agreeableness and
conscientiousness.
Individuals’ awareness of the significance of knowledge sharing
Cress, Barquero, Schwan and Hesse (2007: 434) suggest that the awareness of the value of one’s
knowledge increases the likelihood of making better contributions in term of sharing knowledge. Other
anecdotal evidence (e.g. Nkuna, 2012: 23; Rahab, Sulistyandari and Sudjono, 2011: 118; Noor and
Salim, 2011: 111) also point towards the positive influence of individuals’ awareness on knowledge
sharing. On the other hand, Riege (2005: 23) identifies a low awareness and realisation of the value and
benefit of knowledge as a barrier to knowledge sharing.
Although limited, existing empirical research indicates that awareness is positively related to
knowledge sharing (Alhalhouli, Hassan and Der, 2014: 926; Ali, 2012: 92; Isamail and Yusof, 2010: 8).
Based on the anecdotal and empirical evidence presented above, the following hypothesis is formulated:
H1: There is a positive relationship between individuals’ awareness and knowledge-sharing
intention
Individuals’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivation to share knowledge
Individuals’ motivation to share knowledge consists of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Olatokun and
Nwafor, 2012: 217). Intrinsic motivation refers to motivation to share knowledge that comes from inside
an individual such as self-efficacy and enjoyment in helping others. There is widespread empirical
evidence (Shaari, Rahman and Rajab, 2014: 41; Olatokun and Nwafor, 2012: 216; Kankanhalli, Tan
and Wei, 2005: 113) of the positive relationship between intrinsic motivation and knowledge sharing.
The following relationship is hypothesised:
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H2a: There is a positive relationship between intrinsic motivation and knowledge-sharing intention
Extrinsic motivation refers to motivation to share knowledge that comes from outside an individual
such as rewards, reputation, recognition, promotion, higher salary and job security. Wang and Noe
(2010: 118), as well as Connolly (2007: 30), note that despite the expected positive influence of
incentives on knowledge sharing, the findings from various empirical studies investigating the influence
of extrinsic rewards on knowledge sharing have revealed mixed results. In their empirical study, Kim
and Lee (2006: 380) found that a performance-based pay system in a business contributed to knowledge
sharing. The empirical findings of Said Ali’s (2009: 184) study confirm the views found in other
empirical research (Chow, Deng and Ho, 2000: 90; Davenport and Prusak, 1998: 97) that extrinsic
rewards (e.g. financial incentives and promotion) motivate individuals to share knowledge.
However, contrary to the anticipated positive effect of extrinsic rewards, some researchers' (Bock,
Zmud, Kim and Lee, 2005: 88; Bock and Kim, 2002: 14) found that extrinsic rewards have a negative
effect on attitudes towards knowledge sharing. A number of other studies (Olatokun and Nwafor, 2012:
216; Lin, 2007: 135; Chang, Yeh and Yeh, 2007: 276; Kwok and Gao, 2006: 45) showed no relationship
between extrinsic motivation and knowledge-sharing intentions or attitudes toward knowledge sharing.
Because of the mixed results pertaining to the relationship between extrinsic rewards and knowledge
sharing, the positive influence of extrinsic rewards on knowledge sharing should therefore be subjected
to further testing. The following relationship is consequently hypothesised:
H2b:

There is a positive relationship between extrinsic motivation and knowledge-sharing intention

Psychological contract breach
Research does not always distinguish between specific psychological contracts, breaches, and their
influence on knowledge sharing. Depending on the nature of the psychological contract, the reaction to
breach may vary, with breaches of relational obligations being more likely to have a stronger influence
on individuals’ behaviour than breaches of transactional obligations (Gupta, Agarwal, Samaria, Sarda
and Bucha, 2012: 744).
Lin, Lin, Joe and Hung (2012: 5) put forward that a lack of psychological contract fulfilment (breach)
in a workplace can result in a lack of collaboration and ultimately knowledge sharing effectiveness.
Other anecdotal evidence (Rayton and Yalabik, 2014: 13; Unselt, Gleich and Russo, 2006: 10) also
point toward a negative relationship between psychological contract breach and knowledge sharing.
Bal, Chiaburu and Diaz (2011: 736), in their empirical study on psychological contract breach found
that psychological contract breach is negatively related with knowledge sharing. These authors
subsequently found that employees who perceive psychological contract breach are less likely to share
their knowledge with colleagues, and are therefore likely to withhold important information from
supervisors and peers (Bal et al., 2011: 737-738). Gupta et al. (2012: 737) empirically investigated the
influence of organisational commitment and psychological contracts on knowledge sharing and found
that psychological contract breach did not have a significant influence on knowledge-sharing behaviour
(Gupta et al., 2012: 737). The limited empirical findings call for further research into the relationship
between psychological contract breach and knowledge sharing. Therefore, the following relationships
are hypothesised:
H3a:

There is a negative relationship between transactional psychological contract breach and
knowledge-sharing intention
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H3b:

There is a negative relationship between relational psychological contract breach and
knowledge-sharing intention

Relationship and task conflict
There are generally two types of conflict, namely relationship and task conflict. Relationship conflict
refers to incompatible interpersonal relationships, tension and friction, while task conflict occurs when
there are disagreement over how to complete a task (Lu, Zhou and Leung, 2011: 132). With specific
reference to the relationship between relationship conflict and knowledge sharing, Chen, Zang and
Vogel (2011: 1005) empirically explored the underlying processes between conflict and knowledge
sharing. These authors confirmed that relationship conflict has a negative, indirect effect on knowledge
sharing. This view is shared by a number of other researchers (Gu and Wang, 2013: 84; Lu et al., 2011:
139; Chen, 2011: 1387; Hewitt, 2008: 157; Shih, Farn and Ho, 2008: 6). In light of the anecdotal and
empirical evidence presented above, the following relationship is hypothesised:
H4a: There is a negative relationship between relationship conflict and knowledge-sharing intention
Chen’s (2011: 1387) empirical research further indicate that rewards and reputation decrease the
negative effect of relationship conflict on knowledge sharing, and consequently have a moderating
effect on the relationship between knowledge sharing and relationship conflict. Posthuma (2011: 110),
in a similar manner, states that different reward systems may be required to neutralise the negative
effects of relationship conflicts, and that more research is required to connect conflict management to
other performance outcomes. In contrast, Chen (2011: 1390) put forward that when rewards for
knowledge sharing are low, employees in relationship conflict who hold negative feelings toward
colleagues will have even less motivation to share knowledge. Apart from the moderating effect of
extrinsic benefits (e.g. rewards and reputation) on the relationship between relationship conflict and
knowledge sharing, Chen (2011: 1393) further notes that future research should focus on conflict by
testing whether benefits such as intrinsic motivation (self-efficacy and taking pleasure in helping others)
moderate the relationship between conflict and knowledge sharing. Based on the evidence presented
above, the following hypotheses are formulated:
H4b:

Individuals’ extrinsic motivation moderates the relationship between relationship conflict and
knowledge-sharing intention

H4c:

Individuals’ intrinsic motivation moderates the relationship between relationship conflict and
knowledge-sharing intention

Concerning task conflict, the potential benefit of this type of conflict is easily disregarded. In a
business’s setting where conflicting views are openly discussed, task conflict can make a positive
contribution to decision-making (Shih et al., 2008: 2). According to Huttermann and Boerner (2011:
838), task conflict promotes the exchange of different knowledge and ideas, which in turn contributes
to innovation within a business. Besides the anecdotal evidence, various empirical results (Lu et al.,
2011: 144; Van Woerkom and Sanders, 2010: 146; De Dreu, 2006: 90) also reveal the positive influence
of task conflict on knowledge sharing. The following relationship is consequently hypothesised:
H4d: There is a positive relationship between task conflict and knowledge-sharing intention
Personality traits
The Big Five Personality factors, namely extraversion, neuroticism, openness to experience,
agreeableness and conscientiousness, account for the various personality traits observed within and
across organisational communities (Wei, 2014: 14). These personality traits have become a robust
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taxonomy of personality, and may shed valuable light on knowledge sharing.
Because extroverts are likely to be emotionally positive and content when working with teams, they are
likely to share knowledge among group members (Teh, Yong, Chong and Yew, 2011: 49). Hutasuhut’s
(2007: 3) empirical findings showed that extraversion is positively related to attitude towards
knowledge sharing. In general, empirical findings (Teh et al., 2011: 47; Amayah, 2011: 3; Wang, Noe
and Wang, 2011: 17; Wei, 2010: 33; De Vries, Van den Hooff and De Ridder, 2006: 124) reveal a
positive relationship between extraversion and knowledge sharing. In light of the discussion above, the
following relationship is hypothesised:
H5a: There is a positive relationship between extraversion and knowledge-sharing intention
With respect to the moderating effect of extraversion on the relationship between psychological contract
breach and knowledge sharing, Lepoiev (2011: 1) investigated the relationship between psychological
contract breach and violation (outcome of breach) and employees’ work-related outcomes. The results
showed that extroverted individuals would express their disappointment when the promises made to
them (psychological contract) were not fulfilled. However, the results also showed that extroverts were
likely to consider other employment alternatives rather than taking destructive actions toward their
business when their psychological contract is breached (Lepoiev, 2011: 37). In another well
documented empirical study, Raja, Johns and Bilgrami (2011: 403) successfully hypothesised that when
the detected breach of psychological contract arouses feelings of violation among extraverted
individuals, such individuals are likely to show strong reactions and are subsequently more likely to
show a decrease in job satisfaction and performance and increasing the likelihood of them leaving the
organisation (Raja et al., 2011: 409). As such, given the evidence presented above, the following
relationships are hypothesised:
H5b:

Extraversion moderates the relationship between transactional psychological contract breach
and knowledge-sharing intention

H5c:

Extraversion moderates the relationship between relational psychological contract breach and
knowledge-sharing intention

Neurotic individuals are inclined to have a lack of trust in people and therefore have negative attitudes
towards knowledge sharing. Hutasuhut's (2007: 3) empirical findings revealed that this trait is
negatively related to attitude towards knowledge sharing. In another empirical study, Gharanjik and
Azma (2014: 81) found that neuroticism had a negative relation with the willingness to share
knowledge. Consistent with the empirical findings presented above, Yoo and Gretzel (2011: 618) also
found a negative link between neuroticism and knowledge-sharing intention. Based on the discussion
presented above, the following hypothesis is formulated:
H6a:

There is a negative relationship between neuroticism and knowledge-sharing intention

Concerning the moderating influence of neuroticism, Wang et al.'s (2011: 21) findings suggest
(consistent with Bordia, Irmer and Abusah, 2006: 262) that management exercises that provide both
evaluation and incentives for knowledge sharing could help overcome the negative influence of
evaluation apprehension. Consequently, with the availability of rewards (extrinsic motivation), such
individuals spend more time and effort sharing more knowledge, to ensure that the shared knowledge
is correct and valuable to other individuals, in order to reduce the chance of being evaluated negatively,
and in order to gain rewards (Wang et al., 2011: 21). The following hypothesis is subsequently
formulated:
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H6b:

Neuroticism moderates the relationship between extrinsic motivation and knowledge-sharing
intention

Perik (2014: 47) found that personality is a moderating factor on the relationship between self-efficacy
(intrinsic motivation) and knowledge-sharing intention. Self-efficacy was found to be a significant
positive influence on the intention to share knowledge among individuals with high scores on
neuroticism, while self-efficacy did not have a significant influence on the intention to share knowledge
for individuals with low scores on neuroticism. Therefore, the following hypothesis is formulated:
H6c:

Neuroticism moderates the relationship between intrinsic motivation and knowledge-sharing
intention

Lepoiev’s (2011: 32) findings revealed that neuroticism might moderate the relationship between
psychological contract breach and turnover intentions (probability that an individual will leave his or
her organisation) in such a way that the effect will be stronger for neurotic people than for emotionally
stable ones (Lepoiev, 2011: 30). In general, other research (Tallman and Bruning, 2008: 691; Raja,
Johns and Ntalianis, 2004: 351) indicates that individuals high in neuroticism have negative attitudes
towards their organisation, such as job performance, career success and motivation. Also, neurotic
individuals avoid long-term commitment, social skills, trust and taking initiative. Ho, Weingart and
Rousseau (2004: 288), also found that individuals who are high in neuroticism tend to experience more
negative emotions after a psychological contract breach. Consequently, in this research, it would be
expected that individuals high in neuroticism would have a stronger negative reaction to psychological
contract breach than less neurotic individuals. Therefore, the following relationships are hypothesised:
H6d:

Neuroticism moderates the relationship between transactional psychological contract breach
and knowledge-sharing intention

H6e:

Neuroticism moderates the relationship between relational psychological contract breach and
knowledge-sharing intention

Open individuals tend to accept different opinions and new experiences and are linked to a positive
attitude towards learning new things and the willingness to share knowledge (Lin and Wang, 2012: 355;
Wei, 2010: 19). According to Hutasuhut’s (2007: 3) empirical findings, openness to experience is
positively related to attitude towards knowledge sharing. Amayah (2011: 3) also note that openness to
experience has consistently been shown to have a positive relationship with knowledge-sharing
intention. Generally, empirical findings (Wang and Yang, 2007: 1431; Cabrera, Collins and Salgado,
2006: 260) reveal a positive influence of openness to experience on knowledge sharing. From the
evidence presented, the following hypothesis is formulated:
H7a:

There is a positive relationship between openness to experience and knowledge-sharing
intention

Wang et al. (2011: 19) report that the relationship between evaluation/rewards and knowledge sharing
was stronger for employees low in openness to experience. Therefore, under an evaluation/reward
condition, employees with low levels of openness engaged in significantly greater levels of knowledge
sharing than employees with high levels. It is likely that individuals high in openness are more likely to
seek, but not necessarily share knowledge, as a result of their natural curiosity (Wang et al., 2011: 22).
In this instance, Cabrera et al. (2006: 248) point out that openness to experience, as a reflection of an
individual’s curiosity and originality, could be a predictor of seeking insights from other individuals.
Although scant, given the evidence on the possible moderating effect of openness to experience on the
relationship between rewards and knowledge sharing, the following hypothesis is formulated:
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H7b:

Openness to experience moderates the relationship between extrinsic motivation and
knowledge-sharing intention

Raja et al. (2011: 404) argue that feelings of anger, distrust and frustration upon realisation of breach
of promise would lead to a strong reaction. Open individuals might see a broken promise as a hurdle to
their creative behaviour and self-expression, therefore showing a stronger reaction to breach (Raja et
al., 2011: 404). Consequently, these authors hypothesised and successfully tested that violation
associated with negative outcomes (e.g. individuals’ satisfaction and performance) arising from a breach
of psychological contract, will be stronger for individuals high on openness to experience (Raja et al.,
2011: 404). The limited research history of openness to experience calls for further investigation into
the moderating influence of openness to experience on the relationship between psychological contract
breach and knowledge sharing. Evidence (Raja et al., 2011: 404) points towards the moderating effect
of this trait on the relationship between psychological contract breach and work-related outcomes. The
following relationships are therefore hypothesised:
H7c:

Openness to experience moderates the relationship between transactional psychological
contract breach and knowledge-sharing intention

H7d:

Openness to experience moderates the relationship between relational psychological contract
breach and knowledge-sharing intention
As knowledge sharing signifies an individual’s helpfulness, cooperation and collaboration, agreeable
individuals are likely to engage in knowledge sharing (Teh et al., 2011: 49). With regard to the
relationship between agreeableness and knowledge sharing, Hutasuhut (2007: 3) reports that
agreeableness is positively related to attitude towards knowledge sharing. According to De Vries et al.
(2006: 124), people who score high on the agreeableness scale are more likely to share knowledge than
people with low scores. Overall, empirical studies show that agreeableness is likely to have a positive
relationship with knowledge sharing (Amayah, 2011: 3; Matzler, Renzl, Muller, Herting and
Mooradian, 2008: 309; Wang and Yang, 2007: 1431) and the following hypothesis is therefore
formulated:
H8a:

There is a positive relationship between agreeableness and knowledge-sharing intention

Furthermore, findings of Ho et al. (2004: 285) reveal that higher levels of agreeableness relate to weaker
negative emotive responses to broken promises. Agreeable individuals tend to experience less negative
emotions when a breach occurs, but their trust in the other party diminishes. Agreeable individuals value
their interpersonal relationships and are therefore interested in maintaining positive relations with the
others (Ho et al., 2004: 288). Consistent with these views, Lepoiev's (2011: 31) results reveal that
individuals with lower levels of agreeableness are more likely to react against their psychological
contract being breached than people with higher levels of agreeableness. Agreeable people are more
likely to maintain long-term and pleasant relationship with others that might influence the way they
perceive their psychological contract. Agreeable people might therefore be more tolerant and forgiving
to a perceived breach of psychological contract and feel fewer negative emotional reactions following
a breach compared to less agreeable people (Lepoiev, 2011: 15). Berger’s (2009: 53) empirical findings
also show that employees who perceived themselves as less agreeable seemed to react stronger to
perceived psychological contract breach than agreeable employees. Considering the discussion above,
the following hypotheses are formulated:
H8b:

Agreeableness moderates the relationship between transactional psychological contract
breach and knowledge-sharing intention

H8c:

Agreeableness moderates the relationship between relational psychological contract breach
and knowledge-sharing intention
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Conscientious individuals believe that they can share their knowledge and skills to benefit the
organisation. Such individuals are therefore likely to engage in knowledge sharing (Gharanjik and
Azma, 2014: 82). In fact, there is ample anecdotal and empirical evidence (Matzler et al., 2008: 309;
Gupta, 2008:147; Hutasuhut, 2007: 3; Wang and Yang, 2007: 1434) that conscientious individuals are
likely to share knowledge. The following relationship is therefore hypothesised:
H9a:

There is a positive relationship between conscientiousness and knowledge-sharing intention

Wang and Noe (2010: 125) reported that because conscientious employees tend to have less concern
for economic rewards, less conscientious employees would probably respond more favourably to work
practices aimed at rewarding knowledge sharing. In addition, Wang et al.’s (2011: 19) empirical results
showed that the relationship between evaluation/rewards and knowledge sharing was stronger for
employees low in conscientiousness, compared with employees high in conscientiousness. This means
that when individuals shared knowledge based on rewards and accountability, individuals who were
low in conscientiousness shared significantly more knowledge than employees high in
conscientiousness. Rewards are probably not as effective for conscientious individuals because these
people are dutiful and less affected by external incentives (Fong and Tosi, 2007: 172). The following
hypothesis is subsequently formulated:
H9b:

Conscientiousness moderates the relationship between extrinsic motivation and knowledgesharing intention

Moreover, Lepoiev (2011: 30-31) reports that conscientiousness was found to moderate the relationship
between psychological contract breach and counterproductive behaviour (stronger for individuals with
lower levels of conscientiousness). This finding is in line with Orvis, Cortina and Dudley (2008: 1188),
who tested the hypothesis that conscientiousness moderates the relationship between psychological
contract breach and work outcomes. Their empirical findings showed that when there is a breach of
psychological contract, negative actions towards the organisation (decreased organisational loyalty,
lower job satisfaction and higher turnover intentions) increase. In this regard, low-conscientious
employees react stronger to a breach of psychological contract than high-conscientious employees. Raja
et al. (2004: 362) also found that individuals with higher levels of conscientiousness perceived lower
levels of psychological contract breach than individuals with lower levels of conscientiousness.
Consequently, the following hypotheses are formulated and tested:
H9c:

Conscientiousness moderates the relationship between transactional psychological contract
breach and knowledge-sharing intention

H9d:

Conscientiousness moderates the relationship between relational psychological contract
breach and knowledge-sharing intention

CONTROL VARIABLES: DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES
In this study, demographic variables refer to characteristics of employees such as their gender, tenure,
education, age, race, and language, which have been found to influence knowledge-sharing among
individuals (Nagamani and Katyayani, 2013: 121; Amin and Shahid, 2013: 38; Keyes, 2008: 46; Bordia
et al., 2006: 276; Lin, 2006: 236; Bakker, Leenders, Gabbay, Kratzer and Van Engelen, 2006: 602).
These demographic variables are consequently used as a control variable for this study and the following
hypothesis is formulated:
H10:

There is a relationship between selected demographic variables and knowledge-sharing
intention
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PROPOSED HYPOTHESISED MODEL
Based on an extensive analysis of literature, a hypothesised model of individual-related factors
influencing knowledge-sharing intention is proposed in Figure 1.

FIGURE 1
PROPOSED HYPOTHESISED MODEL OF FACTORS INFLUENCING KNOWLEDGESHARING INTENTION

In Figure 1 the independent variables consist of individuals’ awareness, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic
motivation, transactional psychological contract breach, relational psychological contract breach,
relationship conflict, task conflict, extraversion, neuroticism, openness to experience, agreeableness and
conscientiousness that influences the dependent variable, namely knowledge-sharing intention.
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RESEARCH DESIGN
In the present study, the population includes all employees in knowledge-intensive businesses that are
based in South Africa. Although knowledge-intensive businesses are widely distributed all over the
country, a complete database of such businesses is not available. As such, a convenience sampling
technique will be used and respondents working in knowledge intensive businesses who are available
and willing to participate in the research will constitute the sample in the present study.
A measuring instrument in the form of a questionnaire will be compiled to assess the dependent and
independent variables. Each construct identified in the literature survey was defined and
operationalised. Operationalisation was done by using reliable and valid items sourced from existing
measuring instruments used in previous studies, as well as a few self-generated items based on the
literature study. The items in the questionnaire are presented to respondents using a Likert-type scale.
An electronic link to the final questionnaire will be e-mailed to respondents identified via the
convenience sampling technique. For each of the variables investigated in this study, the number of
items used, the sources of these items, sample items as well as the operationalisation thereof can be
found in Table 1.
TABLE 1
OPERATIONALISATION OF THE DEPENDENT AND INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Dependent
Operationalisation of
Number
Sample items
Sources
variable
dependent variable
of items
Gu and Wang, 2013;
I would willingly
Evans, 2012;
Refers to individuals’
share work
Olatokun and Nwafor,
willingness/intentions to
experiences with my
2012; Chatzoglou and
Knowledgeshare tacit knowledge,
6
co-workers
Vraimaki, 2009; Chow
sharing intention which includes personal
I would share work
and Chan, 2008; Lin,
insights, know-how,
know-how with my
2007; Chennamaneni,
experience and expertise
co-workers
2006; Lee, 2001
Number
Independent
Operationalisation of
Sample items
Sources
of items
variables
independent variables
If I share my
Ali, 2012; Ismail and
knowledge with coworkers it could help Yusof, 2010; SelfRefers to the ability of
generated items
individuals to realise the them in doing their
Individuals’
(Rahab et al., 2011;
5
importance, benefits and jobs better
awareness
Cress et al., 2007; Van
Sharing my
value of sharing their
den Hooff and Van
knowledge is
knowledge with others
Weenen, 2004)
beneficial for the
business
It would give me
Refers to the intrinsic
Ehtamo, 2013;
(e.g. enjoyment in helping pleasure to share my
Olatokun and Nwafor,
experience with coothers, satisfaction and
Intrinsic
2012; Lin, 2007;
5
self-efficacy) benefits that workers
motivation
It would feel good to Kankanhalli et al.
employees consider as
2005
help co-workers by
motivation to share
sharing my expertise
knowledge
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Independent
variables

Extrinsic
motivation

Transactional
psychological
contract breach

Relational
psychological
contract breach

Relationship
conflict

Task conflict

Operationalisation
of
Sample items
independent variables
I would share my expertise
Refers to the intrinsic
with co-workers if I knew I
(e.g. enjoyment in helping
would be promoted
others, satisfaction and
I would share my expertise
self-efficacy) benefits that
with co-workers if I knew
employees consider as
it would improve my job
motivation to share
security
knowledge
Refers to an individual’s
perception that the
business has failed to
meet one or more
expectations about the
extrinsic or monetary
obligations between an
individual employee and
his or her employer in the
short term
Refers to an individual’s
perception that the
business has failed to
meet one or more
expectations related to
long-term arrangements
(e.g. career development,
job security etc.) between
an employee and his or
her employer

My expectation of my
employer to pay my salary
on time has been kept
My expectation of my
employer to provide a clear
job description has been
kept

My expectation of my
employer to provide me
with opportunities to
develop my career has been
kept
My expectation of my
employer to provide
continuous training that
will increase my workrelated expertise has been
kept
How often do you
Refers to how often
experience personality
individuals experience
conflict at work?
arguments, tension,
How often do you
friction, emotional
experience tension with
conflict and personality
other co-workers at work?
conflict at work
How often do you have a
different opinion from your
Refers to how often
colleagues on how to
individuals experience
complete a task/job in your
discrepant views, ideas or
work unit?
opinions among
How often do you have a
colleagues with regard to
different opinion from your
the content of a task being
colleagues concerning the
performed
content of a tasks/job being
performed?
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Sources

Number
of items

Minbaeva, Makela
and Rabbiosi, 2012;
Olatokun and
Nwafor, 2012; Lin,
2007; Kankanhalli et
al. 2005

5

Self-generated items
(Rayton and Yalabik,
2014; Knoppe,
2012)

4

Self-generated items
(Rayton and Yalabik,
2014; Knoppe,
2012)

7

Spector and Jex,
1998; Jehn, 1995

6

Jehn, 1995

4
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Independent
variables

Operationalisation of
independent variables

Sample items

Sources

Extraversion

Refers to the tendency of
an individual to be
outgoing, enthusiastic,
active, assertive and
talkative

I am someone who is
outgoing and sociable
I am someone who has an
assertive personality

BFI (Big Five
Inventory)
personality
assessment - John,
Donahue and Kentle,
1991

5

I am someone who gets
nervous easily
I am someone who can be
tense

BFI (Big Five
Inventory)
personality
assessment – John et
al. 1991

5

I am someone who is
original, comes up with
new ideas
I am someone who is a
deep thinker
I am someone who is
considerate and kind to
most people
I am someone who has a
forgiving nature

BFI (Big Five
Inventory)
personality
assessment – John et
al. 1991
BFI (Big Five
Inventory)
personality
assessment – John et
al. 1991

I am someone who
perseveres until the job is
finished
I am someone who does
things efficiently

BFI (Big Five
Inventory)
personality
assessment – John et
al. 1991

Refers to an individual’s
propensity to easily get
upset and to worry a lot,
Neuroticism
as well as to experience
negative feelings such as
nervousness, tension and
anxiety
Refers to the extent that
an individual is being
Openness to
original, open-minded,
experience
imaginative, inventive
and a deep thinker
Refers to the extent to
which an individual is
cooperative, considerate,
Agreeableness
courteous, forgiving and
helpful to others
Refers to the tendency of
an individual to be
attentive, reliable,
Conscientiousness
efficient and to persevere
and follow through with
plans

Number
of items

CONTRIBUTION
Knowledge sharing among individuals in knowledge-intensive businesses is crucial if the business is to
gain the most from their intellectual capital as well as to compete effectively. It has also been established
that most employees are reluctant to share knowledge. In this study, the factors influencing individuals’
willingness to share knowledge were identified, after which a hypothesised model of individual-related
factors influencing the knowledge-sharing intention among individuals in knowledge-intensive
businesses was proposed. Identifying and empirically testing the proposed model will firstly contribute
to the body of knowledge-sharing literature. Therefore, various gaps in the current literature on
knowledge management in general, and knowledge sharing in particular will be addressed as
highlighted in this research. Secondly, from an institution’s perspective, the understanding and
management of the factors influencing knowledge-sharing intention could enhance knowledgeintensive businesses’ competitive advantage and effectiveness. More specifically, knowledge sharing
between employees could result in new business ideas and opportunities, development of organisational
learning, enhanced business effectiveness and productivity, improved work quality and problem
solving.
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