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Abstract

Encouraging knowledge sharing behaviours in a Nigerian SME.

An action research inquiry

by
Oziegbe Joseph Ehimuan

This thesis is about improving knowledge sharing in a Nigerian small-medium sized company
that currently sees knowledge not being shared enough by key members of the organization
and therefore, where key knowledge does not flow to those individuals that need it to

effectively achieve their daily tasks.

Using action research, the aim of this thesis is to identify the key factors that cause knowledge
to be hoarded among the workforce in the company and then by addressing these factors,

take action to improve knowledge sharing between organisational members.

| have taken a social constructivism philosophical position to gain a better understanding of
the organizational problem through collaborative learning with the members of the
organization who impact and are impacted by the organizational problem of knowledge

sharing.

The first stage of the research consisted of preliminary steps, in which the diagnosis of the
problem commenced with an extensive literature review to gain an understanding of the
current state of research on the factors that impact knowledge sharing in organizations,
followed by an exploration of the problem with organizational members to gain a better
understanding of the problem in context of the organization. In the second action research
cycle, the research employed a qualitative research method in which first hand data was
collected through the use of face-to-face interviews with 13 members drawn from various
departments within the organization. The collection of data through the course of these

action research cycles was followed by a cycle of planning, taking action and reflection.



The research revealed that the current nature of power, culture and organizational process
in the organization, all have a significant impact on how, why and when members of the
organization choose not to share their knowledge. Most significantly, the research also
revealed that there exists a link between these factors of power, culture and organizational
process in the form of an interrelationship that creates a complex web of impact on one
another and ultimately combining to impact knowledge sharing within the organization. This
knowledge culminated in the development of a knowledge sharing model of

interconnectivity.

These findings were then used in group meetings, where a collaborative effort was made
together with members of the organization, to intervene and take action to bring about a
resolution to the problem of poor knowledge sharing. The results of this collaborative effort,
narrowed the scope of an initial first step intervention to the area of communication and
reporting. Intervention meant that | made changes to my communication and reporting style
and in my role as owner-manager, | withdrew from all direct official communications with
organizational members not directly subordinate to me in the organizational hierarchy,
instead, communicating solely to and through their respective managers. The results of this,
were initially, an increased level of communication and collaboration between organizational
members, who with my withdrawal, were forced to communicate more and share more
knowledge between each other to resolve organizational issues while carrying out their daily
tasks. However, even after intervening, some key knowledge was still being held back by
those who possessed it and meant that knowledge sharing was still not sufficient enough to
say that the problem of a lack of knowledge sharing within the organization had been

resolved.

The results of this intervention show that it takes time to unlearn behaviours that see
individuals willingly volunteer to share knowledge in my organization. Therefore, to intervene
further and see knowledge sharing being done in the short term, a knowledge broker officer
(KCO) will be introduced to the organization, with the task of improving the interface between
knowledge generators and knowledge users by acting as a physical link between them, i.e.,

physically taking knowledge from the knowledge holder to the knowledge seeker.
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CHAPTER 1- INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

The purpose of this research is to understand the reasons why knowledge is not being shared
within my organization by investigating the factors that influence knowledge sharing and to
use the results of this investigation to uncover strategies to improve knowledge sharing and
ensure that the organization does knowledge sharing better, to contribute to the

organisational development of the company.

This thesis will contribute significantly to the pool of existing management research on
knowledge management and in particular, knowledge sharing. In the area of knowledge
sharing in small to medium sized businesses in Nigeria, this thesis will provide insights to the
increase the understanding of the complexity of knowledge sharing in modern organizations,
so as to inform any strategies managers may take in encouraging increased knowledge
sharing in their organizations. Specifically, this thesis will reveal the complex cobweb like
nature of the relationships that exist between those factors that influence knowledge sharing
within my organization, creating an understanding of the extent these factors affect each
other and therefore, how they affect knowledge sharing as a whole, thereby informing any
strategies that managers may use to improve knowledge sharing within their organizations.
Therefore, it is my belief that by providing a greater insight into the knowledge sharing
phenomenon in organizations, this thesis will serve as a guide to the managers and owner-
managers of small and medium sized organization in their pursuit to lead their organizations

to meet its obligations the 215 century marketplace.

Secondly, for me personally this research has impacted me greatly by improving my
understanding of the unique role that | as an owner-manager play in my SME organization
with regards to the knowledge sharing process. | have come to understand the power and
influence | hold in my organization, and how such power is used consciously and
unconsciously to hinder or promote knowledge sharing among other less powerful members

of their organizations. Through this research, | have also gained the personal habits of



continuous and critical self-reflection and self-evaluation of my actions as an owner-manager
and this has increased my learning ability. It is my hope that the new knowledge | have gained
may be used by other owner-managers of SMEs in Nigeria to add value to their roles within

their organisations.

Lastly and most importantly, as this research was conducted using action research methods,
in which members of the organization actively participated, this thesis has also greatly
contributed to increased learning within my organization which has resulted in changes that
will bring lasting benefits to how the organization is managed. More precisely, learning has
occurred through the process of planning, taking action, observing the effects of those actions
and engaging in critical reflection on a daily basis, as we as an organization, attempted to
resolve the organizational problem of poor knowledge sharing. As a result, the organization
has improved its ability to mobilise, communicate with and motivate its workforce to focus
on problem solving as a group, in an active effort to create a new organizational value that

sees knowledge sharing done better.

1.2. Background of the researcher

I, as the author of this research obtained a BA(Hons) in Accounting and Finance from the
University of Kent and an MSc. International Management from the Royal Holloway,
University of London. Upon the completion of my MSc degree, | returned home to Nigeria
and worked for two SMEs in Nigeria in the logistics and retail industries, holding key positions
as an accountant, business development manager and chief operating officer. In these key
roles, | had extensive experience managing people and information flows to achieve desired

organizational outcomes.

| moved on from those companies and proceeded to found a snack food manufacturing
company that this research has been conducted on and | currently serve as its Managing
Director. The experiences | have had throughout my career working in small and medium
sized enterprises in Nigeria informed my decision to conduct research on this problem of poor
knowledge sharing in Nigerian SMEs as my experience showed me that although several

sizeable problems plague SMEs in Nigeria, the inability to freely, consistently and continuously



pass knowledge across the organization from the organizational, group and individual levels,

in my opinion poses the greatest threat to organizational survival, continuity and success.

1.3 Introduction to the topic

Doing business in the modern world means that an organizations ability to sustain its
operations by being innovative and growing, depends significantly on its ability to utilise its
core competencies and those resources that are available to it (Subramaniam and Youndt,
2005). Furthermore, key to innovation is an organization’s ability to draw on and utilise the
intellectual capital or knowledge resources embedded within it (Subramaniam and Youndt,
2005), putting knowledge front and centre as the foremost resource available to an
organization (Perotti, 2022; Nonaka, 1994) who intends to create and sustain a competitive
advantage in their market (Zheng et al., 2010; Swart et al., 2014) and survive (Matusik and
Hill, 1998).

Prahalad and Hamel, (1990) argues that competitive advantage does not come merely from
possessing core competencies, which they defined as “collective learning”, rather, to develop
and keep a competitive advantage, organizations must find ways to duplicate their core
competencies, through the sharing of knowledge across the organization and by sharing such
knowledge, core competencies are enhanced. Therefore, engaging in knowledge sharing
helps the organization enhance competencies that lead to survival and growth (Desouza and

Awazu, 2006).

Knowledge sharing is the process whereby individuals or groups engage in the passing of
useful information and know-how across the organization (Argote and Ingram, 2000; Staples
& Webster, 2008; Wang & Noe, 2010), thereby allowing an organization to tap into and utilise
its knowledge resources (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995), which in turn,
causes learning at the individual level and thereby leading to learning at the organizational
level (Ryu et al., 2005). This learning, can lead to the improvement of organizational

performance, as individual performance improves (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002).

As a small company, adequately adopting a system that utilises knowledge as a resource,
could help us become more competitive (Sirmon and Hitt 2003). This is because as an SME

company with limited financial resources to draw on to compete effectively against larger
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companies in our marketplace, research tells us that we must rely on other intangible
resources which we have, such as knowledge, to achieve our goals (Rezaei et.al, 2022;
Desouza, and Awazu, 2006). Therefore, we must make efforts to ensure that we engage in
the creation and sharing of those knowledge elements in our organization, such as the ideas
and experiences of members within our organization (Rezaei, 2018). Also, Harel et al., (2021)
found that the innovative capacity which is an advantage of a small business over larger
organizations, as a result of its entrepreneurial nature, flexibility, ability of its members to
communicate informally, can be improved, if there is an organizational focus on the
knowledge sharing process and the utilization of knowledge. Therefore, this focus on
knowledge resources should be a key part of the business strategy of a small and medium

sized enterprise such as ours (Rezaei et.al, 2022).

However, although research has made clear the importance of knowledge sharing to the
development of organizational competences and ultimately the survival of the organization,
the implementation of knowledge sharing has proven difficult for a lot of organizations
(Bakker et al., 2006). This is due in part because knowledge sharing rarely occurs
automatically, rather, it is a complex process (Lessard & Zaheer, 1996), leading to continued
difficulty in implementing knowledge sharing within organizations (Ouakouak and
Ouedraogo, 2019). There are several factors that contribute to the complexity of knowledge
sharing. For example, academic research has shown that the nature or type of knowledge has
an impact on the ease of sharing that knowledge. Tacit knowledge which are individual skills
based knowledge gained through experience is much more difficult to organise, store and
share with others in the organisation due to its internalised nature, compared to explicit
knowledge, which in the case of the organisation, is more structured, written down
information such as a standard operating procedure (Haldin-Herrgard, 2000). Research has
also shown that there are factors that affect the willingness or ability of individuals and groups
within organizations to engage in knowledge sharing behaviours. These factors emerge from
the individual, group, and organizational levels as well as the environment external to the
individual, within and outside the organization. Although not an exhaustive list, some
academic researchers on the subject have discussed some of the major factors to be
management support (Cabrera et al., 2006; Kulkarni, et al., 2006), rewards and incentives

(Yao, et al., 2007), leadership (Politis, 2001), culture/climate (Kankanhalli, et al., 2005); trust
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(Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) and motivation (Nguyen, et al., 2019; Argote et al., 2003), making
them all relevant when determining why an organization may not be sharing knowledge

adequately.

Research on this topic has shown that knowledge sharing is an important and well researched
area, pointing to several dimensions that managers need to consider when trying to
understand knowledge sharing within their organizations. As shown in the academic research,
the complexity; difficulty of knowledge sharing and its rewards if done properly, justify the

importance to my organisation, of engaging in this research project.

1.4 Context of the study

Small, medium sized enterprises also known as ‘SMEs’ vary in their definition and composition
across different countries, however, in Nigeria, SMEs are business enterprises whose asset
capital base is not more than 500 million Naira, with a workforce of less than 300 people.
With this definition, my organization in which is the subject of this research, is an SME

organization.

The company where this research is being conducted is a fast-moving consumer goods
manufacturing company in Nigeria. It engages in the business of manufacturing packaged
snack products and the distribution and sales of those products to its numerous customers
across the country. The company has 59 employees across three departments of production,
administration & human resources and sales. The company has a simple organizational

hierarchy which is represented in figure 1.
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Figure 1. Organizational Chart of the organization

ORGANIZATIONAL CHART The managing director is

responsible for the
decision making and setting of
organizations goals.

The departmental managers
| areresponsible for carrying out
Manager the goals and the day to day

running of their departments.
Sales
Manager

The sales representativesare

CAMY N responsible for the direct sales
of the company’s products to

Sales Reps Sales Reps customers.
LCETELNLERY  The line workers produce
Production line workers

The supervisors are responsible
for daily supervision of line
workers and utility staff

Production
Manager

Admin & HR

Manager

workers the snack products.

The utility staff are
Utility staff responsible for
- administrative functions

Ty such as cleaning, driving and
maintaining the company
premises.

1.5 Introduction to the problem

As the owner and managing director of an SME organization, in addition to operating at the
strategic level, | am also hands-on and involved in the day-to-day running of the organization
and attend to operational matters. This type of management style is usual for small
businesses as it is often the case that managers of small firms act in various roles within the
firm and are often the go between for the flow of information and decision making for the

entire firm (Cardoni et al., 2018).

Since | am involved in the day-to-day operations of the organization, | gain first hand insight
into the implementation of organizational policies and strategies, while also being privy to
the transfer of skills and know-how within the organization. It is from my daily on the ground
involvement within my organization that | have observed that, there is a visible and growing
problem of poor knowledge sharing among key members of the organization, resulting in

relevant knowledge not being delivered when and where it is needed within the organization.
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Wong & Aspinwall, (2004) notes that due to the flatter hierarchy of small companies, senior
managers are closer to the ‘action’” and therefore would have a greater understanding of the

nature of the knowledge related issues plaguing the firm.

Knowledge is not flowing freely vertically or horizontally across the organizational hierarchy,
i.e., from manager to subordinate and vice versa and across peers in the same level of the
organizational hierarchy. In other words, knowledge is being shared very poorly. Both key
tacit knowledge gained by experienced managers through their years of work in the form of
skills and expertise, as well as, explicit knowledge in the form of basic process and procedural
data. Also, job task related feedback that should flow among peers, upward and downward
the organizational hierarchy, from subordinates to their supervisors and vice versa are all not

being shared freely.

An example that should suitably capture poor knowledge sharing in my organization and how

it affects our performance in a key objective area of increasing market share is as follows:

A long-standing sales manager overseeing a team of sales representatives tasked with the
generation and execution of sales leads, by company policy, is required to keep an official
database of customer information, which will be used by the sales representatives to daily
contact and visit customers to generate sales and meet their allocated sales targets. However,
the sales manager fails to keep an official database of customers information, only keeping
one privately for his personal use, thereby not providing the sales representatives with the
customer information they need to do their jobs. Furthermore, the sales manager, through his
experience in the organization, has developed personal relationships with several key
customers and although it is not directly his responsibility to maintain those relationships for
the purpose of sales continuity (as this is the direct responsibility of his sales reps), he chooses
to cut the sales representative out of that relationship with those key customers and
personally engages in the generation of sales leads with those customers. Upon the sales
managers resignation from the organization, sales falls drastically, as firstly, there is no
customer database for his replacement to work with and therefore, has to start developing
customer relationships from scratch. Secondly, existing sales representatives have not
developed relationships with key customers and therefore, have limited knowledge about their
business needs, to continue selling to them at a level that sees their sales targets met. All of
which results in the organization losing market share of its products to competitors.

14



Research supports this behavioural tendency of managers to act differently from what the
owner expects. Agency theory posits that there is a difference in the goals of owners and
managers within an organization. While owners aim to organise the firm in a manner that
maximises the wealth they earn, managers are motivated by self-interest and act in ways that
sees their personal risks minimized (Oswald and Jahera, 1991). Therefore, using the above
example, as the owner, although | would expect the managers to share their knowledge in a
manner that builds the structure to support the company’s goals, their action of withholding

that knowledge may be done in line with their personal interests.

From my experience since founding the company and working within it, | have discovered
that when procedural knowledge is not shared and feedback not communicated on job tasks,
the result is a lack of coordination and cooperation among members of the organization in
handling daily tasks, leading to a disjointed workforce and increased inefficiencies. As an
organization, this has been a serious management issue as it has been observed that some
managers set their subordinates daily tasks, without a framework and other necessary
information to complete those tasks. Consequently, the organization consistently has cases
of junior employees who struggle to obtain job task procedural information from their
respective managers, who then proceed to perform their jobs however, they deem fit,
inevitably, resulting in unfavorable outcomes. This scenario occurs frequently in the
production department, in which machinery operators are not given detailed instructions by
their superiors on how to carry out basic machinery prechecks, machinery servicing and
troubleshooting which results in their wrong handling of machinery that ultimately leads to
high costs in wastage and machinery downtime due to high levels of breakdowns. All of which

results in high operational costs and a negative impact on the organizations profitability.

As opposed to larger organizations, research on SMEs have also revealed that due to limited
resources, these kinds of organizations often lack organizational knowledge repositories and
therefore, most of their knowledge is contained in the heads of their owners/managers which

other members of the organization often find it difficult to access (Desouza and Awuza, 2006).

| have noticed this to be true as in the case of my organization, we do not have these
knowledge repositories that members of the organization can gain access to whenever they
need it, instead, we mostly rely on one-on-one guidance from those members with key skills,

impacting their knowledge to members that need to learn these key skills.
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For example, in trying to organize management teams to implement our organizational plans,
| have noticed that managers and other key members with key experience within the
organization prefer not to share important tacit knowledge they have and that could benefit
the development of other members who do not possess that specific knowledge. This is most
evident when there is a requirement that a manager trains his subordinate to perform a key
task, however, the manager chooses to perform that task himself rather than train or explain
to the that subordinate how the task should be done. This is a problem because, although |
am aware that tacit knowledge contained in the head of that manager is usually difficult to
pass from individual to individual in a written form, the passing of such knowledge is
dependent on the knowledge holder explaining the fundamentals to the knowledge receiver,
however the knowledge receiver only gains full knowledge of the task from the experience

he gains by constantly performing that task (Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995).

Therefore, if the managers and those with tacit knowledge keep failing to kick start the
process of allowing their subordinates to first gain a basic explanation or training of the task
and then perform the tasks themselves to start their journey of gaining experience, they will

never gain tacit knowledge themselves.

This lack of sharing of tacit knowledge means that there is no tangible capture and
dissemination of valuable tacit knowledge that is contained in the heads of managers and
other key experienced members of the organization. Therefore, time and time again during
our life as an organization, the departure of key individuals has led to the loss of valuable tacit
knowledge and expertise, which the organization always finds difficult to replace. Lastly,
organizational learning is low as knowledge gained from organizational problems resolved by
key individuals are not captured and therefore cannot be replicated by others and hence
cannot be used as an organizational resource. The result is that similar organizational
problems that have been resolved in the past keep occurring and the organization has no
choice but to pull on resources and time to re-discover methods to resolve such problems.
Methods of which, it had already discovered in the past but knowledge of which was not

appropriately captured, stored and shared. For example:

A head of maintenance conversant with a specific diagnosis procedure of faulty machinery
fails to detail in written form the process he takes whenever there is a fault in the machinery
and a faults diagnosis is needed. Instead, he always chooses to perform this task alone and
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isolated from his subordinates, who should be learning from him. This means that whenever
the head of maintenance is unavailable, his subordinates are forced to try to figure out from

scratch how to perform the diagnosis.

If we are to be successful in our marketplace, we must survive and continue to develop as an
organization. To do this, our company must be innovative, profitable and remain competitive.
However, we cannot hope to be competitive without effectively capturing the knowledge and
know-how contained in the heads our members and effectively sharing it across the
organization to aid decision making and problem solving. To overcome these problems, my

organization must do knowledge sharing better.

Therefore, the purpose of this research is to understand the reasons why knowledge is not
being shared within my organization by investigating the factors that influence knowledge
sharing and to use the results of this investigation to uncover strategies to improve knowledge
sharing and ensure that the organization does knowledge sharing better, so as to contribute
to the organisational development of the company. Using insider action research, both of
these goals should be achieved in a manner that will see the organization improve learning

and gain the ability to resolve future problems in knowledge sharing.

1.6 Research Approach

This thesis tries to achieve two things:

1) To understand the reasons why knowledge is not being shared within my organization by

investigating the factors that influence knowledge sharing.

2) To use the results of this investigation to uncover strategies to improve knowledge sharing
and ensure that the organization does knowledge sharing better, so as to contribute to the

organisational development of the company.

| am conducting this research into my organization because | need a real-world solution to a
real world problem in which | and my organization are experiencing. The resolution of this
problem should improve my life in my job role, the lives of other employees in their job roles

and my organization at large. Therefore, | need a research approach that can accommodate
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my unique role duality as an on-going and active participant in my organization, as well as my

researcher role.

Also, my goal is to not start the research with a theoretical position, rather it is to allow
meaning emerge and be derived from the experiences of the research participants. It is my
philosophical position that in trying to understand the world around them, people experience
their realities in subjective ways (Creswell, 2017). These individual experiences should create
a spectrum of subjective meanings derived from the research participants interactions with
others in their social environment, that will offer me a chance to view the problem in a more
complex way and from their own reality, which should see a pattern of meaning emerge from
the data that shows how they experience the problem. This philosophical position is termed
‘Social Constructivism’ (Creswell, 2017). By this reasoning, the problem of knowledge sharing
in my organization may have different interpretations depending on the individual
employees’ experience. Therefore, for any solutions to be practical and fit the organization,
it must be shaped by the lived experiences of as many employees as possible as it is by those
experience that we gain a better understanding of the problem, how it affects people and
what an improvement to the problem will look like in the lives of the people. This means that
| must involve other members of the organization in this research, to gain access to the

knowledge informed by their lived experiences in a manner that enhances the research.

Although Action Research is a requirement for this doctoral programme, | have also chosen
to use it as the research method because it is more suitable, relevant, and practical to

achieving my research aims.

Thorpe and Holt, (2008) argues that one of the key differences between action research and
other forms of research is the fact that the researcher is an active member of the organization
and the research is being conducted into a real organizational problem that if resolved, will

bring about change that will benefit the researcher and other members of the organization.

Action research is “a set of collaborative ways of conducting social research that
simultaneously satisfies rigorous scientific requirements and promotes democratic social
change”. (Greenwood and Levin, 2007, p.1). Greenwood and Levin, (2007) go further to say
that for a research project to be considered an Action research project, it must be conducted

by a team constituting a professional action researcher and stakeholders of the entity being
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researched into, who’s aim is to improve the current circumstance of those participants. As a
seasoned professional working for an organization with an organizational problem that needs

to be resolved, this is my current reality.

Action research follows a cyclical process aimed at taking action and conducting research at
the same time (Holian and Coghlan, 2012), seeing the researcher and other participants
collaborate to define the problem, pool their knowledge to inform the conceptualization of
that problem, take action to resolve that problem (Zuber-Skerritt & Perry, 2002). Learning at
the individual, group and organizational level can occur through the actionable knowledge we
will gain from the process of taking action, engaging in reflection-in-action, by being conscious
of the effects of the actions we have taken, then making immediate changes to improve the
action to better resolve our organizational problem (Coghlan and Brannick, 2014). Therefore,
it is believed that “there can be no learning without action and, no action without learning”

(Revan, 2011 pg. 85)

The insider action research method employed in this research sees me as the researcher,
actively collaborate with other members of the organization to take action to solve this
problem of poor knowledge sharing and therefore create actionable knowledge which should
aid in organizational learning (Zuber-Skerritt & Perry, 2002) and eventual change. By
conducting research using action research, | hope to not only create benefits for my
organization but also contribute to the existing body of management research in knowledge

management.

1.7 Thesis Structure

The thesis is structured into six main chapters starting with an introduction chapter which
introduces the research, its purpose, the organizational problem and how the research will

be conducted to fulfil and answer the research question.

The literature review chapter follows the introductory chapter and contains a critical review
of relevant scholarly literature on the topic of knowledge sharing and knowledge
management at large. The chapter explores the complex nature of knowledge sharing,

uncovering factors and circumstances that cause individuals and organizations to fail at
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effectively sharing knowledge, the detrimental effects poor knowledge sharing has on
organizations, as well as factors organizations have employed to try to improve knowledge

sharing among their members.

Chapter 3 is the methodology chapter and this chapter details the methodology chosen for
this research to aid in the collection of data that will form the bedrock of further analysis in
subsequent chapters. This chapter also details the data collection tools and process, laying
out the process of ethically soliciting for participation of the organizational members, as well

as detailing the interview process and outcomes.

Chapter 4 is the Findings chapter which details the findings from the research data collected
during the interview stage. In this chapter, the emerging themes that will inform subsequent

actions are beginning to emerge and become evident.

Chapter 5 is the Analysis, Discussions and Researcher reflections chapter and this chapter will
follow the analysis of the research findings as well as detailing the actions taken to intervene
and address the problem of poor knowledge sharing. The reflections of the outcome of the
intervention will also be described as well as the consequences of the intervention. This
chapter will also detail the proposal to management for future solution driven interventions
informed by the actionable knowledge that has resulted from this research and further action
that needs to be taken going forward that will see the organization improve its ability to do

knowledge sharing better.

Finally, chapter 6 being the conclusion and recommendation chapter will detail how the
research has answered the initial research questions and summarise the process undertaken
to conduct this thesis, the impact the research has had on both my organization and myself,
and the implications the research will have on the management community, limitations of the

research and suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER 2- LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

The literature review aims to create an in depth understanding of the research problem by
exploring the existing literature on knowledge sharing in organizations and framing it within
the context of the organizational problem. The purpose of the literature review is not to
search for a problem or as with traditional research, to search for any gap that may exist
within the literature and then conduct research to fill that gap. Rather, the literature review
process for this research is being conducted to examine the pre-existing problem of poor
knowledge sharing within my organization. Therefore, the literature review commenced with
a broad scope of the literature and slowly narrowed as the main themes in the literature that

informed the specific organizational problem were uncovered.

In conducting the literature review, various sources of literature were used which include
books, academic journals that have been peer reviewed and publications. The initial areas of
inquiry and literature search terms explored were knowledge sharing within organizations,
factors that affect knowledge sharing, knowledge management, improving knowledge
sharing. As themes began to emerge, the areas of inquiry and search terms explored
narrowed down to types of knowledge, knowledge sharing and motivation, organizational

culture, knowledge sharing and leadership, and, motivation and knowledge sharing.

What | am about to present is the literature | searched for in the preliminary stages of the
investigation and is based on what | saw as my knowledge of the problem at the time.
Subsequently, based on the data emanating from the research, | had to return to the
literature, discussing additional literature in chapter 5. This action of returning to the
literature as my knowledge about the problem was developed through the qualitative data

collected was necessary in my development as an action researcher.

Chapter 2.2 starts by introducing an overview of the concept of knowledge in organization

and in particular, knowledge sharing within organizations.

The review goes on to uncover and highlight the major factors that influence knowledge

sharing within an organization. It is revealed that at the heart of knowledge sharing is the
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involvement of the individual who holds great power in how he chooses to use or not use his
knowledge for the advancement of himself or the organization at large. The chapter goes on
to show that knowledge sharing is a complex phenomenon and is significantly influenced by
factors which are intrinsic to the individual, occurring as a result of individual motives or
externally induced motives; as well as being influenced by the opportunities available for

knowledge to be shared.

Also, the literature review brings about an understanding that individuals cannot be forced to
change their behaviour and share their knowledge, therefore, factors such as the type of
knowledge, culture, leadership, management support, rewards are important in helping to
guide or shape the behaviours of individuals, to encourage them to willingly share their

knowledge.

Theory uncovered in the literature review process increased my understanding of the
problem and informed the research methods on how data can be used in combination with
theory to discover greater insights into how to resolve the organizational problem by

improving knowledge sharing.

2.2 Knowledge in organizations

Grant, (1996), pg. 110 refers to knowledge as “that which is known” but a more precise
definition with regards to how knowledge will be discussed throughout this research is
defined by the Oxford Learner’s dictionary as, “knowledge is the information, understanding,
and skills that you gain through education or experience” (Oxford Learners Dictionary, 2023).
There are several types of knowledge that relate to organizations, however, when it relates
to the management of knowledge in an organization, the consensus of literature on this topic
refers to knowledge that has certain characteristics that aid in the creation of value for the
organization (Grant, 1996). It is this characteristic to create value that contributed to the
conceptualization of my organizational problem and it is this characteristic of knowledge that
| focus on in my research, when | refer to knowledge. It is important that | make the distinction
between knowledge and mere information in the context of this research because most

literature on knowledge management do not make a hard-line distinction between
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knowledge and information, as both terms are used interchangeably (Wang and Noe, 2010).
However, Nonaka (1994) distinguishes between information and knowledge by referring to
them separately and cites Machlup, (1983), referring to information as the “flow of messages”
in other words, communication. In the context of my research, | do not refer to knowledge
relating to the mere flow of messages or just the mere act of communicating, rather | refer to
knowledge such as skills, employee experiences, internal organizational data/information
such as financial data, organizational policies and procedural data, and market information
such as customer data. According to Uden et al.,, (2019) knowledge management then
becomes the process of how an organization utilises this knowledge internally and externally

to the organization.

During the 1990s, as an expansion of the ‘resource-based view of the firm’, by researchers
such as Grant, (1996) the idea of the ‘knowledge-based view of the firm’ developed, in which
knowledge is considered a core resource that aids in an organizations ability to develop and
sustain competitive advantage in its marketplace. The theory of the knowledge-based view
of the firm looks at an organization as an economic entity and analyses the organization
through the lens of the production of goods and services, rather than the social interaction-
based analysis of other social science theories (Grant, 1996). Hence, the basic activities of a
production organization tasked with the conversion of inputs to outputs revolve around the
creation, collection, storage and utilization of knowledge (Grant, 1996). This surge in interest
on how to adequately utilise organizational structures and processes to manipulate
knowledge creation, integration and sharing in a manner that can aid the organization in
achieving its goals (Grandori, 1997; Kankanhalli et al, 2005) has become a key area in

management science.

The increased competition faced by companies in this modern era mean that for these
organizations to be competitive, survive, thrive, and create competitive advantage that
endures the test of time, they must utilise knowledge as a natural advantage in a manner
which ensures that their work teams collectively perform better and constantly keep at the
forefront of innovation (Nonaka, 2007; Gruenfeld, et al, 2000; Liu et al, 2019). This is especially
true for SMEs because due to their smaller size and smaller resources as compared to larger
companies, they usually rely on being competitive using their knowledge, therefore, their

success is often tied to how they succeed in managing this knowledge (Brush and Vanderwerf,
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1992). Unlike other physical resources such as finance that are not abundantly available to
the SME, knowledge is often seen as an available and abundant resource that they must try

to harness to ensure their survival (Desouza and Awazu, 2006).

However, Nonaka, (2007) argues that despite the known importance and significance of
knowledge to the success of companies, most managers do not know how to use knowledge
for the advancement of their companies. For companies to become knowledge capable, a key
function of a manager is to ensure that the process of capturing and protecting knowledge is
done as efficiently as possible (Teece et al. 1997). For this to be possible, managers must drive
the advancement of knowledge within the organization (Nickerson and Zenger, 2004) and in
turn, the organization will develop these knowledge advancement competencies (Argyres,
1996) that lead to achieving or sustaining their competitive advantages in their market

environment (Nonaka, 2007; Kankanhalli et al, 2005).

The creation, capturing, storing and protection of knowledge is not all that is necessary to
achieve organizational success and thus are not the only knowledge related competences an
organization must possess. These activities are all evidence that knowledge exists, however,
the mere existence of knowledge within an organization does not translate into

organisational success (Hussein et al, 2016).

Therefore, in my opinion, the problems that exist in my organization are not problems related
to the creation of knowledge, rather, they are problems that appear to emanate from our
inability or reluctance as individual members to freely share already created and captured
knowledge among one another inside the organization. Key knowledge that aids in the
creation of value by the organization already exists within my organization as a resource,
however, my organization cannot effectively utilise that resource to create value in a
repetitive and sustained manner, unless it effectively transfers that knowledge from those
individuals that have it to those that do not have it. As in my example in chapter 1, the
manager was creating knowledge through his own contacts and experience but not sharing

it.

Research has shown these sentiments to be true as to create and sustain an organization’s
competitive advantage and to defend itself in its marketplace, employees within the

organization must share already captured knowledge and put it to use in their daily
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organizational lives, through the implementation of competent knowledge management
systems (Nonaka et al, 2000; Barney 1991; Foss & Pedersen, 2002; Chen et al., 2009).
Organizations must decide how to transfer knowledge from those that are considered to have
expert knowledge to those that do not have the required expertise (Hinds, Patterson, &
Pfeffer, 2001) to gain competitive advantage in their marketplace. Hence, if organizations
cannot find ways to ensure that knowledge which primarily is generated on an individual level,
is adequately transferred to the organizational level, then that knowledge will cease to exist
and no larger benefits can be derived from it (Bennet and Bennet, 2004). Therefore, leading
to organizational failure or a lack of organizational success. This is because knowledge
collected and utilized as a resource at the individual, group and organizational level within an
organization has direct implications to how that organization performs competitively (Seok-

Young Oh, 2019; Han et al, 2016).

2.3 Knowledge sharing in organizations

Knowledge sharing is the process of converting the knowledge of the knowledge holder, into
a state that is understandable by the knowledge seeker and then, transferring that knowledge
from holder to the seeker, through available mediums of exchange (Hong et al., 2001).
Knowledge sharing can be further described as when members of an organization pass
information between them, that is useful to the organization in the fulfilment of its goals
(Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; Staples & Webster, 2008). Also, knowledge can be said to be
shared when individual organizational members, contribute their knowledge to the larger

organizational knowledge pool, according to Cabrera and Cabrera, (2002).

Knowledge sharing is crucial to organizational success because if knowledge moves from the
individual level to the organizational level, the organization can use this knowledge to
enhance its abilities to create the economic value that it needs to compete in its market place
(Hendriks, 1999). Using this knowledge, the organization can create value through innovation,
far greater than that which can be created by the individual, if individual knowledge is not
shared (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990), thereby, creating a useful and enduring competitive

advantage.
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As in the case of my organization, with its core business in food manufacturing, our key
competitive advantages in cost control, new product development and customer satisfaction
are all factors that have been identified in knowledge sharing research as having benefited
from the sharing of knowledge within organizations (Wang and Noe, 2010). The learning that
results from the collaborative nature of knowledge sharing between actors in an SME, can
help SMEs like ours, improve the quality of our products and increase our production

efficiencies (Tesavrita, C. et al., 2017).

Also, to keep being successful, the owners of SMEs who started their businesses mostly to
leverage on their unique know-how in a specific field in the marketplace, must try to transfer
that knowledge to others in the organization, through teaching and training, to ensure

continued organizational success (Desouza and Awazu, 2006).

However, there is general research consensus which reveals that knowledge has a shy and
elusive nature and is not willing to be automatically shared by employees without motivation
(Lagerstrom & Andersson, 2003; Osterloh and Frey 2000). Several researchers have studied
the knowledge behaviours among individuals that lead to poor knowledge sharing within an
organization. For example, on one extreme, Serenko, (2020) identified knowledge sabotage
as a detrimental knowledge sharing behaviour in which employees deliberately provide
incorrect information to their colleagues. On the other extreme, Ford et al., (2015) discusses
the phenomenon of disengagement from knowledge sharing, whereby employees do not
necessarily intentionally withhold and protect their knowledge, rather, they disengage
entirely from the process of sharing knowledge by neither communicating nor protecting

their knowledge.

This nature of individuals that cause them not to share knowledge can be problematic for the
organization because, according to Hislop, (2013), for organizational knowledge management
systems to be successful, all employees within the organization must buy into knowledge
sharing and consequently engage in knowledge sharing as a key activity. Therefore,
organizations need to find creative and efficient tools or methods to encourage their
employees to share their knowledge willingly for the good of the organization and themselves

(Lagerstrom & Andersson, 2003).
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As a manager, one of my concerns about knowledge sharing within my organization as it
relates to people is that given the fact that knowledge resides in the heads of individual
employees i.e., tacit knowledge, if those individuals depart from the organization or are
unavailable, and the organization has not found the means of converting that knowledge into
an explicit form to enable its sharing, that knowledge is going to depart with the individual
and become inaccessible to the organization (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000). This concern
remains the same even when those individuals remain in the organization because, as Weiss,
(1999) explains, the organization may never get access to the entirety of the knowledge
contained in the heads of the individual, unless it provides the opportunities for those

individuals to share what they know with others.

2.4 The role of the individual in knowledge sharing

Knowledge is the by-product of individual interactions (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995) and all
new knowledge begins or is created at an individual level (Nonaka, 2007). Scholarly research
on knowledge sharing shows evidence that knowledge sharing within organizations is greatly
influenced by factors relating to or influenced by individuals and the actions they take or do
not take (Andrews & Delahaye, 2000). Focusing on this people centric view of knowledge
sharing, it becomes clear that fundamentally knowledge is seen as being possessed by the
individual, at the individual level in organizations and individuals must then pass that
knowledge to other levels in the organization, for the achievement of organizational goals
and objectives (Nonaka,1994). As such, organizational knowledge is one of those few
organizational assets that grow rapidly when individuals engage in sharing it (Quinn et al.,

1996).

Knowledge at the individual level is owned by the individual, resides inside that individual and
its application, completely dependent on that individual (Lam, 2000). This type of knowledge
constitutes skills and know-how that the individual gains through experience, it is difficult to
articulate and code and therefore, difficult to transfer to others (Lam, 2000). As an agent of
knowledge sharing, the individual member of the organization holds significant power by
deciding through their own motivations, how, to whom and by what means they want to

share their knowledge to others within the organization (Henttonen et al, 2016). Hence it
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becomes very difficult or even impossible for management to force knowledge sharing
behaviours on individual members (Spender, 1996, Spender and Grant, 1996; Kaser & Miles,
2002). The challenge with organizations and for my research becomes, how to share this
individual knowledge and convert it into what Lam, (2000) calls ‘collective knowledge’.
“’Collective knowledge refers to the ways in which knowledge is distributed and shared among
members of the organization” (Lam, 2000. Pg. 491). “It is the accumulated knowledge of the
organization, stored in its rules, procedures, routines and shared norms which guide the
problem-solving activities and patterns of interactions among its members” (Lam, 2000. Pg.

491).

The literature covered so far has put the individual at the heart of knowledge sharing within
the organization and has helped in shaping my conceptualization of my organizational
problem. This combined with my in-depth practical experience within my organizational
system and my understanding of the organizational problem, it becomes key for my research
to further explore the literature, with a focus on gaining further understanding of the specific
nature of knowledge sharing between individuals and those factors that directly or indirectly

influence their knowledge sharing behaviours, within the boundaries of a single organization.

2.5 Factors that influence knowledge sharing

Research on knowledge sharing has uncovered a significant number of factors that influence
knowledge across all levels of the organization. However, the literature review for this
research has uncovered the following as the major factors: Firstly, the characteristics of
knowledge i.e., tacit, or explicit knowledge, cultural characteristics of the environment in
which knowledge is shared, motivational factors that affect the individuals who share
knowledge, and scenarios/opportunities available to the individual to share his/her

knowledge.

Findings from the literature on these factors will be discussed in the following subsections.
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2.5.1 Knowledge characteristics

Ipe, (2003) posits that knowledge at a fundamental state, can be classified as either being
tacit in form or explicit in form, and, based on this classification, are valued differently within
organizations. Argote et.al, (2003) argued that the tacit or explicit properties of knowledge
directly influences the manner and speed in which it spreads across the organization. These
two characteristics of knowledge and the value placed on them by members of the
organization have an impact on how knowledge is shared by individuals within the

organization (Ipe, 2003).

The idea of tacit knowledge was first articulated by Michael Polyani in 1966, in trying to
describe human knowledge, he said “we can know more than we can tell” (Polyani, 1966, Pg.
4). He goes further to give an example of our innate human ability to recognise the faces of
others, however, our inability to describe or put into words how we recognise those faces.
Those few words in my opinion, perfectly sum up the distinguishing difference between tacit
knowledge and explicit knowledge. On the one hand, tacit knowledge is that type of
knowledge that cannot easily be articulated and therefore, cannot be codified or transferred
with ease or without the knowing of the individual who generated the knowledge (Lam, 2000;
Nonaka, 1994). On the other hand, explicit knowledge is knowledge which is easily
articulated, codified, stored, and transferred without the knowing of individual who

generated the knowledge (Lam, 2000).

Tacit knowledge is know-how (Buckley & Jakovljevic, 2013) and is generated through a
process internal to the individual, such as practice, his experiences or talent and as such,
makes it difficult to transfer to others (Haldin-Herrgard, 2000). SMEs due to the owner-
managed nature of their businesses have high levels of tacit knowledge, for example,
knowledge regarding their customers etc, which is usually contained with the owners due to
the time they have been with their businesses (Dessi, C. et al., 2014). Their competitiveness
in their markets usually come from this accumulated tacit knowledge (Dessi, C. et al., 2014)
and finding ways to transfer it is important for survival. Since this knowledge resides inside
the individual, the only way to transfer it to another individual is to convert it into explicit

knowledge.
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Explicit knowledge is objective knowledge obtained from information in a formal way and
communicated through easily accessible ways such as documentation and reports
(Maravilhas & Martins, 2019). When knowledge is in an explicit form, it becomes easier to
transfer. However, a lot of tacit knowledge in organizations often fail to be converted to
explicit knowledge because the process of collecting this knowledge can be costly (Weiss,

1999).

Ipe, (2003), also argues that ease of transfer of explicit knowledge does not automatically
equate to ease of sharing that knowledge between individuals in organizations. In his research
into knowledge sharing in professional service firms, Weiss, (1999), posits that organizations
should be aware that explicit knowledge can be classified into rationalised knowledge or
embedded knowledge, either of which has a different degree of difficulty to share.
Rationalised knowledge which is knowledge that is “general, context-independent,
standardized, widely applicable, public, official and depersonalized” (Weiss, 1999 Pg. 66), is
collected in written form, therefore, making it easier to share, as compared to Embedded
knowledge which knowledge that is “specific, context-dependent, unstandardized, narrowly
applicable, private, personalized, unofficial and may be personally or professionally sensitive”
(Weiss, 1999 Pg. 66). Embedded knowledge is not collected in written form and is spread

across several individuals, making it more difficult to share.

Within my organizational context, the tacit knowledge contained within the heads of its key
members seems to be the type of knowledge that is at the heart of poor knowledge sharing.
This type of knowledge is highly personalised and gained through the experience and skills of
that individual member who possesses such knowledge. For example, a packaging machine
operator who through his years of operating a machine has gained certain nuanced skills
which cannot be obtained by merely reading the operational manual or instruction guide of
the machine, as those skills came from years of personally operating that machine. Whenever
this operator refuses or fails to transfer that knowledge to a newly employed operator, the
operational performance of that new operator is always very low and leads to adverse effects
on the company’s operations in the short term, before he too acquires those nuanced skills

in the long term.
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2.5.2 Individual motivational factors

The motivation of employees to participate in the knowledge sharing process is at the heart
of the knowledge sharing dilemma (Argote et al., 2003) because motivation influences the
desires of those with knowledge, to share their knowledge (Wasko and Faraj, 2005;
Kankanhalli et al., 2005). An individuals’ motivation to share his knowledge can be grouped
into internal motivational factors and external motivational factors. These will be further

discussed in the following subsection.

Internal motivational factors
Knowledge as power

Individuals often use their knowledge as a source of power in which to have influence or
dominance over others in their environment (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000). This way
knowledge is used can become a key reason why some individuals fail to share their
knowledge as they may feel a loss of their power if they do so (Kim & Mauborgne, 1998). For
example, most individuals in organizations use their knowledge to successfully perform their
job roles and in return may be positively appraised or gain career advancement (Husted &
Michailova, 2002). Therefore, to keep achieving personal gains, employees may feel the need
to withhold sharing valuable knowledge that could see their colleagues also gain personal
advantages over them. Hence, sharing knowledge can often be seen as leading to a loss of
power by the knowledge sharer (Suppiah and Sandhu, 2011). In the case of my organization,
junior employees express their concerns of feeling stagnant and not developing in their
careers because their managers routinely fail to pass on their valuable know-how and skills
on critical job functions. It was my initial working assumption that managers were engaging
in this kind of conduct to maintain their sense of being indispensable to the organization, as

they try to safeguard their careers.

The reverse can also be the case where employees may choose to share knowledge only in
situations where they feel that by doing so, they gain more power (Wang and Noe, 2010). For
example, employees sharing information with a superior, may do so in the hopes that they

gain expert power (Wang and Noe, 2010).
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Individuals may also choose not to share their knowledge if they feel that their knowledge
will not be received in the manner they intend (Wang and Noe, 2010). If the individual fears
that his knowledge will be undervalued, misinterpreted, or criticised by others, this creates
an apprehension to share knowledge and reduces knowledge sharing (Bordia et al., 2006).
This apprehension of negative evaluation of his knowledge by other members may arise from
the individual’s self-evaluation of himself, his interpretation of his self-worth and his
membership in the organization (Pierce & Gardner, 2004). Employees who feel assured of
their place within a group and have high self-worth, may feel more competent that their
knowledge will be well received by others, and hence may feel more eager to share that

knowledge (Wang and Noe, 2010).

External motivational factors

1) Rewards/Incentives
The notion that employees will willingly share their knowledge without some form of
compensation or reward is naive (Bock et al., 2005), therefore, organizations need to
investigate what forms of reward will motivate employees to engage in knowledge sharing

activities if they are to succeed in effective knowledge management (Nguyen, et al. 2019).

The prevailing argument is that if some form of intrinsic or extrinsic reward system exists, it
will increase motivation that leads to knowledge sharing (Constant et al. 1996; Huber, 2001;
Lin and Lee, 2006) as when individuals are of the belief that they will gain more benefits for
sharing knowledge, the more likely they are to engage in knowledge sharing activities (Bennet

and Bennet, 2004).

Research has shown that providing tangible rewards motivate individuals to engage in the
knowledge sharing process Bock et al. (2005). These tangible rewards are known as extrinsic
motivators and are rewards that are derived from outside the individual (Nguyen, et al. 2019).
Extrinsic motivation is a form of exchange process where motivation to act is derived from an
analysis by the individual that his actions will bring about benefits to himself that outweigh

any costs associated to his actions (Osterloh and Frey, 2000). Therefore, knowledge sharing
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will only occur if the individual feels that the benefits to him of sharing his knowledge
outweighs the cost in either time, effort etc of sharing that knowledge (Nguyen, et al. 2019;

Bordia et al., 2006).

To increase extrinsic motivation, some authors have suggested that organizations need to
design better reward systems that visibly reflects the tangible rewards employees will benefit
from taking part in knowledge sharing activities (Nguyen, et al., 2019). Managers can also
encourage an organizational culture that promotes intrinsic motivation by making the
beneficiaries of rewards public information (Kwahk and Park, 2016), in a manner that will
encourage others to aspire to participate in knowledge sharing with the hope of also getting
publicly rewarded. At one point in my organization, this form of reward style was being
utilised as the company would conduct an event which showcased the best performing
employee across several work categories. Winners would be announced and gifts presented
to them. The organization could leverage on this and adapt it in ways that may further

encourage motivation.

Nguyen, et al., (2019) discovered that motivation derived intrinsically had a better and longer
lasting effect on knowledge sharing than motivation that was derived from some external
reward system. This is because, extrinsic motivation only generated the minimum amount of
contribution from individuals however, the natural internal desire of intrinsic motivation saw
individuals act in a more long-term manner to continue knowledge sharing (Pee and Lee,
2015). Therefore, it appears that organizations should put greater effort into promoting
intrinsic motivation as this has been evident to outweigh extrinsic motivation in promoting

long term knowledge sharing behaviours in its employees.

Unlike extrinsic motivation, intrinsic motivation is generated inside the individual and is
determined by their own principles of reward or fulfilment (Park & Rainey, 2012). Intrinsic
motivation can be derived from those individuals who willingly offer help to other members
of society, without the expectation of receiving anything in return as they derive an innate
joy from helping others (Bennet and Bennet, 2004). This innate desire to help others can only
come from within the individual and if allowed to engage in such altruistic activities, these

individuals will naturally transfer knowledge and gain the natural satisfaction that may come

33



from doing so (Wasko and Faraj, 2005). Also, one can argue that when identification is strong
i.e. when the interests of the individual and organization aligns, the desire for individuals to
share knowledge based on intrinsic motivation also increases, as individuals will tend to
overlook the need for external rewards, due to their greater interest in the collective

outcomes derived from a greater identification (Kankanhalli et al, 2005).

2) Relationship with the knowledge recipient

The nature of the relationship that exits between the knowledge giver and the knowledge
recipient, has an influence on how knowledge is shared between individuals (Ipe, 2003).
Therefore, in understanding knowledge sharing, it is important to consider the effect of the
strength of the conditions that govern the relationship between the two units involved in the
transfer and receipt of knowledge (Argote et al., 2003). These relationship conditions largely
lie in the feelings of trust, identification, and reciprocity that individuals believe exists within
a network (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) and have an influence on the knowledge givers

motivation to share knowledge with the knowledge recipient.

Trust: In networks that exhibit high levels of trust among individuals, members are more
willing to abide by and promote existing group conduct (Koranteng and Wiafe, 2018) while
also increasing their interactions with one another (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Andrews &
Delahaye, (2000) argue that trust was influenced by the past relationships between the

knowledge giving and receiving pair, and anchored on the quality of that relationship.

When generalized trust is high, those contributing knowledge within the organization will
believe that their knowledge will be applied appropriately and as intended, and thus, will be
more willing to contribute that knowledge to the system (Davenport and Prusak, 2000;
Argote, et al., 2003). On the other hand, if generalized trust is low, the opposite happens,
creating an environment in which knowledge sharers refrain from sharing knowledge as they

feel that their knowledge will be misused (Kankanhalli et al, 2005).
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Although not a theory | am using in this research, Kankanhalli et al., (2005) used social
exchange theory to explain how trust may influence knowledge sharing in social interactions.
Individuals in a social interaction will only choose to exchange if it means costs reductions and
benefits increment for them. Therefore, if those with knowledge, trust that sharing that
knowledge will not result in them being worse off as a result, then, knowledge sharing will

increase (Kankanhalli et al., 2005).

Organizations can improve trust among employees by regularly involving employees in the
decision-making process (Kang et al, 2008), so that they can have first-hand insight as to how
their knowledge is being used, ensuring that employee’s performance are appraised fairly

(Kang et al, 2008).

Identification: I|dentification is said to occur when an individual’s interests and the
organization’s interests align (Johnson et al. 1999). Members of a network who have a strong
sense of identification, feel that they have been fully accepted into their community and this
breeds a feeling of positivity for their community that sees them interact more with other
members and share their knowledge more willingly (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998; Koranteng
and Wiafe, 2018). The result is the formation of an identity that is shaped by those common
interests (Johnson et al, 1999). The existence of strong identification within an organization
mean that knowledge contributors may be more willing to overlook any costs or challenges
they perceive to sharing their knowledge, as they will be motivated to share knowledge
because they feel that contributing to a collective organizational cause is beneficial to them

(Kankanhalli et al, 2005).

Reciprocity: In networks with high levels of reciprocity, members feel that the good deeds
they do for others will be repaid to them when the need arises at some future point (Cook et
al, 2013). Therefore, members in such networks exhibit a greater willingness to give their
resources to others within the network (Koranteng and Wiafe, 2018) leading to greater
engagement (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Although the positive implications of reciprocity on
knowledge sharing have been identified by several researchers, there is also evidence to the
contrary that shows that the expectation of receiving future positive repayment for good
actions, may lead to a fall in knowledge sharing (Burgess, 2005). This may be seen in
organizations where the incentive systems used to reward employees are based on a single
factor. For example, some organizations may place much emphasis on rewarding some
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employees for immediate tangible achievements such as sale turnover in a manner that
causes employees to focus solely on achieving higher sales figures, to the detriment of sharing

their knowledge in the process (Burgess, 2005).

Also, reciprocity may lead to an unwillingness to share knowledge if there is a fear of being
exploitedi.e., if the individual feels that the knowledge he receives in return for his knowledge
sharing is not of value to him (Empson, 2001). Hence, he feels that he has been taken

advantage of in the process with nothing of value to show for it.

2.5.4 Scenario/Opportunities to Share

Knowledge cannot be shared in a vacuum and as such require a setting or as Ipe, (2003) puts
it “opportunities to share”. For knowledge management to be effective, individuals must be
given the opportunity to create and share their knowledge (Argote, 2003). In organizations,
these opportunities come in the form of formal settings such as training, work teams or using
technology systems (lpe, 2003) and informal settings such as social networks and

interpersonal relationships (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).

Training and Development: Training and development is a useful HR practice to encourage
knowledge sharing because it ensures that individuals within an organization have improved
skills (Bennet and Bennet, 2004) that can increase the quality of tacit knowledge they hold,
which they can then pass to others through training (Gara Bach Ouerdian et al, 2019). The use
of training also increases self-efficacy in employees that are trained, leading them to feel a
greater sense of self-worth and assurance in their abilities, which in turn, sees them willing to

share that knowledge about their abilities with others (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005).

Training also creates an environment of dialogue where employees can openly share vital
work issues they are experiencing and receive detailed feedback on how to resolve those
issues from others with the specific knowledge (Fong et al., 2011 and Ipe, 2003). This is
especially true when training is used in team building as training in teams can encourage
socialization and interaction that improves relationships and ties between team members and
in turn makes them more open to sharing knowledge with each other (Cabrera & Cabrera,

2005).
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The key outlet of knowledge sharing in training is in the interactions between the trainer and
trainee and in the interaction of the trainee with his environment, after he has absorbed new
knowledge from the trainer (Grossman & Salas, 2011 and Snoek & Volman, 2014). In the work
environment, this continuous process of trainer passing knowledge to the trainee and the
trainee passing that knowledge to others in his environment through his regular interactions,
creates an atmosphere where knowledge sharing runs smoothly (Gara Bach Ouerdian et al,
2019). Therefore, the new knowledge gained by an individual in training, is knowledge that is
possessed by that individual and can naturally flow for example, in the individual trying to

offer help or support to his colleagues with work related tasks etc.

Training and development are an area lacking in the organization as relates to training
exercises that encourage knowledge sharing, especially team building training exercises.
There is a culture of isolationism among employees and adopting training methods that
encourage team building may be key to unlocking this problem. As it is evident that my
organization’s employees respond well to rewards and compensation, this could possibly be

used as a tool to encourage teamwork and team building.

Teamwork: Knowledge intensive firms use teamwork as a key medium to facilitate knowledge
sharing across the organization. Working in teams encourage interdependence among
employees, where employees depend on each other to complete team-based tasks (Cabrera
& Cabrera, 2005). In this scenario, knowledge must flow from knowledge givers to knowledge
users, improving interaction, communication, and cooperation (Gara Bach Ouerdian et al,
2019). Working in teams also improves trust, which has been shown to be a key factor in
encouraging knowledge sharing among individuals (Janz, Colquitt, & Noe, 1997; Lim & Klein,

2006).

Information and communication technologies: Information and communication
technologies (ICT) have transformed the way organizations are run. In my lifetime at least, |
have witnessed first-hand how the internet, computers and mobile devices have increased
the speed of communication and access to information. Research shows that the
organizational resource of information and communication technology is a key contributor to
the success of knowledge management practices in an organization (Pandey et al., 2021). ICT
specifically enables knowledge sharing because of its capacity to reduce the distance (Podrug
et al., 2017) between the knowledge holder and the knowledge seeker, by improving access
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to knowledge databases, increasing the speed at which information is accessed by those who
need it, increasing the range in which information can be passed and overcoming the limits
placed on knowledge by barriers such as distance (Podrug et al., 2017). This has occurred as
the advancement of data transmission technology has meant that information and knowledge
that can be transmitted is done so at a much faster pace, as well as increasing the coverage

of that information to a wider population of people (Canals, 2021).

In my organization, information and communication technology plays in the sharing of
information, primarily in reporting and communication of messages. As with most
organizations, we use mobile phones and computers to which contain messaging applications
that help us in communication within the organization and transmitting daily reports.
However, when it comes to information and communication technology, we are a low-tech

organization and our use of these technologies does not go beyond the basics as mentioned.

2.5.5 Cultural characteristics

Ruppel & Harrington, (2001) believe that social dynamics play a key role in the acceptance of
knowledge systems by the employees. Therefore, for knowledge sharing to be successful,
social barriers which arise through culture must be taken into account (Kankanhalli et al,
2005). Understanding the role culture plays in knowledge sharing is of great importance
because according to Ipe, (2003), culture as a factor in knowledge sharing, is the one major
factor which influences all the other factors discussed previously. Hence, it becomes
important to understand the powerful forces of culture, in order to gain a better

understanding of how we behave and why we behave in any given manner (Schein, 2010).

Culture is the amalgamation of the agreed upon norms which relate to values, history and
language by a given society, community, or group, and is used by one group to distinguish
itself from another (Hofstede, 1980). Culture can be observed and interpreted on several

levels, however, in this thesis, culture will be looked at on the organizational level.

Culture is considered a significant influencer to knowledge sharing behaviour (McDermott

and O’Dell, 2001) because culture moulds individual attitudes and the knowledge sharing
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attitude of an individual is a key factor in understanding the power an individual wields in the
process of knowledge sharing because the attitude of an individual directly determines his
corresponding behaviour (Henttonen et al, 2016). According to Jarnagin and Slocum, (2007),
culture is very significant in understanding how knowledge is shared within an organization
because it has a greater influence on employee behaviours within organizations, than the
influence management directives have on employee behaviour. Therefore, an individual who
feels positively towards knowledge sharing, will act positively towards sharing his knowledge

and vice versa (Bock & Kim, (2002); Ruy et al, 2003).

In setting the context for interaction in an organization, culture also determines what
knowledge is valuable and how that knowledge is to be used by members of the organization.
For example, culture shapes the rules in how subordinates speak to supervisors, which in turn
determine what type of knowledge subordinates will pass unto supervisors and how it will be

passed (De Long and Fahey, 2000).

Knowledge sharing has been discovered to be influenced by both the organizational culture
and the culture of the environment that is external to the organization (Rivera-Vazquez et al,
2009). Organizational culture embodies the collective values, beliefs, and norms at play within
an organization and which determines or influences the acceptable behaviour of its individual
members and provides internal integration (Schein, 1985). Therefore, the organizational
culture has a significant impact on how people behave within an organization (Jacobs &
Roodt, 2007; McDermott and O’Dell, 2001). A company’s organizational culture can be
understood by peering into what the core values, philosophies, and practices of the
organization (Cameron and Quinn, 2006; McDermott and O’Dell, 2001). An organizational
culture that promotes knowledge sharing will naturally see employees engage in knowledge
sharing activities, whereas organizations with a culture that does not promote knowledge

sharing will see employees not engage in knowledge sharing (Alavi et al., 2005).

Some characteristics of SMEs also impact knowledge sharing behaviours in ways that it would
not otherwise do in large companies (Lim and Klobas, 2000). For example, small companies
typically have fewer employees, which in turn means that there is a more homogenous
organizational culture as a result of fewer groups who share similar values and beliefs (Wong
and Aspinwall, 2004). This smaller number of employees with a homogenous culture may be
more tolerant to change initiatives such as knowledge management (of which knowledge
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sharing is a part) as employees may understand better why change is needed. As such, it may
be easier to mould the culture into a knowledge sharing culture (Wong and Aspinwall, 2004).
Also, SMEs often have a corporate culture with a flatter and simpler organizational hierarchy
which see members seek information from other members in a more informal, person to

person manner, ultimately encouraging knowledge sharing (Supyuenyong et al., 2009).

Also, there are further cultural challenges to knowledge sharing in organizations that
comprise employees from varied cultural backgrounds (Ford & Chan, 2003; Minbaeva, 2007).
In large international and multinational companies, comprised of employees from varied
cultures and backgrounds, knowledge sharing can be seen as a challenging exercise as these
employees have different cultural norms (Ford & Chan, 2003; Minbaeva, 2007). This can also
be at play in my organization because although we are an SME, Nigeria is made up of over
one hundred different ethnic groups and sub groups, with different languages and cultural
norms and in most organizations in Nigeria, a proportion of these ethnic groups are usually
represented in the workforce. As highlighted in the literature review so far, the varied cultural
norms may be inhibitive to knowledge sharing as different groups may have different
perspectives about the nature of knowledge and how to use that knowledge. Also, there
exists ethnic and political tensions between these groups in the larger society and sometimes,
this tension spills over into the working environment and causes friction and ‘bad blood’

among employees, making knowledge sharing difficult to achieve.

It is also important to know that although the organization has an organizational culture,
organizational culture can be influenced by national cultural dimensions and hence, managers
must be aware that knowledge production and knowledge sharing in an organization are
impacted by both the organizational culture and cultural dimensions (Hauke, 2004; Rivera-

Vazquez et al, 2009).

Some researchers have tried to explain individual attitudes towards knowledge sharing under
the scope of Hofstede’s cultural dimension theory. For example, it has been discovered that
in cultures that exhibit high levels of collectivism as opposed to individualism, members will
take actions that favour group interests, rather than their own self-interests (Witherspoon et
al., 2013), because members in such cultures exhibit greater loyalty to group agendas, rather
than individual agendas (Wollan, et al, 2009). Therefore, this loyalty to groups provides a

natural incentive for members to act positively towards engaging in knowledge sharing
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behaviours (Wilkesmaan et al, 2009). In the context of my organization, according to Hofstede
insights, (2019), Nigeria is a country with a low score of 30 on the Hofstede individualism
scale, hence this means that Nigerians are a people that value collectivism over individualism
and thus should be more inclined to engage in knowledge sharing. However, it has been seen
in my organization that this is not the case as individuals have hoarded knowledge in a manner

that hampers the group interest.

The understanding of national cultural dimensions can be used as a tool to steer certain
cultural behaviours that are known to be positive for knowledge sharing e.g.: a culture
inclined towards collectivism may be more open to solutions that improve the feeling of

identification within their groups, which in turn, improves knowledge sharing.

However, although literature shows that cultural dimensions of a nation may have an impact
in the knowledge sharing attitudes of individuals inside organizations, the literature also
makes it clear that organizational culture has a greater influence on employee behaviour than
the influence of employee’s national culture (Straub et al., 2002), as the effects of national
culture is subtle (Boden et al., 2010). Therefore, understanding the unique culture of an
organization can shed more light on the various reasons’ employees behave in any particular

manner (Suppiah and Sandhu, 2011).

One way to understand the culture of an organization would be to peer into the way people
act as well as the practices they engage in (McDermott and O’Dell, 2001). For example,
McDermott & O'Dell, (2001) note that the link between the invisible values of culture and the
observable effects of knowledge management can be seen in the influence of its leaders,
managers and other individuals in the organization who exert significant influence on it as the
actions of these individuals often translate into the core cultural values of their organizations.
Leadership is very significant to organizational culture as research on leadership has shown
that leadership is a key component of organizational culture (Northouse, 2021) as leadership
styles have an impact on the culture within the organization (Muhammed and Zaim, 2020.
Because leaders play a key role in the creation and continuation of an organizational culture
(Schein, 2004; Kavanagh and Ashkanasy, 2006) its effect on knowledge sharing within the

context of organizational culture will be investigated further.
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2.5.5.1 Leadership

Schein (2004) argues that it is difficult to draw a distinction between organization culture and
leadership when thinking about organizations because they represent two sides of the same
phenomenon. For example, Nguyen and Mohamed (2009) note that a founder who sets up
an organization, in doing so, creates the culture of the organization by instilling the core
values he believes that the organization should possess. Therefore, leadership can be seen as
a key part of organizational culture. This culture also impacts upon the actions and ways its
members do things, thereby, in turn affecting leadership and its actions and beliefs. Top
managers are considered leaders in their organization, and as leaders, are expected to direct
and guide organizational members to behave in line with the culture of the organization and

in doing so, fulfil the mission of the organization (Bennet & Bennet, 2004).

Research has shown that leadership styles significantly influence employee motivation (De
Vries, Bakker-Pieper, & Oostenveld, (2010); Le Ba Phong et al., (2018). Le Ba Phong et al,,
(2018) goes further to specify that every leadership style has its own unique effect on
employee behaviour in the work place, such as motivation, their attitude to work and in this
context, their knowledge sharing behaviour. Leadership styles that encourage trust, mutual
respect and participation among subordinates tend to encourage more knowledge sharing
behaviours in comparison to more autocratic leadership styles (Politis, 2001). Therefore,
research has shown that shared leadership and transformational leadership are two
leadership styles that have been identified to encourage employees to improve their
knowledge sharing behaviours within an organization (Coun et al, 2019). For example, a
shared leadership style is one that does away with the traditional leadership notion where a
single individual bears the mantle of leadership and decision making (Carson et al, 2007,
Pearce, 2004). Instead, all members of the group are giving leadership responsibilities that
see each member engage in leadership activities and decision making together (Raelin, 2003).
In shared leadership, goals of the group are not determined by an individual member, instead
every member comes together to define the goal and through their shared interests,
influence each other through encouragement, to work towards achieving those goals (Raelin,

2003). By sharing this leadership responsibility, trust within members of the group can be
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increased, thereby increasing their willingness to share their knowledge with one another, for
the greater fulfilment of the group’s goals (Coun et al, 2019). Using social exchange theory,
this trust generated in shared leadership is key to encouraging knowledge sharing as it creates
a climate where employees feel that the rewards of cooperation will outweigh any personal

cost that they may incur (Coun et al, 2019).

However, some groups may not be receptive to new ideas and therefore it may not be easy
to adopt shared leadership without the introduction of the concept of this type of leadership
by an individual leader, who can champion and promote the idea (Cabrera et al, 2006).
Traditionally, Nigerian communities are extremely hierarchical (Hofstede insights, 2019), with
a single leader at the helm of affairs. Therefore, the introduction of shared leadership may
compound the problem at hand, as it means trying to change long standing norms in a short
time frame and therefore, may end up being too disruptive for the organization. Past
attempts of collective problem solving have failed in my organization as employees tend to

look to a single individual whenever issues arise.

Therefore, to foster knowledge sharing in this case, it can be argued that a traditional leader
is still essential (Cabrera, et al, 2006). This is where the transformational leadership style may

become effective.

Transformational leaders are leaders who advocate for the sharing of knowledge by being
charismatic and inspiring, instilling pride and trust in subordinates, engaging coaching and in
the delegation of tasks and encouraging problem solving thinking (Politis, 2002; Han et al.,
2016). Han et al., (2016) also argues that transformational leaders increase the sharing of
knowledge among their followers, by engaging in psychologically empowering behaviours
that improve their follower’s organizational commitment and organizational citizenship

behaviours.

Le Ba Phong et al., (2018) found that transformational leadership increased employee’s
disclosure-based trust, leading to a greater willingness to disclose their thoughts on work
related matters, thereby creating an environment that supports knowledge donation. An
atmosphere of trust within the group is also created by a transformational leader through his
use of charisma and showing encouragement, attention, and concern for the needs of each

member of the group (Coun et al, 2019).
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The use of charisma by these transformational leaders have been found to be an effective
communication tool and led to better influence than leaders who were more task oriented in
their leadership approach (De Vries et al., 2010). De Vries et al., (2010) also found that these
transformational leaders who are characterised by their supportive communication styles,
found that their follower’s knowledge donating increased, with a simultaneous increase in
their knowledge collecting behaviours. Therefore, the increase in both behaviours mean that

knowledge sharing was increased.

Since transformational leaders are perceived as being more supportive by their followers,
using social exchange theory, these followers may as a reward for the support of these
leaders, take on extra responsibilities and adopt new behaviours in the fulfilment of

organizational goals (Coun et al, 2019).

The use of transformational leadership in my organization needs to be reflected upon
because, some key traits of transformational leaders such as charisma and inspiring
communication styles are also individual personality traits and cannot be taught to existing
managers who do not possess these traits. If this is the case, some existing managers who do
not have charm and charisma may have to be made redundant and new managers with
charismatic leadership styles brought in to replace them. Is this a viable option? It may not be
in the case of my organization because the whole point of this research is to transfer the
implicit and explicit knowledge from those employees who through their time in the
organization have developed certain skills to others who need it. Hence changing personnel
will remove that knowledge entirely from the organization. However, other traits of
transformational leaders such as coaching and task delegation can be taught to existing

managers.

2.5.5.2 Management or Leadership support

Top management support is crucial to improving knowledge sharing among employees of an
organization (Kang et al, 2008; Lin and Lee, 2004; Cabrera and Cabrera, 2005) as top

management plays a crucial role in influencing the behaviour of other members towards a
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greater commitment to knowledge sharing (Lee et al, 2006 and Bock et al., 2005). On an
organizational level, governance mechanisms used by organizations may have an impact on
an individual members willingness or ability to share knowledge, by influencing their beliefs,
preferences, perceptions, incentives, and knowledge (Foss et al, 2010). Therefore, the
challenge for managers in the knowledge age, is to govern in a manner that will create an

organizational climate that encourages employees to share their knowledge (Politis, 2002).

For example, the impact of an owner-manager in the topmost leadership role in the
organization has an impact on an organization when dealing with SME companies. In SMEs,
the owner-managers usually play a dominant role in the daily affairs of the organization and
as such, may influence the culture of the organization through the direct or indirect
imposition of their beliefs and philosophies on the members of the organization (Wong and
Aspinwall, 2004). Consequently, the employee’s behaviour and attitudes may mirror those of
the owner-managers. Therefore, if the owner-manager acts in ways that discourage
knowledge sharing such as withholding his knowledge from those who need it or creating an
environment that lacks trust, then, this can detrimentally affect employee attitudes to
knowledge sharing and create a culture that sees knowledge sharing suffer (Wong and
Aspinwall, 2004). However, since the owner-manager is so dominant, he can lead the way and
act as the driving force behind the implantation of knowledge management initiatives (Wong
& Aspinwall, 2004), such as knowledge sharing. Therefore, the owner-managers’ impact on

the organizational culture of the SME cannot be understated.

Also, perceived organizational support is viewed by employees as a sign that the organization
cares about their individual well-being and as a form of reward for that support, employees
may partake more in organizational citizenship behaviour, which may be manifested in
sharing their knowledge with other members of the organization (Seung-Hyun Han et al,

2016).

Some of the ways top management can improve the perception of organizational support is
by involving employees in the decision-making processes and showing them that their inputs

are valued and appreciated, financially rewarding employees for their participation within the
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organization and creating opportunities to improve learning and career advancement through

training (Allen et al, 2003).

It has been found that employees that undergo training become better acquainted with their
work environment and propagates both the creation and dispersion of knowledge within the

organization, thereby, improving learning and performance (McDermott and O’Dell, 2001).

Also, the way top management governs can directly impact how their employees perceive
their intentions towards them (Foss et al, 2010), which can either motivate them to share
knowledge or demotivate them to share knowledge. For example, the perception of a senior
manager’s managerial style may vary between his subordinates or his true intentions may be
perceived differently from his actual intentions (Foss et al, 2010). Therefore, the
interpretations of his behaviour by other members of the organization may cause unintended
actions in respect to knowledge sharing. This is because, the way an individual cognitively
frames his environment, greatly impacts his motivation (Lindenberg, 2003). For example,
employees may become demotivated if they perceive that their organization is extremely

controlling, if it actively and regularly monitors them (Foss et al, 2010).

In my organization, top management staff i.e., the departmental heads also fail in their
willingness to share knowledge. However, over the years, there is evidence of a lack of
training at top management level to foster knowledge sharing. Although considerable
feedback had been given to managers about their failures in knowledge sharing, no additional
training was implemented, as the organization had only issued knowledge sharing directives
to the managers and expected that these be implemented by them. The lack of provision of
the means to implement knowledge sharing sends a message that the organization does not
see knowledge sharing as a significant endeavour, worthy of allocation of organizational
resources. Therefore, the directors of the company will need to provide more management
support by training and developing the senior managers in knowledge sharing, who in turn,

can pass this new knowledge down to their subordinates.
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2.6 The relationship between knowledge sharing factors

Ipe, (2003) in his conceptualization of a knowledge sharing framework, argued that the
factors that affect knowledge sharing do not each affect knowledge sharing in an isolated
manner, rather they are linked to varying degrees and combined to influence how individuals
share their knowledge. He argues that factors relating to the characteristics of knowledge,
the motivation to share and the opportunities to share are all dictated by the culture of the
environment. He argues that the culture decides firstly, what type of knowledge is most
valuable to members of the organization, how the nature of the relationships that exist
impact on how knowledge is shared, what types of rewards are needed to encourage people
to share their knowledge, and finally, what opportunities are made available for members of

the organization to share their knowledge.

Another example of the interrelationship between these factors is if the members of the
organisation possess the motivation to share their knowledge but they lack sufficient
opportunities to share that knowledge, then knowledge sharing will not occur Ipe, (2003).
Therefore, all these factors being present in a favourable way, together, can influence

knowledge sharing in a positive way (Ipe, 2003)
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2.7 Summary

The literature review has provided me with new insights into the problem of poor knowledge
sharing in my organization, by uncovering factors that influence knowledge sharing among
individuals in organizations, as well as how these factors can be used to encourage individuals
to share their knowledge. It is evident that these factors identified do not affect knowledge
sharing individually, but are interlinked in a manner which affects knowledge sharing in a
complex way (Ipe, 2003). Figure 2 represents diagrammatic summary of knowledge sharing

between individuals in organizations that has been uncovered from the literature review.

Figure 2. A diagrammatic summary of the factors that affect knowledge sharing (based on

Ipe, 2003 knowledge sharing model).
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Figure 2 shows the characteristics of knowledge i.e., tacit or explicit, the motivational factors,
the scenario/opportunities to share that knowledge and cultural characteristics impact the
knowledge sharing process individually, and how they relate to each other. However, though
interlinked, it can be observed from the diagram that the three other factors are all rooted in
the specific culture of the organization (lpe, 2003). The culture of the organization has an
overarching impact on the other three factors, thereby, influencing what characteristics of

knowledge are important and thus valued, what opportunities are available for individuals in
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the organization to share their knowledge and how individual relationships are organised and
rewards given, in a manner that influences the motivation of individuals to share what they

know (Ipe, 2003).

| have gained the insight that organizational culture on its own has a strong influence on
individual behaviour and may pose strong barriers to knowledge sharing and cause individuals
not to share their knowledge. In particular, the literature, has exposed how owner-managers
can directly impact the culture of their organization in a manner that causes negative
attitudes of employees towards knowledge sharing. As an owner-manager of an SME,
understanding and exploring the impact | may have had on the culture of my organization in
a manner that affects knowledge sharing, may lead to uncovering actionable knowledge that

can help resolve the problem.

To change the organizational culture, the attitudes of the individual first need to change and
the literature has revealed the use of leadership styles, management support and other
organizational practices such as training and rewards, team work, and shared leadership to

influence individuals’ knowledge sharing behaviours.

As seen in Figure 2, | have also gained the insight that the ease or difficulty in sharing
knowledge, at a fundamental level, also stems from knowledge being either tacit or explicit
in nature. In the case of my organization, the fundamental characteristic of the knowledge we
struggle to share being tacit in nature, may play a part in our inability or unwillingness to
freely share that knowledge, because tacit knowledge is more difficult to share than explicit

knowledge (Haldin-Herrgard, 2000).

Also, as seen in Figure 2, | have gained the insight that my organizational culture may be
responsible for the high value individuals place on the tacit knowledge they possess, which in
turn, decreases their motivation to share. My organizational culture sets the stage for this
because the organization is organised in a way that sees power manifest in the hands of key
members who perform key functions. The knowledge that they use for these functions are
largely based on their skills or experience and not available in an explicit form such as manuals
or guide books etc. This tacit knowledge is currently considered important in the organization,
as without it, those key functions cannot be easily performed by others. As such, this highly

valued tacit knowledge is currently not being shared freely.
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Knowledge sharing begins at the individual level as the individual holds significant power in
the knowledge sharing process. Deciding, when, where and how to share or not share the
knowledge he/she possesses is governed at the individual level by specific factors that affect
an individual’s motivation to share. Figure 2. shows that within the context of an organization,
an understanding of the incentives (internal and external) to the individual, that motivates
him to share knowledge is important. Therefore, | must investigate to uncover the specific
factors motivating some individuals in my organization to withhold their knowledge and not

share it freely.

| have also gained the insight that the organization must provide scenarios or opportunities
for its members to share their knowledge, for example through training activities or through
technological mediums of communication. Without these, those individuals who may want

to share what they know, may lack the avenue to do so.

These insights gained from the literature review have broadened my insights into the
organizational problem, however, to answer my research question, it is vital that knowledge
sharing be understood in the specific context that is my organization, as this understanding
will better shape any strategies to resolve the problem. This is where this research positions
itself. Of these factors identified in the conceptual model, what specific factors are at play
and in what specific ways do they interact that cause knowledge not to be shared in my

organization.

The factors identified in the literature review are to a large extent based on people related
factors that are not quantifiable in nature and also, do not interact in a quantifiable way.
Therefore, the investigation into these factors must be qualitative in nature because | need
to gain a better understanding of the nature of these factors and how they interact in my
organizational context, by gaining an insight into the lives and lived experiences of individual
members, through listening to their first-hand account of how they have engaged with
knowledge sharing. Therefore, a qualitative method of inquiry which is best placed to ask
participants questions that draw out detailed narrations of their personal experiences and
provide the insights into their lives with knowledge sharing is an essential as a next step.
Chapter 3 outlines how action research approach and the data collection method chosen for

this research were implemented.
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Action research in its nature is cyclical and although the literature has informed the research
process so far, it is important to keep in mind that the literature review preceded my
investigation into the problem. Therefore, as | proceed to collect data and explore my
organizational reality more, | recognise that other factors may come to light that take

responsibility for the lack of knowledge sharing within my organization.

Given that this is an action research thesis, the only way to achieve this, will be for me to
engage and interact with other members of the organization as any successful solutions will
need to be backed by factual data, as well as achieved in collaboration between myself as the
researcher and other members of the organization. To achieve this, a wide array of qualitative
data will be collected using face-to-face interviews and meetings, with the hope of uncovering

answers to the questions posed in this research.
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CHAPTER 3- METHODOLOGY AND METHODS

3.1 Introduction

The preceding literature review chapter stated that the aims of the research were twofold:

1. Tounderstand the reasons why knowledge is not being shared within my organization
by investigating the factors that influence knowledge sharing.

2. To use the results of this investigation to uncover strategies to improve knowledge
sharing and ensure that the organization does knowledge sharing better, so as to

contribute to the organisational development of the company.

The investigation into the factors that influence knowledge sharing should uncover how
knowledge is perceived in the organization, how members of the organization understand
knowledge sharing individually and collectively, how their interactions promote or inhibit
knowledge sharing, what challenges they experience and what support they are given, while
trying to share their knowledge. As a researcher, this should fuel my understanding of the
reasons why knowledge is not being shared within the organization because it enables me to
uncover the issues experienced by the members of the organization within their unique
organizational context and therefore, create a greater understanding of the social

phenomena that is knowledge sharing within this given context.

This methodology chapter describes in great detail the rationale for the research
methodology used in this research on knowledge management in an organisational context.
To begin with, the philosophical position in which the research is framed and which forms the
foundation of the research design will be described by a detailed discussion of the ontological
and epistemological paradigms the research is based on. This discussion of the philosophical
position of the research will reveal why the research method was chosen, following which, a
discussion of the chosen research method of participatory action research will commence,
leading to a discussion of the research design by a description of the action research cycles.

Following this, the chapter will proceed to a discussion of the process of data collection and
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analysis and conclude with a description of the limitations of the methods chosen and finally,

the ethical issues considered.

3.2 Philosophical position

Philosophy is defined as “the use of abstract ideas and beliefs that inform our research”
(Creswell, 2013 p.16). All research, regardless of field or discipline, is grounded in a specific
set of beliefs which provide guidance for how such research should be conducted (Esterby-
Smith et al., 2012). An understanding of the philosophical position taken by a researcher is
important to the process and outcome of the research because, any philosophical position
taken by the researcher aids in the formulation of the research question (Creswell, 2013), aids
in the reasoning behind a particular research design and influences the type of data that is
required to answer the research question and also, how this data will be collected and

analysed (Esterby-Smith et al., 2012).

Philosophically, ontology and epistemology are two key areas of consideration in
management research. Ontology is the preoccupation of the nature of existence and reality,
while epistemology is the preoccupation of the different means to enquire into the essence
of the world. The ontological position taken in this research is that of ‘Relativism’, in which
the view is taken that the nature of knowledge sharing within the organization, does not have
one truth but several truths held by each individual within the organization who have their
own experience of the problem at hand (Esterby-Smith et al., 2012). This philosophical
position is taken because the successful implementation of good knowledge management in
organizations must take into account the social interactive nature of knowledge sharing
(McDermott, 1999) because the process of knowledge sharing starts with an individual who
creates the knowledge and then transfers that knowledge to another individual through a
form of social interaction (Nonaka, 2007). Therefore, it stands to reason that knowledge
sharing as a phenomenon has to be particularly unique to every individual in that process, as
every individual’s experience while passing through the knowledge sharing process may vary.

Therefore, as the research aims to gain a broader understanding of the subject matter, an
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investigation should be done into discovering what those varying unique experiences and

truths may be for each individual.

This research takes the philosophical epistemological position that reality is subjective and its
meaning is unique to the individual. Therefore, the nature of knowledge about knowledge
sharing in my organization must be understood from the perspective of its individual
members. The research takes the approach that the knowledge being sought after is not
objective in nature and hence the aim is not to uncover existing facts that point to a general
law that explains the phenomenon of a lack of knowledge sharing within this particular
organization (Creswell, 2013). Rather, the research takes the approach that the knowledge
being sought after must be understood through the complex and varied meaning that the
individuals who experience this organizational problem, give to their realities (Creswell,
2013). Therefore, the knowledge being sought after must be constructed by the individuals
involved in this research, through their interactions with others in their environment
(Creswell, 2013). This epistemological position is called ‘Social Constructivism’. The social
constructivism approach also puts aside the notion that the researcher is neutral and
observes the research at a distance, therefore, the researcher must consider how his
preconceptions and position may impact the analysis of the data (Charmaz, 2014). This is very
important, considering the Insider Action Research stance of this research, in which | must
consider how the assumptions, biases and privileges | bring into the research in my dual role
as an active member of the organization and researcher, may impact the research process

and outcome.

In designing this research, | did not adopt an approach that entails the collection of data for
the purpose of uncovering patterns among research participants with the ultimate aim of
uncovering a causality between knowledge sharing and certain factors, rather, the research
was designed to uncover how each research participant individually feels about the subject
matter and how this is informed by their interactions and communications collectively as well
as any cultural norms (Creswell, 2013), with the aim of increasing my understanding of the
situation at hand to aid in the development of a context specific solution. Therefore, whatever
patterns or themes that may arise from analysis of the data collected will be used to create a
construction of the problem in the social environment by an appreciation of the experiences

of all involved (Creswell, 2013).
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3.3 Research Design

3.3.1 Action Research

According to McTaggart, (2002) the purpose of social research, is to improve social practice.
From this ideology, it can be said that in other words, if one wants to improve a social practice,
then one wants to bring about change to that social practice. This for me, is one of the key
reasons why | chose Action Research for this research project as my ultimate goal is to bring
about the change in my social practice from an organization that does knowledge sharing

poorly to an organization that does knowledge sharing well.

“Action research is neither a method nor a technique; it is an approach to living in the world
that includes the creation of areas for collaborative learning and the design, enactment and
evaluation of liberating actions ... it combines action and research, reflection and action in an

ongoing cycle of co-generative knowledge” (Greenwood, 2007 Pg. 131).

In distinguishing Action Research from other forms of social science research methods,
McTaggart, (2002) argues that in contrast to other research methods, the action researcher
possesses a commitment to ensure that his research brings change to the body being
researched into because in action research, it is believed that an understanding of social

environments stem from the process of trying to bring about changes to it.

Action research is described by most researchers as being, “problem-focused, context specific,
participative, involves a change intervention geared to improvement, and a process based on
continuous interaction between research, action, reflection, and evaluation” (Hart, 1996 pg.

454).
Therefore, this research intends to be:

1. Problem focused: The focus of this action research project is to increase knowledge
sharing within my organization by investigating the factors that influence knowledge
sharing and using that knowledge to uncover strategies to improve knowledge sharing

and hence resolve the problem of poor knowledge sharing within my organization.
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2. Context specific: The research is conducted on a snack food manufacturing company
in Nigeria, in which the researcher is founder, owner and managing director. The
knowledge generated in this research should also bring about an improvement in the
company in such a way that it improves the working lives of all stakeholders in the

organization.

3. Participative: Other members of the organization were involved in the research and
the communication and interactions between the researcher and these members who
contributed their knowledge of the problem to the research data, generated

actionable knowledge that was used as a basis of taking action.

4. Change intervention: The outcome of this research is to bring about organizational
change in the form of better and improved knowledge sharing across the organization,
hence an improvement in the organizations’ practices. This organizational change
should come through the promotion of organizational learning brought about using

Action Research strategies to solve the problem of poor knowledge sharing.

In social constructivism, it is believed that individuals try to make sense of their world by
developing an array of subjective meanings of their experiences (Creswell, 2013). Therefore,
this research has to be designed in a manner that explores the differences in the individual
members understanding of the problem of knowledge sharing. These deeply rooted
understandings will come from each individual’s personal experience with the problem of
knowledge sharing and what it means for them in their own context. Therefore, the research
must be designed in a manner that the researcher can gain access to each individual members
meaning of the research problem by involving them in the research process. Therefore, the
independent and objective observation stance adopted by researchers of the natural sciences
is unrealistic (Esterby-Smith et al., 2012) for complex social settings such as these. The
participatory nature of the Action Research process suits this scenario and should help fulfil

the philosophical position of this research.

The idea that the only way to really understand a social system and bring about change to it,
is with the involvement of existing members of that system in the process of inquiry into that

system is a key belief shared by most proponents of Action Research. Rather than an objective
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approach to uncovering knowledge, there is a key belief that the people involved in a given
problem affecting their communities, hold a knowledge and understanding about that which
affects them, and must be trusted in addressing the issues (Brydon-Miller et al., 2003).
Therefore, conducting research on a particular social environment, without a collaboration
with the stakeholders of that environment is likely to be unsuccessful (Brydon-Miller et al.,
2003). In line with the philosophical position of social constructivism, the involvement by
other members in the research, through their experiences with the problem, should give the
researcher access to an array of subjective meanings in which to understand the complex
nature of knowledge sharing in the organization, as opposed to generating simple ideas

(Creswell, 2013).

From the combination of expert knowledge of the researcher with the local knowledge of the
stakeholders gained through their democratic involvement in the research process, action is
taken and the proceeds of those actions, interpreted and tested by the stakeholders
themselves, who are best placed to interpret and test them because they are directly
impacted by them (Brydon-Miller et al., 2003). By this process, Action Research is able to
produce more factual results than other forms of social science research methods. (Brydon-

Miller et al., 2003).

Finally, the action taken in collaboration with those involved in the issue is tied to learning
because according to Revan, (2011) increased learning occurs as action occurs. Therefore,
Action Research has learning at its core because the belief of Action researchers is that “there
can be no learning without action and, no action without learning” (Revan, 2011 pg. 85) as in
trying to understand complex social processes, learning occurs because attempting to bring
about changes to those problems triggers the need to learn about it (Zuber-Skerritt & Perry,

2002).

3.3.2 Action Research Cycles

Action Research is an emergent and iterative process, therefore, although research
commences with a stated question, the iterative process means that as the research

continues, the focus on the initial question may change (Saunders et al, 2019). This is because,
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the Action Research consists of cycles that involves the researcher first diagnosing the
problem, followed by planning action, taking action and evaluating the results of the action
(Saunders et al, 2019), before entering another cycle, where this process is repeated (Lewin,

1948). This repetitive process is captured in an Action Research cycle in Figure 2

N

Diagnosing

Evaluating Planning
action action
\ Taking A/CVdG 3
Diagnosing \ action
Evaluating Planning
action action
\ Takin /
Context Diagnosing actlor? Cycle2
and
purpose
Evaluating Planning
action action
\ - /
action Cycle 1

Figure 3. The three cycles of the action research spiral (Saunders et al., 2019).
Coghlan and Brannick, (2014) describe the Action research cycles steps as follows:

Pre-step context and purpose: All action research projects begin with this first pre-step in
which the researcher tries to understand the fundamental need for the project and thus tries
to answer the question of why change is needed. Also, the researcher tries to understand the
landscape he will be operating in, by trying to understand the nature of the external and
internal forces that will drive change, as well as what the nature of the collaborative
relationship with other participatory members of the research will look like. Finally, the

researcher has to determine what change will look like.

Diagnosing: The second step in the cycle involves the constructing of the problem as it is
understood by the stakeholders of the research, based on an articulation of planned action

to be taken.
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Planning Action: This third step in the cycle involves putting together a plan for action as

derived from the understanding of the issues gained during the pre-step and diagnosis stage.

Taking Action: This step involves conducting an intervention in the social environment under

study by implementing the action plan.

Evaluating Action: This final step in the cycle involves the examination of the results of the
action or intervention that was taken to determine if the action taken was in line with how it
was planned, if the results are as expected, as well as what was learned that will be used to
start another Action Research cycle. Further details of how the action research cycles were

designed and implemented are discussed extensively in chapter 3.7.

3.4 Ethics in Insider Action Research

There are several ethical issues that must be considered when conducting research of any
kind. Therefore, before the research was commenced, based on the University of Liverpool’s
policy on research ethics involving human participation, an ethical application for approval of
this research had to be made to the university’s ‘International Online Research Ethics
Committee’ and approval obtained as can be seen in the approval email in Appendix D. Ethical

approval was duly obtained for this research before commencement of the research.

As the author of this research, conducting action research into my own organization, which is
the subject of this study, Smyth and Holian, (2008); Holian and Coghlan, (2013) note that there

several ethical and credibility issues that need to be considered.

Preunderstanding: ‘Preunderstanding refers to such things as people’s knowledge, insights
and experience before they engage in a research programme’ (Gummesson, 2000, pg. 57). As
an insider action researcher, who is a part of the organization that | am researching, the
preunderstanding that | have is based on the knowledge | have derived from my lived
experiences with the culture and people in the organization (Coghlan and Brannick, 2014). My
familiarity with the formal and informal social structures of my organization, gives me insights
into the behaviours of members, how they interact and build personal and professional
relationships while carrying out their duties. This knowledge can be valuable because it gives

me an understanding of the informal structures and dynamics at play in the organization,
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some of which cannot be quantified and easily captured when making an inquiry into the
organization for the research purposes, but a knowledge of which may benefit the
understanding of the research problem and organizational setting. However, the
disadvantages of this preunderstanding may mean that during the interview process, | may
exert undue influence on the participant by offering leading questions that steer their
responses towards justifying the assumptions and biases which | may hold based on my
familiarity with the organization. Also, the preunderstanding | have may cloud my judgement
and impede my ability to take an objective view when assessing and critiquing the data
emerging from the research due to assumptions | may make as a result of my familiarity with
the organization. This could mean that | do not allow the real meaning of the data to emerge
as my assumptions may lead me to ascribing meaning to the data that is not factual or true.
For example, during the interview of participants, there is a possibility of making assumptions
as to the meaning of their responses and as such not dig deeper to uncover what they may
truly mean (Coghlan and Brannick, 2014). To reduce the risk of this occurring, during each
interview, | recorded the conversations and played them back to myself after the interviews
were conducted, and then, | transcribed the interview data. This way, | was able to objectively
listen to a conversation between two individuals and allow meaning emerge from the

responses | heard, thereby, putting my bias to those responses in check.

Role duality: One of the peculiarities of action research means that the clear line separating
the researcher and the researched is not as distinct as other traditional forms of research
(Coghlan and Brannick, 2014). Keeping in mind my original role as the managing director of
the organization, puts me in a position of power over the research members and it was
important to understand the nature of the challenges that were likely to arise from this
position of power, when collecting research data from employees. As my job role in my
organization has an impact on the lives of other members, the role power plays within these
relationships are an issue that cannot be glossed over and must be considered very carefully

(Coghlan and Brannick, 2014).

The risk of conducting an interview in this scenario is that employees may have been unwilling
to participate in the interview process, for fear of having to express their personal thoughts
to the Managing Director, thereby leading to a low number people accepting to be a part of

the interview. Also, my position of power may also lead employees to feel coerced to partake
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in the interview process as they fear some form of retribution from me, if they do not
participate. All of these could have detrimental effect for the research and the quality of data

generated.

In reality and as | experienced, there is no full proof way of completely eliminating these risks,
as Greenwood, et al. (1993) explains, the most the researcher can do is to set the stage for
participation by making clear the intent for participation, while also ensuring that
participatory activities are built into the research process. However, the researcher must not
impose participation on research participants, as this will be unethical (Greenwood, et al.
1993). In recruiting participants for this research, steps were taken to ensure that members
of the organization were aware that their participation was not compulsory and any decision
made by any member to not take part in the research would not be met with negative
consequences to their employment or social standing within the organization. Therefore, |
put in place a process of obtaining informed consent from the participants who wished to
participate in the research. The process that was used to obtain informed consent is detailed
in section 3.6.2. However, the process of obtaining consent did not stop at the stage where
consent forms were signed. During the interviewing process, | also made sure to pay attention
to the participants verbal and non-verbal ques that showed when they were distressed and
uncomfortable in answering any line of questioning, with the intent to stop that line of
guestioning as the case arose. | also explained to the participants that whatever their
responses or views were to the questions being asked, | would not treat them negatively
either through passing judgment on them, ascribing right or wrong to their comments or in

any other manner that made them feel uncomfortable for providing the comments.

Data management: Research data needs to be purposefully and adequately managed for a
piece of research to be considered trustworthy (Smits & Teperek, 2020). As an insider Action
Researcher, my research findings may include confidential information about members that
participated in the research, other stakeholders of the organization and the organization at
large, which must remain private. Conscious about the sensitivity of personal information, |
ensured to remove any details from the reporting that could be used to personally identify
any member of the organization, thereby, guaranteeing the participants anonymity. For
example, rather than using individual names, | ascribed a participant number to each

interview participant. Also, the interviews were conducted in a separate room in the
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organization, with no access by other members of the organization during the interview
periods. This was done to further protect the identities of each interview participant from
other members of the organization and guard against any adverse effects, both psychological

and physical, that they may be exposed to, as a result their participation in the research.

The research data was stored in an offsite location, away from the office building where the
data was collected, on a personal password protected laptop, where no other individual had
access to it, except the researcher. This provided some level of physical protection for the
data from anyone who may try to access the data maliciously for the purpose of viewing the

participants personal information.

3.5 Research Methods

Qualitative research

As described in in section 3.2, my philosophical position holds that | believe that truth and
reality is subjective and the way we understand our environment is relative to the individual.
Hence, my conceptualization, understanding and lived experiences of knowledge sharing
within my organization may be starkly different from those of other members of the
organization. Although as a member of my organization, my lived experience informs my
conceptualization that there is a problem of knowledge sharing within my organization and
as such my belief in its impact being detrimental to the success of the organization, this may

very well not be the way others in my organization think.

Therefore, | am inquiring into my organizational problem not by imposing my views and
beliefs on other members of the organization but by trying to understand and interpret how
other members of the organization view the reality of this problem, the nature of the problem
and how they interact within the context of the organization. Hence my role within this
research has to be that of an observer, trying to interpret the ever-changing social
construction around me (Creswell, 2013). With this in mind, a qualitative method of inquiry

was best suited to achieve this aim.
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Cram & Mertens, (2015) describes qualitative research as an interpretive form of research
that sees the researcher located within the social phenomenon under study, with the aim of
trying to understand and make sense of the phenomenon, within the context of how
members of that society subjectively make sense of that phenomenon. Furthermore,
qualitative research should be used when a complex problem needs to be investigated with
the aim of gaining a greater understanding of the problem by exploring factors which are not

easily measurable (Creswell, 2013).

To commence a qualitative research study, philosophical assumptions are made about the
problem under investigation and informed by the use of a theoretical framework, to interpret
the meaning that individuals experiencing the problem, give to the problem (Creswell, 2013).
Afterwards, data can be collected from research participants in their natural setting through
various representative methods such as face to face interviews and meetings (Creswell,
2013), which was used in this research. An emergent process is followed which sees that data
analysed to uncover themes that emerge across participants experiences with the problem

(Creswell,2013).

Qualitative studies are best conducted when no or partial theories exist about a given
phenomenon, from previous research. Hence, in the case of my organisational problem,
although the problem of poor knowledge sharing within organizations have been researched
in the past and extensively covered in the literature review chapter of this thesis, however,
my study will try to understand this problem in the unique context of my organization and

hence uncover context specific solutions.

Considering the use of action research as the research principle for this research, the
characteristics of a qualitative research method aligns with the principles of action research

in the following ways:

e Qualitative data is collected in the natural setting of the participants experiencing the
social problem. Action research sees the researcher immerse himself in the natural
world of the research participant, observing in close proximity and not from afar.
Therefore, qualitative methods of data collection will aid the action researcher in
collecting up close and personal data of the subjects of his research and engage in

one-on-one interaction with research subjects.
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e Action research aims to uncover solutions to problems by collaboration with those
being directly affected by the problem. This ensures that solutions to problems are
not generic in nature but are context specific and as such may be more successful in
ensuring long term change as there is a greater chance of achieving buy-in to the
resolution of the problem from members of the organization who collaborated with

the researcher.

e Action research also aims to bring power to the less powerful and marginalised in
society and conducting qualitative research using representative forms of data
collection such as interviews etc, ensure that the voices of those that may not be
regularly heard in society, due to the nature of power within their societies, are given

a chance to be heard (Creswell, 2013).

3.6 Research Process

3.6.1 Data Collection Method

Typically, qualitative researchers choose between several data collection methods ranging
from observations, interviews, participation, and the analysis of documents. However, there
are several forms of qualitative study which determine how the researcher will interact with
the research participants, how many participants will be ideal for the research and the

method the researcher will employ to collect data from participants.

Given my philosophical positioning and choice of research methods, the data collection
method | choose to use should give me data with characteristics that provide me insights to
the views and opinions of the research participants, thereby, providing me with more
knowledge on the problem of knowledge sharing within my organization (Esterby-Smith et

al., 2012).

To achieve this, | chose to conduct in depth face to face semi structured interviews as the
primary data collection method as it was best placed to provide me with data that gives me

insight into the views and opinions of the research participants. After which, meetings in the
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form of action planning groups were used as a forum to discuss the themes uncovered from
the interview data and generate solutions. The interview was structured in a semi-formal way
with broad questions asked with the aim of understanding the lived experiences of the

research participants in relation to any knowledge sharing issues they may have encountered.

Finally, although participant observation is a popular choice among qualitative researchers, |
chose not to conduct participant observations as part of my data collection methods,
because, in studies that use participant observations, although the researcher is immersed in
the research environment, he does not interfere or interact with the environment he is
observing and merely observes, taking notes and recording the behaviour of participants as
well as any relevant events (Creswell, 2013). This independent observation will be unrealistic
to achieve because, | am an active participant of the setting being observed and my presence
in that setting for observational purposes will cause me to interfere or interact consciously or
unconsciously. Firstly, since | am the managing director with managerial duties which involve
supervision, while observing participants carry out their job tasks, | may be required at
intervals to give instruction or interact in some way, in order that they conduct their tasks
appropriately. This interaction would have an effect on the social setting being observed in a
manner that changes the behaviour of the participants under observation. Secondly, even if |
do not interact with the participants, as the Managing Director lurking on the side, observing
and recording people’s activities, there is an increased chance of a change in behaviour of the
participants, as my position of authority and power could elicit behaviour that would

otherwise not be the case if | was not present in their social setting.

3.6.2 Data Collection Process

At the time of commencing data collection, the organization has 59 employees across 3
departments of production, administration & human resources, and sales, who all carry out
their daily functions from the headquarters of the organization which is located in Lagos, a

state in Nigeria.

To ensure participant consent to willingly partake in the research and to ensure the privacy

of participant data, a series of steps were followed to recruit the research participants.
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Participant recruitment commenced with a written notice about the research being posted
on the company notice board with full view and easy access by all members of the
organization. This notice described the purpose of the research both as a requirement to fulfil
the doctorate degree program of the researcher and also, for the purpose of solving an
organizational problem. Additionally, the notice made known the criteria set by the
researcher to be fulfilled by those members who wished to participate in the study, while also
making clear the criterion that will result in a member being excluded from participating in

the research.

The notice also detailed the ways in which the researcher aimed to interact with the research
participants using face to face in depth semi-structured interviews and group meeting. It was
made clear that this method was the primary data collection method and the only way the

researcher planned to collect data from participating members of the organization.

Although there existed a minimal physical and psychological risk to the participant from
participating in this research, it was made clear in the notice that all information revealed
during their participation, will be confidentially held and also, there would be no detrimental
effect to their jobs or organizational standing as a result of their participation. Finally, they
were free to pull out of the research at any time they felt under any form of physical risk or

psychological risks.

To avoid any form of coercion both real or perceived, it was also made known in the notice
that participants who were willing to take part in the research should make first contact with
the human resource manager. Upon participant contact, the human resource manager
matched each participant against the inclusion criteria set for participation and provided the
participants with the participant information sheet, which provided more details about the
research. A consent form was then signed by the participant and after which, a date given to
the participant for a face-to-face interview with the researcher. Using this process of
participant recruitment, 13 research participants willingly volunteered and were successfully
recruited for the research. This process of making first contact with human resources was
done to reduce the risk of participants feeling pressured or coerced to participate in the
research, such that they may feel, if they had to make first contact with the Managing
Director. Any questions they needed answered could be more freely put forward to human

resources and if they wished to withdraw from participation, they could do so without my
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knowledge that they ever intended to participate in the first place. Therefore, reducing any

perceived fear they may have of a backlash from me.

3.6.3 Population Sample

The determination as to what number of participants to be used in any research study is
guided by a variety of factors (Morse, 2000). These factors include but are not limited to topics
recently covered in this chapter such as the type and extent of the study being conducted, its
philosophical underpinnings and the nature of the phenomenon under investigation, as well
as the quality of the data to be collected and the quantity of data to be obtained from each
participant, the type of qualitative method the research is designed on, how many times each
participant will be interviewed and the use of any shadowed data (Morse, 2000). Although it
is impossible to predict the sample size in advance, the following paragraphs aims to argue

the case for the sample achieved for this research study.

The total number of participants in the study were 13 (N=13). The participants selected
consisted of the total number of participants who accepted and consented to being part of
the research, by way of signing and returning the participant consent form and are not the
total number of employees in the organization, which at the time of this research stood at 59
people. These participants came solely from the head office of the organization and all
participants had been working in the organization for at least one year. All participants
nationalities are Nigerian, although not by design, as all employees in the organization are

Nigerian nationals. However, the participants are a mixture of several Nigerian ethnic groups.

The participants are both male (N=10) and female (N=3) and this variance between genders
is only as a result of the characteristic of the population that agreed to partake in the research
and that meet the research participation criteria, rather than any specific reason of the
researcher. The proportion of male to female is not representative of the population of the
organization as the organization has close to a 50/50 split between male and female

employees at any given time.

All 13 participants recruited for the research adequately represent the three departments of

the organization, namely; production, administration & human resources, and sales.
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Considering that the use of face-to-face interviews as a data collection tool is to gain an insight
into the experience of participants from their point of view, it is important to keep the number
of participants limited as Onwuegbuzie & Leech, (2007) notes that qualitative researchers
must have a concise and manageable sample size as too large of a sample size will inhibit their
ability to obtain adequately robust data. Therefore, the emphasis during the interviews was
to ensure the participants felt relaxed to discuss and thus give full, vivid accounts of their

experiences with the research problem, therefore aiding in the collection of rich data.

Table 1. Research participants

CODE ‘ DESIGNATION DEPARTMENT GENDER LENGTH OF SERVICE
Manager 1 Manager Administration & HR | M 5 years
Manager 2 Manager Sales M 4 years
Manager 3 Manager Production M 1 year
Supervisor 1 Supervisor Administration & HR | F 4 years
Supervisor 2 Supervisor Administration & HR | M 2 years
Supervisor 3 Supervisor Production F 4 years
Supervisor 4 Supervisor Production M 4 years
Supervisor 5 Supervisor Production M 3 years
Utility officer 1 Utility officer Administration & HR | F 3 years
SalesRep 1 Sales Rep Sales M 2 years
Sales Rep 2 Sales Rep Sales M 1 year
Production officer 1 Prqduction line Production M 3 years
officer
Production officer 2 Prc?duction line Production M 2 years
officer

It is important to mention that because we are a small organization with few employees, the
closeness of the workforce, mean that what may seem like an insignificant piece of personal
information, may give away the anonymity of the research participants. Therefore, to ensure
anonymity, the details of the participants described in this table could not be expatiated on,

to avoid revealing who the participants may be.
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3.7 Action Research Cycle

The Action Research cycle will showcase the process of Action Research the research has

taken by detailing the action research process in a distinct cycle.

3.7.1 Preliminary step

A preliminary step occurred with the aim of gaining a better understanding of the nature of
the knowledge sharing problems that exist within the organization in real time by discovering
the potential causes for the knowledge sharing problems that exists, introducing the concept
of knowledge sharing to the organization to facilitate the thinking of the employees and aid
their construction of the problem, while also gaining feedback that aided my reconstruction

of the problem as | moved forward into the data collection phase in the action research cycle.

Figure 4. Preliminary step.

Preliminary Steps
Timeline

Diagnosis

Literature Review

Evaluation and Reflection

Introduction to
the organization and
meeting with managers.

Evaluation of feedback
obtained & Reflection

Intervention

Fact finding forum with
front line

employees on the issues
of knowledge sharing.
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Activity 1: Problem diagnosis- The literature review conducted earlier in the research process
was the first activity of the preliminary steps. The literature review process uncovered
knowledge about knowledge sharing from existing literature by integrating the findings of
previously conducted research on the subject matter. The literature review provided insights
into the nature of knowledge sharing in organizations and the major factors that impact
knowledge sharing between individuals in organization, which are, the characteristics of
knowledge, motivation to share, scenario/opportunities to share and culture of the
organization. The literature revealed that though these factors were all important, however,
the culture of the organization was the setting in which other factors were given meaning.
The literature revealed the complexity of knowledge sharing by providing an insight into the
relationship between these factors and how they impact knowledge sharing individually and
collectively. This knowledge gained from the literature review process, set the scene for the

methodology of research.

Activity 2: Introduction and Problem diagnosis meetings with senior managers- To introduce
the research into the organization, initial meetings were held with the three departmental
managers and specific details of the research scope, time frame and resources commitment
were disclosed with the aim of gaining mutual understanding, while also soliciting their buy-
in. | subsequently met with each manager individually, to discuss the nature of the problem
within their individual departments and any reasonable causes for the problem they were
aware of, with the aim of exploring the general background of the problem. All the managers
agreed that poor knowledge sharing was a problem worth resolving within the organization.
The effects of the problem of a lack of knowledge sharing were evident, as one manager

stated “without adequate knowledge flow, the company cannot grow”.

Activity 3: Discussion forums with frontline employees- | held a general discussion forum with
all employees about the research that will be undertaken over the number of months that
was planned. As the leader of the organization, it was important that employees heard
directly from me so as to eliminate any hearsays and conflict that may occur. This discussion
forum was held primarily to introduce the concept of knowledge sharing to the frontline
employees and to create an awareness and buy-in about the research. The forum also created
an environment of openness about the research, in which employees could freely ask

guestions, which in turn, in my opinion, just from the observation of the occupants of the
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room, improved the feeling of trust about the research. What was also evident during the
forum was that the introduction of the concept of knowledge sharing facilitated the front-line
employees thinking about the problems they were facing within the organization and
increased their interest in the research, which was later evident in the interview stage of the

research.

From the discussion forum, it was clear that frontline members of the organization wanted
their voices heard by management and used the forum to express both related and unrelated
matters of the research. This adds to evidence that frontline members feel that they are not
provided the avenue to pass information and ultimately their knowledge up the

organizational hierarchy.

Activity 4: Feedback evaluation and reflection- Keeping in mind that the meetings and
discussion forum was the first time | had entered into a formal conversational exchange with
other members of the organization regarding the problem of poor knowledge sharing within
the organization, the feedbacks received helped to reshape my conceptualization of the
problem and frame the concept of the problem in a real life setting within my organization.
From the discussions, it was evident that poor knowledge sharing among employees both
vertically and horizontally along the organizational hierarchy existed and was a problem for
the members of the organization and the organization as a whole. However, some of my
earlier assumptions about the problem where challenged. For example, prior to commencing
the research, | had always assumed that the departmental managers and some key senior
staff were solely responsible for poor communication to their subordinates while also
withholding their knowledge and not sharing what they know with their subordinates, for the
sole purpose of being indispensable to the organization and securing their employment
against any future challenges from their subordinates. Therefore, | assumed that other junior
members of the organization who formed most of the organization’s members were just
victims of poor knowledge sharing within the organization and to address this problem, | had
to focus on tackling this issue with a few managers and senior staff. However, as discussions
ran along, it became clearer to me that poor knowledge sharing was a systemic problem

involving most members of the organization.

It was also evident in the forums that some employees may use the interview process as an
avenue to express their discontent about other organizational matters not relating to
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knowledge sharing. Therefore, while also ensuring that data was collected in a manner that
allowed the participants to freely express themselves and divulge information that would
provide a rich set of data for analysis, it was also important that the interview process had
some structure, to avoid a derailment of the interview process by participants. Hence, this
helped shape the structure of the data collection method that followed and the use of semi

structured interview questions.

3.7.2 Action research cycle

The Action Research cycle highlighted in figure 3 commenced with the face-to-face interview
for the purpose of data collection with the outcome of this cycle being to use data to inform
an intervention strategy and further recommendation for action. Below is a summary of each

step taken in the Action Research cycle.

Figure 5. Action Research cycle.

Action Research Cycle Timeline

Diagnosis

Interviews

Evaluation & Reflectio

Management recommendation Diagnosis

Analysis and evaluation
of interview data

Evaluation & Reflection

Evaluation and reflection
after intervention

Planning

Intervention
Action planning meetings

Intervention with senior managers

and key staff
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Activity 1: Interviews

The face-to-face semi-structured in-depth interview commenced in January 2020 with a 30
minutes interview time forecasted for each participant, however, most interviews went on
for close to an hour. Each interview was conducted in a private meeting room at the company
headquarters with only myself as the researcher and the interviewee present in the room.
The interviews were recorded using an audio recording device and an interview journal was
also used to manually take notes of the participants responses to the interview questions. In
recording the interview responses on both the audio device and interview journal, a code
name was assigned to each participant and hence the interviewees names, age, gender, or

job description was not mentioned in the recordings.

Although this research’s goals are clear, however, | could not just pose a direct question to
the interviewees by asking them to list the factors that are causing knowledge not to be
shared freely in the organization or to lay out strategies for the organization to do knowledge
sharing better. This is because they may have never previously conceived knowledge sharing
as a problem or if they have, they may not even know the solution to this problem. Therefore,
the research problem must be broken down into a line of questioning that will be better
understood by the interviewees, based on their individual experiences in the organization

(Rubin and Rubin, 2004).

As it was clear from the literature review stage that knowledge sharing is a complex
phenomenon with several factors and dimensions at play, the interview question was
designed in a way that allowed the interviewees the freedom to paint as best as they could,
a broad and detailed narrative or story of their views, experiences, feelings, attitudes, and
actions as it related with knowledge sharing in order to understand the complete complexity
of the phenomenon as they experienced it. | adopted a style of interviewing that Rubin and
Rubin, (2004) termed ‘responsive interviewing’ in which the goal is to draw out details of
“what happened?”, thereby, producing a depth of responses. Responsive interviewing is used
when the researcher is not looking to draw out definitive answers from the interviewees,
rather the aim is to encourage the interviewees to express how they understand their
experiences (Rubin and Rubin, 2004). Therefore, the main interview question was designed
to focus on the research problem and to allow interviewees to speak freely in story form

about their experiences and understanding and then, from their stories, without forcefully
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trying to take control of the conversation (Rubin and Rubin, 2004), | guided them using
focused follow-up questions to provide further depth by way of explanations, on any
information | particularly sought after from their responses. This led to the formulation of the

main interview question as follows:
“Briefly describe your experience with knowledge sharing since you joined this organization”.

However, variations to this question were also used for some participant who required
further clarifications of the question. This question was framed in a manner that encouraged
a conversation with the interviewees and largely allowed them the free hand to structure
their own responses to the question. The question is framed to understand the feelings and
attitudes of participants to the idea of knowledge sharing and any organizational structures

or features that may exist to facilitate or discourage knowledge sharing.

Also, this line of questioning is in keeping with the social constructivist philosophical principle
underpinning this research, as my aim was to understand the way the individuals experiencing
the phenomena have constructed and made sense of their reality about the phenomenon
and then try to interpret that reality. The nature of this interview question and the broad

responses it was designed to elicit, fed into that objective.

With this initial question, there started to be a surfacing of the challenges being faced by the
interviewees with regards to knowledge sharing within the organization. As answers were
given to the initial broad question, | allowed those answers to inform the follow up questions
that enabled a more detailed exploration of important concepts that were being uncovered

from the interviewee’s responses.

However, asking follow up questions in a manner that gave too much significance to the
guestion may unwittingly coerce the participant to place too much emphasis on the concept
under investigation, in a manner that causes a reinforcement of theirs or my bias. Therefore,
although some concepts that were uncovered in the literature review process were also
emerging during the interview process and hence important to investigate further by the use

of follow up questions, it was important to avoid forcefully steering the interview myself.

A setback | experienced during the interview was some hesitation and unwillingness by a few

participants to explore some topics in great detail and provide more detailed answered that
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would aid in better analysis of the problem. It is my opinion that this unwillingness did not
stem from an unwillingness to fully participate in the interview process or disclose certain
information, however, it may have stemmed from some interviewees being uncomfortable
disclosing certain information. For example, discussions about topics related to the nature of
the relationship between an interviewee and his/her manager, provided a challenge for some
interviewees. When asked why they hesitated to provide more information on questions that
related to their subordinates, their responses were centred around not wanting to reveal any
information that would have negative consequences for their superiors and in turn reflect

badly on the interviewee and his/her standing in the organization.

Although it had been made clear to interviewees that any information they provide will be
treated confidentially and will in no way be used to as the basis of retribution on them or any
other employee, | had anticipated that some interviewees might still hold back some
information due to fear of retribution. In my opinion, there is no way to eliminate this fear
completely and hence its effect on the data collection process, however, one of my roles
during the interview was to keep reassuring the interviewees of the very low risk associated
with their action to participate in the research and, to stop any line of questioning that they

felt uncomfortable with.

These issues described in the preceding paragraphs although only occurring in a small number
of participants provided a challenge of obtaining data that fully captured and uncovered the
subjective views of the participants in question with regards to the problem of knowledge

sharing within the organization.

Immediately the interviews were concluded, transcribing the audio recordings commenced
and once this was done, a review of the interview recordings and notes were conducted with
the aim of reviewing my interview techniques to ensure that | had not coerced or unduly
steered the interview along a predetermined path. Also, the mapping of emerging themes
commenced from the analysis of the interview data recorded and some interview participants
were contacted to clarify or shed some more light on remarks they had made during the

interview, which may not have been clearly captured by the audio recording.
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Activity 2: Analysis and evaluation of interview data: The audio data from the recorded
interviews were first transcribed word-for-word into a written format and the main themes
noted as they emerged using a manual coding (Strauss and Corbin, 1998; Charmaz, 2014)
procedure in which | would look through the data line by line, highlighting segments to
identify meanings of what was being said by the interviewee. Manually going through the
data also helped me identify areas that needed further depth in the interviewee response and
areas | needed to explore further, which led to contacting some participants to provide
further clarity on certain points. This initial process helped me ensure that | looked through
every piece of transcript data before subsequently inputting the data into the NVIVO data

analysis software which was used as the main data analysis tool for coding.

As will be detailed in chapter 4 section 2, through the use of coding tools, the interview data
was compiled and categorised into themes for easy analysis and to uncover the trends in the
data. The vast amount of data revealed several factors causing poor knowledge sharing in the
organization, and showed the complex interlinked nature of these factors as they all
contributed in varying degrees to the problem. However, if a realistic solution was to be
uncovered and implemented, then the organization needs to focus on immediately tackling
one or two factors that would bring in the most buy-in from its members. If improved, would
simultaneously have an impact on the improvements of other factors that are not directly
tackled. Thereby saving the management time and resources in trying to tackling the

resolution of several factors.

Activity 3: Action planning meeting with managers and key subordinates: With the
information generated from the interview data analysis and the emerging themes that
resulted, an action planning group comprising of myself, senior managers and key
subordinates involved in the research process was put together to discuss the data emanating
from the research, its meaning and what should be done to improve knowledge sharing, given
the evidence now at hand. All the members of this group consisted of all interview
participants that had already consented to be part of the research, so a new participant
recruitment did not have to take place. Also, | felt it necessary to involve already interviewed
participants because it was the data that emerged from their interviews that formed the
bases of the discussions that would be had in the group. Therefore, | could get further depth

and clarity on several themes that | needed to explore further. However, | made sure to
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inform the participants not to discuss their involvement in the interview stages with other
participants, while in the group meeting. Thereby maintaining anonymity of who participated
in the interview stages. | acted only in a moderator’s roles during the meeting by first sharing
the nature of the data that was beginning to emerge from the research and then opening the
floor to discussions, only stepping in to ask questions when | needed clarity on aspects of the
discussions that were taking place. This moderator role | played was important because firstly,
it reduced the risk of influencing the outcomes of the discussions and secondly, it helped the
group stay focused on the topic and not drift to other discussions about other organizational

issues that are not relevant to the research.

The members of this Action planning group suitably represented the larger intra
organizational groups of senior, mid-level and junior organizational members in which they
belong because it was important to select members that represented each of these intra
organizational groups since the interview data revealed that individuals experienced

knowledge sharing differently at different levels of the organization.

Therefore, to further make sense of the data and come up with solutions that would be
practical across the organization, it was important that a representation of all voices was
involved in this action group. This group became involved in the cycle of planning, taking
action, observing the effects of those actions and reflecting on the outcomes. Activity 3 is

explored in detail in chapter 5, section 5.2.

Activity 4: Intervention: Chapter 5 section 2 will detail how the research data informed my
decision to take action and intervene in my organization to try to improve knowledge sharing.
This action involved my direct intervention in making some personal communication and
reporting behavioural changes within the organization communication and reporting
structure. The effects of this intervention went further to inform longer term actions that

must be taken to improve the culture of knowledge sharing within the organization.

As the data analysis continued and themes emerged that focused the narrative of some of
the factors that affected the organizations members ability to share their knowledge, these
themes were shared with participants of the Action planning group for discussion. As
discussions continued, it became evident from the conversational leanings of most members

in the group that of the variety of factors being discussed, the communication and reporting
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style of the Managing Director was a pressing problem that needed to be tackled first, keeping
the timeframe of the research in mind. Two members of the group, a manager, and a
supervisor both suggested that a first step to intervene be taken by the Managing Director in
the form of allowing all communications regarding work functions to flow in strict adherence
to the organizations reporting hierarchy standards for a period, to see its impact on the
organization and knowledge sharing. Subsequently, intervention occurred in a simple process
of personally and consciously making the effort to allow communication and reporting be
done in line with the organizations reporting hierarchy standards. Ensuring that all job-related
communication and reporting needs in the form of questions, enquiries, daily task reporting,
information needed to resolve task problems etc and all other work-related information

needs by junior subordinates be only directed at their immediate superiors and vice versa.

Activity 5: Evaluation and reflection of intervention: The evaluation and reflection of the
intervention was done personally as an insider researcher and together as an action research
group. Since the intervention was done by focusing on one factor that emerged from the data
as being impactful on knowledge sharing in the organization, it was easier to focus our
evaluation and reflections on the results of this single intervention. It was clear from the
outcome of the intervention the individuals cannot easily change their behaviours overnight
and do knowledge sharing better immediately. This knowledge meant that further
intervention action needed to be taken to steer individuals to engage in knowledge sharing
and kick start the process of adopting a knowledge sharing culture. It was also clear that the
factors that impacted knowledge sharing are interlinked, as although the intervention was on
communication and reporting styles, elements of power and trust also impacted upon how
we communicated in a manner that hindered knowledge sharing. Lastly, it was also evident
that as the founder and managing director of the organization, my style of communication

and reporting had a detrimental impact on knowledge sharing in the organization.

Activity 6: Management recommendation and closing meetings- Through the analysis and

evaluation of the research data as well as the evaluation of the outcome of the intervention,
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a recommendation for future action was made as a next step to management action, once

the research and thesis writing stage is over.

The gap of knowledge still existing in the organization and the individual reluctance by
members of the organization to bridge that gap portrays the complex nature of knowledge
sharing and the difficulty in improving it. This means that further intervention needs to be
taken in the medium term to force a kick start of the knowledge sharing process and start the
change of the culture to one that does knowledge sharing better. Therefore, it is
recommended that a knowledge broker be introduced to the organization with an immediate
task of physically taking knowledge from where it is held, to where it is needed. Thereby,

facilitating the knowledge sharing process (Ward et al., 2009).

3.8 Data Analysis

In this section, | will be detailing my approach to the analysis of the data collected from
participants in the interview exercise. | will outline the reasons behind my choice of data
analysis technique, using examples, | will also detail the steps of my analysis, the coding
process and eventually, | will explain the findings that culminated from the analysis and what

they mean for the research.

For the analysis of the data collected, | chose to use the constant comparative method of
analysis, which, using an example, | will go through in further detail in section 4.4. My choice
of data analysis techniques was based on the need to best interpret and explain the significant
amount of data collected during the data collection process and present a credible
intervention strategy to tackle the phenomenon of a lack of knowledge sharing in my

organization.

3.8.1 Constant Comparative Method
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The constant comparative method adopts a mixed or combined format of analysis by
combining coding and the development of theory (Glaser, 1965). Although the constant
comparative method is largely used by grounded theorists, | believe that some of its
techniques hold true for an action research study such as this. This is because, grounded
theorists and action researchers have similar purposes as they both aim to interpret a social
phenomenon and inductively deduce an understanding from that given context. However,
the deviation in both these research methods become apparent at the culminating point of
the analysis. The grounded theorists aim is to develop a theory from the data collected (Glaser
and Strauss 1967), however, the action researchers aim is to develop an intervention plan for
practice, that is grounded in the data collected (Rolfe 1996). Rolfe, (1996) notes that although
there is still a culmination in theory in the action research method, however, this theory is
localised to the practice under study. | relied on the constant comparative method because it
outlines a clear technique and sequence for managing data in a manner that is thorough and

gives credibility to the resulting conclusions and intervention plan.

3.8.2 Familiarization with the data

Early on during the data collection process, | started to familiarise and refamiliarize myself
with the data by reading the text-based data | had recorded in my journal, re-reading the
interview transcripts and, playing back and listening to the voice recordings of the interviews
after each interview and subsequently, over the preceding days and weeks. These
refamiliarization exercises lasted the duration of the research from the onset of the data

collection process. | continued this process throughout the duration of the research.

This was important as reading back through the transcripts of individuals interviews, the
relationships between each individual’s lived experiences with one another started to
become apparent and painted a clearer picture of the status quo of knowledge sharing from
the eyes of the individual and also the collective organization. At some point, it was akin to

reading about a story but from multiple perspectives of the same incident.
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3.8.3 Coding

Creswell, (2013) advocates that as a qualitative researcher, my approach to coding the data
must stem from my aim of uncovering the meaning that the participants have about the
problem of knowledge sharing within the organization and not the meaning that | as the
researcher make from the issue. Therefore, the first step in uncovering the meaning behind
the data is to uncover themes within the abundantly rich data | have collected which highlight
the participants perspective of the issue of knowledge sharing within my organization. |
achieved this through the use of a coding process that aided in organising the data by the use
of codes, which means to label and categorise all the data, so that each code may reflect the

various emerging themes contained in the data.

Firstly, as | read through the interview transcripts, | utilised an open coding process (Strauss
and Corbin, 1998), using a manual coding procedure in which | would manually make
highlights by underlining key sentences on the interview transcript. | highlighted key emerging
themes and grouped these together into core categories or phenomenon in my memo. These
core categories represented key themes emerging from the data. | used manual coding
initially, as my initial analysis of the data was aimed at understanding the general impression,
perception or conceptualization of the idea of knowledge and the factors that cause
knowledge not be shared within the organization. With the open coding process, these
concepts were then categorized into themes based on their similarities and named to reflect
their underlying meaning as it relates to knowledge sharing. By no means was this open
coding a final coding process. However, at this stage, everything had been looked at and the
open coding was sufficient to draw up core categories that formed the foundation of theory
(Strauss and Corbin, 1998) and fundamentally painted a broad picture of what was happening

with knowledge sharing within the organization and the key phenomenon to explore further.

After the initial categorization, it became evident that | needed to expand my understanding
of the nature of the core categories or core phenomenon identified in the open coding
process. It was clear that these core phenomena did not come to being on their own and also,
did not exist in isolation of themselves as interacting with the data and recalling my
interactions with participants | gleaned that there was more to these core phenomena. This

meant going back into the data and using the Axial coding method with the aid of a qualitative
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analysis computer software called NVIVO, to explore further categories and understand how
these categories are linked to the set of core phenomenon identified earlier. Axial coding
according to Strauss and Corbin, (1990) was the best fit for me because the characteristics of
the categories it identifies i.e., causal conditions, strategies, intervening conditions and
consequences, mirrored how | wanted to understand my data further. | needed to understand
what kind of relationships existed between categories and the core phenomenon, in
particular, what caused these core phenomena and how did they come to be, how do
members of the organization interact with and handle the core phenomenon, how do
members of the organization try to influence the core phenomenon and what context the
phenomenon occurred. NVIVO was more capable at sorting and organising the more complex
data collected from the research participants. Thereby, removing the laborious and time-

consuming nature of the coding process at this stage.

Using the Axial coding aided my analysis of the data to improve my understanding of how,
why, where and when knowledge was not being shared within the organization because it
was able to reveal the complex interlinked nature of categories and how they influenced one

another to cause the problem under investigation.

The final stage of the coding process was in the refining of the categories that emerged from
the Open and Axial coding process, in which a process of selective coding (Strauss and Corbin,
1998) was used as an integrating tool to group the categories that reflected a central theme

in the data into a core category.

3.8.4 Theme/Category Development

To help develop the categories, | relied on guidance from my research questions and themes
that emerged from my literature review. The constant comparative method was then used to

conduct the analysis by following these key steps below:

Example of Constant Comparison and coding process in my analysis:
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Step 1. Provisional codes were created from meanings arising from statements in the

responses of participants in the interview transcript.

What is key in the constant comparison method is that when each incident is coded and added
to a category, the researcher must compare that newly coded incident to previously coded
incidents in the category, before coding of other incidents continues (Glaser, 1965). The
results of constantly comparing these incidents are that the full spectrum of the dynamics of
the category starts to emerge as the conditions that fuel or diminish that category starts to
be understood, the relationship between that category and other categories become obvious

as well as other characteristics of the category start becoming clearer to see (Glaser, 1965).

Figure 6. Inductive categorization

Inductive categorization:
Involved reading the interview transcripts to identify initial themes that are emerging.

Example of criteria for inclusion into a category:

Q. Just %enerallv how has been your experience of knowledge sharing in the organization
personally

Supervisor 1 rresponse:

Internal competition and

Personally, in the [organization] the sharing of the knowledge is kind of secretive in the Rivalry

[organlzatlon] because most people most of us, we do what we know, we don't really

transfer it to_others like letting others know. We try to keep it to oursel\.res and in the
[organization] it has not been helping at all.

themselves, which | believe is not helping the organisation.

Q. What has been your experience with knowledge sharln ? Or Knowledge Management
how peaple share knowleage in the organlzatlon? Persona ly, as you have experienced it.

Supervisor 5 response:

I would say it is a Nigerian thing. Transferring knowledge. Because we are taught that

knowledge is power. So, they believe when they share knowledge. They are actually
empowering the person. Fear of a loss of power

And for me, It's a very big problem. And that is why there is no busmess in Nigeria.
In{flgenous busmess That has lasted over 50 years. i peoy
Qor o 2 J

if he has that knowledge. So for instance in the marketlng aspect they feel that |f you
now what they know, it is an added Advantage for you. So, | feel they want you to
discover it by yourself.
Once the categories were assigned, | looked back and forth between each category to ensure

that the statements contained within them, shared similar meanings. In summation, this first

step involved comparing statements and categorizing them.

In constantly comparing statements in the categorizing of for example, a ‘Fear of a loss of

power’, the properties of the category started to emerge. For example, it was found that some
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members of the organization who had a fear of losing power to other members, were
specifically afraid that their loss of power would lead to a loss in their political advantage. It

also became clear under what conditions the fear of a loss of political advantage can occur.

Step 2. Category Refinement

As the data analysis process continues, the researcher must progress from the comparison of
new coded incidents with previously coded incidents, to the comparison of incidents to

manifesting properties of the category in which that incident belongs to (Glaser, 1965).

For example, from comparing statement to statement in the first stage, under the fear of a
loss of power, it was found that members of the organization who feared losing power,
specifically were concerned about what the loss of power would mean to their political
advantage. Therefore, in the category refinement process, once it was discovered that the
loss of political advantage was an important factor to the fear of a loss of power, | could

understand how the fear of a loss of political advantage affects the fear of losing power.

Figure 7. Category refinement

Code Example

Manager 1: "Because some people feel once they have a particular knowledge, which they
feel other people don't have, they tend to feel that without them, the organization cannot

Political Advantage _
survive".

Supervisor 4: "So everybody wants to be on top | am saying | am the one that do this this is
my work | am the one that do it so you are not supposed to know how [ achieve it".

Production officer 1: “Some of all he operators that have trained cannot handle it. He will
not allow them to call us when [the supervisor] goes there and sees, he will take his phone
and send a message to the Managing Director and make someone feel like they don’t know
what he is doing™.

The interviewee is trying to explain incidents that occur in which when there is a breakdown
in a machine, the shift supervisor deliberately refuses to draw the attention of the
maintenance supervisor, rather, the shift supervisor would place a call directly to the
Managing Director, to report the incident, thereby creating an impression in the mind of the
Managing Director that the maintenance supervisor does not know how to do his job.
Therefore, putting himself in a better light than the maintenance supervisor.
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Step 3. Exploring the relationships that exist across categories

The coding process is refined further and codes that exhibit similarities are grouped under
one core category. For example, codes that related to the Power of the individual such as
political advantage and employment security were grouped under the core category of

‘Power’. This is detailed out in Table 2 section 4.6.

3.9 Conclusion

This chapter has so far articulated the methodological choices | have made for this research
process. Being informed by the literature review phase, | needed to design a research
methodology that would see the factors that impact knowledge sharing informed and
investigated through the meanings given by those who have experienced the problem of
knowledge sharing in the organization. This was important because this research positions
itself to uncover how the factors that impact knowledge sharing do so in the specific context
of the organization, so as to inform the generation of a solution to the problem. Therefore, to
begin with, the ontological and epistemological position in which the research is framed and
which forms the philosophical position of the research design is ‘Relativism’ and “social
constructivism” (Creswell, 2013) respectively. This philosophical position takes the view that
truth and reality are subjective and its meaning is unique to the individual. This approach
ensures that | design the research in a manner that understands the problem from the
perspective of the individual members who have experienced it. This in turn, will mean that
solutions to the problem can emerge from participants and be applicable to their specific

context.
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CHAPTER 4- FINDINGS

The main objective of this research is to improve knowledge sharing among individual
members of my organization. To achieve this, the research seeks to understand the reasons
why knowledge is not being shared within my organization by investigating the factors that
influence knowledge sharing. These findings will then be used to inform action that need to
be taken to improve knowledge sharing and ensure that the organization does knowledge

sharing better.

To gain an understanding of why knowledge is not being shared freely, it was important to
examine how the research participant, viewed, experienced, and engaged with knowledge
sharing in the organisation as such the key fay factors that impacted knowledge sharing in the

organization.

This chapter showcases the findings generated by the research methods.

4.1 Primary Findings

Firstly, and importantly, the data revealed that there was an understanding of what
knowledge sharing is and means to individuals and the organization at large. This was
important, as it made clear for the research that the research participants understood the
topic under investigation and could conceptualise it. The responses of many of the research
participants made clear that the usefulness of the information as it pertained to job/tasks was
what differentiated effective knowledge sharing within an organization from the regular
communication of non-job/task specific information. Therefore, it was evident that the
majority of the participants understood that in withholding useful information relating to
jobs/tasks from their colleagues, this would be considered not sharing their knowledge.
Therefore, the existence of idle chats or communication in the workplace that had no
relevance to job/tasks or other organizational aspects, in their view and in this case, was not

considered under the scope of effective knowledge sharing. For example:
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Manager 2 (Sales) expressed that,

“Knowledge sharing is all about the information one person wanted to pass across to the other

person, either in a team or a person in another department.”
Another participant Sales Rep 1, mentioned that,

“They don’t want to empower the person; they feel that the person might do better if he had
that knowledge. For instance, in marketing, they believe if you know what they know and add

it to what you know, it is an added advantage for you”

Responses like these made it evident that the participants understood what knowledge

sharing was and the type of useful information that constituted knowledge.

Some responses of the participants provided evidence of a support of literature in regards to
knowledge sharing and growth as covered in the literature review. For example, the argument
made by Witherspoon et al, (2013) that knowledge is the most important factor in ensuring
the sustained growth of an organization was evident as participant Manager 1 (Administration

& HR) expressed that,

“when you hold on to a particular information and you don’t want to share it, that
organization without your contribution, seems to remain stagnant. It is about the growth of
the organization;, how does the organization grow without you being around? Can other

people also move things forward when you are not around?”
In addition, another participant Manager 2 (Sales) expressed that,
“Knowledge sharing encourages the smooth running of the company.”

“There is a particular course in which the company is pursuing, if knowledge is not readily or

gotten in the way it was supposed to be, it may cause a deviation from our course”

The responses of these participants, attribute some level of usefulness to knowledge in trying
to achieve a given aim. With knowledge in this case being considered useful information, the

guestion then becomes, how do participants characterise ‘usefulness’?

Therefore, reflecting on usefulness in this case as the data is being analysed, should reveal
how, why and when participants choose to use or not use their knowledge in useful ways, to

achieve meaningful outcomes for themselves or the organization. Therefore, in my opinion,
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knowledge is akin to a loaded gun that must be pointed in a given direction with the individual
holding the gun, deciding whether or not to squeeze the trigger. The coding process must
then be used to analyse the data and uncover all factors surrounding the decision to point the
gun at any given target, as well as the factors that influence the choice to squeeze or not

squeeze that trigger.

The coding process resulted in the identification of eight factors represented in categories
that affect the sharing of knowledge within the organization and as such highlight some of
the reasons why knowledge is not being shared. Using a final process of selective doing
(Strauss and Corbin, 1998), these eight categories developed with earlier coding process were
then refined into a final group of three core categories based on how similar they were to one
another and therefore, reflected the organizational dimensions at the play with regards to

knowledge sharing within the organization. Table 2 represents these three core categories

and their constituent factors.

Table 2. The three core categories and the constituent factors.

CORE

CATEGORIES SUB CATEGORIES

ILLUSTRATIVE QUOTES

POLITICAL
ADVANTAGE

Sales Rep 1: "But | believe it might be if | know what he knows, he
believes or they might believe that, is he going to be the manager? If
this guy knows everything | know. So where is the Superiority?"

POWER

EMPLOYMENT
SECURITY

Manager 1 (Administration & HR): "The idea of people thinking when
maybe they share with their subordinates what it takes to tackle a
particular problem, they feel that their job is at risk. That before you
know it they can be let go and somebody else will now take over their
job".

LEADERSHIP
STYLES

CULTURE

Utility officer 1: "I believe it is his leadership style. From where I'm
coming from, | am coming from [a larger company]. In [a larger
company] all they do is | am your boss you have to do this. You have to
do that. In fact, it gets to a point where they insult us. Because we are
contract staff, they abuse us they insult our generation. Because they
want results. So, | think | believe that is what he wants. He wants that
strict method so that he can get results." The interviewee was stating
that the authoritative leadership style he experienced in his previous
place of employment is similar to the authoritative leadership style of
his current manager.

IDENTIFICATION

Utility officer 1: "The thing is once we come into this place, be it
whatever tribe you may be, there is this one goal we have in our mind.
That is we are working as a family. If you are Hausa, Boy or girl, you just
have to obey the instruction given to you. And we work as a family.
Now, the way it is here now when they come, they know yes, they are
coming to work. Now you now have this friendship with them the way
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you interact with them is friendly. As one family, so there is nothing like
any conflict. Because they are working towards the goal and we are
working as a family".

Sales Rep 1: "I don't want to sound attacking but the thing is when |
came to the organization, | looked around | was looking for the mission
statement and | couldn't find it".

REMUNERATION
PRACTICES

Supervisor 3(Production): “The old technician is angry that they
brought in this new technician from nowhere and the salary they are
paying him is higher than him that is teaching the new technician the
job was earning [a higher salary]. The new technician is earning [a
higher salary] while him, the old technician is earning [a lower salary].
So, because of that he tends to restrict some knowledge.”

TRAINING
PRACTICES

Sales Rep 2: "So, the issue of logistics again causes an issue so madam
called me that fine, if | will be supplying, then the customer should pay
but if the girl in the shop should pay the girls should pay for Logistics. At
a point | was confused | don't know what to do. | don't know maybe if |
should keep on picking stock from [a market territory] shop two
prospects that want to test run the market or you go and meet my
dealer in [a market territory]. So, at the point | am in the middle and |
don't know what to do."

RECRUITMENT
PRACTICES

Manager 1(Administration & HR): "The most challenging one is the
sharing of knowledge. For those people that don't have it. That cannot
be developed. The company can easily do away with them and get
people that will fit in."

COMMUNICATION

PROCESS AND REPORTING

Supervisor 4 (Production): "The reason is being that before the
production manager came in we have always been reporting to the
MD directly, so when the production manager came in and there has
not been any restriction from your own end to say ok report directly to
the production manager and the production manager report to the
MD, which is a break in the communication flow". This makes the
point that going through the production manager can seem like a
break in the flow of communication.

Supervisor 2 (Administration & HR): "Quite alright | would say
knowledge sharing in [this organization] as a whole has been in one
direction. One direction in the sense that it is always from the top
management down to the junior staff. Also, | feel that sometimes,
there is room for everybody to air their view, when it comes to learn or
to getting to express yourself well, in terms of doing your job. So
sometimes, in this place, we try to follow one direction, maybe one
process. Whereby carrying out our duties, sometimes, one will want to
say ok let us go the other way round, but if you do it like that, it will
look as if you are doing the wrong thing".

Power constitutes the factors that were evident on an individual level that reflected the

individual motivation for knowledge sharing within the organization. Culture reflected those
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broader unwritten and intangible factors that were systemically evident across the entire
organization that led to the current state of knowledge sharing. Process is concerned with
those organizational processes that are embedded in how the organization functioned, that

also influenced knowledge sharing.

4.1.1 POWER

The data showed that participants understood that knowledge was embodied in useful
information and knowledge sharing occurred when such useful information is passed from
one person or group to another within the organization. However, what was also clear was
that there was evidence that participants used this knowledge as a tool to wield power

through unique ways and for several reasons, within the organization.

This research revealed that power had a major influence in why and how employees used
knowledge in the organization. It is widely evident in the literature of knowledge
management that the individual determines, through his own motivations, when and how
they choose to share knowledge (Henttonen et al, 2016) thereby, wielding enormous power
within the organization in the process. This research has revealed that two motivating factors
of political advantage and employment security both influence on participants decisions to
share their knowledge and how participants choose to use the knowledge that was shared to

them by others.

By far the overriding theme across all participants was their belief that knowledge was not
shared effectively across the organization because of a fear of a loss of the power they hold
through their political standing within the organization. In this case, the knowledge giver fears
that his political power and standing would be eroded, if he does not hold on to the source of

that power, which in this case, is the specific tacit knowledge about job tasks that he holds.

As described in the literature review, there have been arguments made that an individual can
use their knowledge as a source of power to dominate or exert control over others and their
surroundings, thereby refusing to share that knowledge as they fear that such an action could
lead to the loss of that power and dominance (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000; Kim &

Mauborgne, 1998).
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This was especially true with members of the organization who had unique job task which
they alone were required to do. Usually, the nature of their jobs mean that they utilize specific
skills which take years to master or they possess some knowledge that other members of the
organization cannot easily get their hands on. For example, the type of tacit knowledge that
a packaging machine operator would have, takes years to acquire and master, as this
knowledge comes from experience on the job and can’t easily be passed to a new employee
through company operational manuals. Therefore, the willing involvement and cooperation
of existing machine operators is necessary if such know-how is to be passed to a new

employee, recruited to operate such a machine.

Evidently, some employees in this category feel that to share their knowledge is to lose some
semblance of power they hold; therefore, the knowledge giver feels a sense of dispensability
to the organization. As Manager 1 put it, these employees deicide that the best way to secure
their standing in the organization is to “hold the company to ransom” by ensuring they remain

powerful within the organization.

The following series of statements by various participants, gives evidence that a fear of a loss

of power, by losing political standing, leads to a lack of knowledge sharing in the organization.
For example, Manager 1 (Administration & HR) expressed that,

“Some people feel that once they have knowledge that other people don’t have, they tend to
feel that without them, the organization cannot survive”. “They know something that other
people don’t know and with that they feel so important, and they believe that as a result of
that, the organization can always rely on them, as without them, the organization cannot

move forward”.

Supervisor 4 (Production) expressed that:

“So, for instance the person that is on night shift if they do something or maybe there is
something that happens the next in the morning shift will not know what exactly, how did they
fix this thing? Which is not supposed to be. So, everybody wants to be on top | am saying | am
the one that do this this is my work | am the one that do it so you are not supposed to know

how | achieve it. Which is not supposed to be so or they will say ok it is my department it is not
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your department and since it is my department you are not supposed to know what is going

on in my own department and | don't think that is helping at all”

It is evident that a sense of importance and influence is important to some individuals with
critical knowledge in the organization and hence, ensuring that such knowledge stays locked
away in their minds, will ensure that political influence and hence, retain their importance
within the organization. Also, the example given by Supervisor 4 is a clear example of actions
taken to protect political standing and hence protect their power within the organization, as
a member of the organization in trying to remain “on top” is willing to withhold critical
operational information from his peers, to the detriment of the smooth running of the

organization.

Also, in addition to securing power through political standing and influence within the
organization, while interviewing several candidates, a picture emerged that a fear of a loss of
power also manifested itself through acts of withholding knowledge to secure employment.
Hence, the need to stay employed within the organization and not lose their jobs, led to some
employees using their knowledge as a defensive tool to fend off possible rivals from taking
their place. Evidently, some employees operated with an invisible psychological wall around
their job tasks, ensuring that no knowledge about how they performed their jobs leaked to

their peers, ultimately resulting in friction and rivalry among key staff.

Husted & Michailova, (2002) note that most people use their knowledge in performing their
job roles and as a result of such knowledge, may be positively advanced or appraised during
the course of their employment with the organization. Therefore, sharing that knowledge
with other members of the organization might see that member who shares their knowledge,
cause the advancement of others, at his expense. Thereby, causing the knowledge sharer to
withhold his knowledge. Confirmation of this was also found in the responses of some of the
participants. For example, a participant expressed that, when he was employed and started
working for the organization, his manager did not take the time to show him the ‘ropes’ and
instead, left him to his own devices. He believes that his manager was afraid to share his
intrinsic knowledge because his manager was afraid that as the new recruit developed, he

may lose his job to him. Therefore, meaning that the employment of the new organizational
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member and inclusion in the company from the first day, leads to a withholding of knowledge

from a manager, a fear of losing his employment.
The participant Sales Rep 1, expressing this thought by saying:

“I think and | believe that if | know what he knows, he believes or they might believe that is he
going to be the manager? if this guy knows everything that | know. So where is the

superiority?”.
Manager 1 stated that:

“Over time, since | joined the organization, | have discovered that there has been a problem
of knowledge sharing. From those that are placed in charge down to the subordinates. The
idea of people thinking when they maybe share with their subordinates, what it takes to tackle
a particular problem, they will feel that their job is at risk. Maybe before you know it, they can
be let go and someone else will take over their job. Some people tend to hold on to some

information, when it comes to running an organization”.

4.1.2 ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE

The empirical data points to the existence of some elements of organizational culture that
have influenced the behaviour of employees to not share their knowledge. Cultural elements
such as leadership style, identification and organizational practices of training, recruitment

and renumeration have been identified and will be discussed below.

Leadership style: Leadership style was regularly mentioned across participants as having an
impact on their ability to share and also receive knowledge from other members of the
organization. Culturally, Nigeria has a more autocratic style of leadership in society, which is
characterised by leaders issuing orders and followers, following those orders without
guestion or independent thought. In the workplace however, this form of leadership style
when exhibited by people in leadership positions has been said to reduce the level of
feedback and interaction from followers in my organization. This view was expressed by both
participants who have been in leadership positions either as managers, supervisors or team

leaders, as well as participants who have always been in a position of a follower.
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Examples were given that showed the contrast in how knowledge was received less by
employees under the leadership of an autocratic leader and more by those employees under
the leadership of a more democratic or laissez-faire leader, who led by motivating and
encouraging his followers. This was in line with the findings of Le Ba Phong et al., (2018) who
argues that every leadership style affects employees in a unique way as it has an impact on
motivation and attitude to work. Which eventually impacts their knowledge sharing

behaviour.

This was especially true in the production department, in which the autocratic leader who
barked out orders and was less inclined to listen to the opinions or suggestions of his followers
or involve them in the decision-making process, found it difficult to transfer knowledge to
subordinates as subordinates were largely unwilling to absorb what he had to say because
they did not feel endeared towards that leader. However, the less autocratic leader had a
friendlier demeanour and his subordinates felt a great sense of endearment towards him and
as such were more willing to listen to what he had to say about their jobs, tasks and how to
improve performance etc. This leader also received greater feedback from his subordinates

as he provided the avenue to receive that feedback and encouraged it.

For example, Utility Officer 1 expressed that “For this knowledge that | am sharing now with
my junior staff. And | am the kind of person that has passed through higher authorities and

I've seen the way they handle people which | never want to be a part of a bad leadership.

So, | will use myself to compare and | will say yes. This is the way | can handle people. Most
days, | interact with the Junior staff. | build up a relationship with them that friendship with
them. We share knowledge, whatever based on their work, what they do not know. They will

bring it up. | would say this is the way to do it. We resolve it.

I never want to be a part of bad leadership.

I have always wanted to have a good reputation for myself. So that is why. | know how to

relate with them the Junior stuff.”

Utility Officer 1’s aim to have a leadership style centred on interaction with the subordinates,

building relationship and securing a good reputation as being a good leader goes in line with
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a leadership style that promotes trust and mutual respect as noted by Politis, (2001), which
in turn should encourage knowledge sharing, rather than a more autocratic leadership style

that reduces knowledge sharing (Politis, 2001).

Also, Sales Rep 2 who has a direct line manager expressed his decision to not communicate
or share information with his direct line manager, rather, often preferring to communicate
with his direct supervisor instead. When probed, it was revealed that this decision was as a
result of the difference in management or leadership style between the supervisor and the
manager. The supervisor has a free style and often welcomes feedback, on the other hand,
the experience he has had with his line manager has led him to believe that his line manager
has a stricter style of leadership, often being critical, wanting a more formal approach to

discussions and not really entertaining feedback.

Sales Rep 2 expressed that “From where I'm coming from, | am coming from [my previous
employer]. In [my previous employer] all they do is | am your boss you have to do this. You
have to do that. In fact, it gets to a point where they insult us. Because we are contract staff,
they abuse us they insult Our Generation. Because they want results. So, | think | believe that

is what he wants. He wants that strict. Method so that he can get results.”

My personal experience with the direct line manager of Sales Rep 2, gives me the
understanding of the perspective of this participant. The manager can often demand for
complete allegiance to his mode of operations and if not given, his subordinates can often be
shunned, yelled at, and dismissed. This manager often has the highest labour turnover rate
of any department within the organization. However, Sales Rep 1, who also shares the same
line manager with Sales Rep 2 although expressing the existence of knowledge sharing issues
with his manager, however, on the topic of the leadership style, sees the managers approach

as being both positive and negative for him.

Sales Rep 1 notes that “The conservative manager. You need to discover things yourself
because he will never reveal it to you. You have to discover it and it really has helped me in my

job. Because most times things I do, | discovered them”.
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Sales Rep 1 also made note that: “It is inherent. It might be from the experience he has had
before so | think it is his style. But for a young sales guy like me. We want to explore we want
to discover things. We want to try new things. But having a conservative manager doesn't
help us fulfil our potential. Because a man walks by his instincts. Tried this person tried this
area but you need guidance and that is why most times | call the admin manager, to ask him
some if he was in that position What would he have done? Then such a customer is asking for
this. What do you do? | might call him sometimes to know. Just to make sure | am being in the

right”.

However, there is still evidence that a harsher leadership style causes knowledge not to be
shared within our organization as information flow from the bottom of the organization to
the top of the organization is often hindered by this style of leadership. Manager 1, described
his belief that information is shared better when he applies a softer, less aggressive form of
leadership. He believes that from his experience, a more autocratic leadership style
discourages the bottom-up information flow and hampers the smooth running of the

organization.

Identification: Johnson et al. (1999) notes that identification occurs when the interests of an
individual and those of the organization align, creating one new identity. A lack of alignment
of interests can in turn lead to a lack of knowledge sharing because members of the
organization feel a certain distance between them and their organization due to contrasting
goals. In other words, why would an employee choose to share their knowledge and work in

line with the goals of my organization, if they do not identify with it?

Firstly, and surprisingly, at a fundamental level most participants interviewed were not aware
of the vision and mission statement of the company. Therefore, they do not even have an
idea of why the company is in existence and what it intends to achieve. The data reveals
evidence of two sets of identities existing within my organization. The identities are
manifested through the goals of the organization on one hand, which is reflected in what | as
the owner-manager would like the organizational values and beliefs of the organizational
members to be and on the other hand, the vision of its individual employees within the
organization on the other hand. Therefore, there is little to no unified and accepted stated

corporate vision and in turn, there is a lack of unified actions among the employees taken to
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achieve that goal. Hence, individuals withhold their knowledge in contributing to the goals of
the organization as they do not feel like they are a part of it (Kankanhalli et al, 2005). The lack
of a shared vision is evident in the responses of multiple participants as reflected in the

following response:

Supervisor 2 (Administration & HR)- “So that is another thing | wanted to communicate to
you. For me | don't even know if we have a vision or a mission statement, | have not come
across it and | asked [My boss] he was just smiling at me. | feel that it is something that the
staff needs to know we need to have a mission statement and a vision statement so that we
will work towards that direction so that will be guided in our everyday work so it is something
that we all need to know but since | have been in this company since | joined, | don't know our

mission | don't know our vision”.

While on the other hand, although only mentioned by one participant, it was revealed that
the vision and mission of the company was known by all, however, it was a lack of adequate
knowledge to achieve that vision and mission that saw employees not align with the vision

and mission.

Manager 1 (Administration & HR)- “Everybody seems to know the direction in which the
organisation is going because we all have to do our part to move the company in that
direction. Some persons because of things they don't know tend to divert the way the direction
of the company should go because they don't know one or two things how to move the
company forward. Because if we all are supposed to contribute our part if some persons are

lacking in knowledge, it can affect everything”.

Utility Officer 1, although not accepting that she knew or understood the vision or mission of
the company, however, argued that there was a sense of togetherness and working to meet
the same goals among members of the organization. She noted as such; "The thing is once we
come into this place. Be it whatever tribe you maybe. There is this one goal we have in our
mind. That is we are working as a family. If you are Hauser. Boy or girl, you just have to obey
the instruction given to you. And we work as a family. Now, the way it is here now when they
come, they know yes, they are coming to work. Now you now have this friendship with them

the way you interact with them is friendly. As one family, so there is nothing like any conflict.
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Because they are working towards the goal and we are working as a family. She went further

to remark that, “We Are All One We are all United".

The corporate vision of the organization gives the organization and its members a defined
purpose of being and as a result, dictates the values of the organization and its members Gold
et al. (2001). The lack of a visible organizational vision and its effect on the current values and
belief system at work in the organization that does not favour knowledge sharing, may be
attributed to my influence as owner-manager. It is evident that very little is known about the
corporate vision which | put in place when founding the company and as such, the values of
knowledge sharing which | hoped for, are missing and have been replaced by individually

determined values of the organization’s members.

Identification only occurs if the interests of the organization and those of the individual align.
Therefore, if most members of the organization do not even know what the interests of the
organization are, how then can they be certain that they are indeed aligning their interests
with those of the organization at a fundamental level. Therefore, although the interests of
the employees seem to align and cause a cooperative working environment to meet their
needs as they see it, is that environment the kind of environment the organization intends to
be? | do not think it so, as if it was, then knowledge bottlenecks may not exist, as information

will flow in a manner that sees the organization meet its goals.

Organizational Practices

Organizational practices “are the most visible symbols and manifestations of a culture” (De
Long & Fahey, 2000 pg. 115). In other words, practices are the observable actions that reflect
the way things are done in the organization, and, in the case of knowledge sharing, reflects
what is prioritised by the organizational culture that hinders or promotes knowledge sharing
(De Long & Fahey, 2000). Practices dictate how people interact and as such, practices provide
a direct route to changing knowledge sharing behaviours among members of the organization
(De Long & Fahey, 2000 pg. 115). Therefore, practices set the tone for an organization’s

culture.
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Recruitment and selection practices: Participants at the management and supervisory level
of the organization, felt that they struggled to transfer their knowledge to their subordinates
and colleagues because some individuals were not capable of receiving and using that
information in any meaningful way to enhance their jobs because those individuals did not
have the required basic skills for their jobs. It was suggested that these basic skills could not
be improved by training as these individuals were not qualified to the position within which
they were recruited by the organization and which they currently held. Therefore, the

recruitment process of the organization did not do a good job in ensuring employee-job fit.
Manager 1 (Administration & HR) expressed that,

“some people are just untrainable and can’t learn, so may be incapable of transferring and

receiving the knowledge required to competently do their jobs”.

“the most challenging one is the sharing of knowledge. For those people that don't have it.
That cannot be developed. The company can easily do away with them and get people that

will fit in”.

However, is there a possibility that this participant does not have the required skills to transfer
his knowledge adequately and in a manner that will easily be received by the knowledge

receiver? It may be inaccurate to take his comments at face value.

On the other hand, if his perception is reality, the fact that some members of the organization
may be perceived to be incapable of utilizing the knowledge that was passed to them by
others, seems to cause knowledge not to be shared. For example, when pressed on the issue
of not sharing his knowledge as a manager to his subordinate, Manager 2(Sales) expressed
the following: “someone is very active and is ready to do whatever to serve and do his best in
order to achieve a goal. Along the line, he discovered that another person is not walking in the
same direction, as a result, knowledge has been passed before, and eventually someone is
unable to get a good result from there, then | will be asking myself, why do | bother myself to

share this knowledge?”

To explain, Manager 2(Sales), admitted to willingly not sharing his knowledge since some of

his subordinates whom he had shared his knowledge with in the past, were not capable or
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qualified to effectively use the knowledge to their benefit, in the fulfilment of their jobs.
Therefore, the negative results of this experience, hindered him from sharing his knowledge
with them anymore. It is also evident from the interviews conducted with some of his
subordinates that this particular manager has all but given up on sharing his knowledge with

them.

Further evidence of this point was made by Supervisor 3(Production) who expressed a similar

experience when trying to share knowledge with some subordinates, stating that:

“So, a few of them are ready to learn like in the popping department now. When you want to
come in and show them what to do, a lot of them are able to take that information and use it
while some of them don't want to learn. They feel as if they know what to do and at the end

of the day they don't do as well and then they go.”

The data and my experience within the organization does show some evidence of some
employees not having the required prerequisites to fit into their jobs. This may have some
impact on knowledge sharing as some members may not have the required skills to use
knowledge given to them in the manner that is intended and therefore, discourage the
knowledge giver from giving that knowledge in the future. However, from my experience
within the organization, this is not a systemic problem. On the other hand, it is important to
recognize that although it may not be systemic in my opinion, it still has an impact on how
the managers and other members that experience it behave and chose to share their
knowledge. This is because if they perceive it to be true, then it will affect their behaviour as

they will take actions in line with their perception of reality.

As described in the literature review section, Fong et al.,, (2011) states that to ensure
organizations recruit employees that fit with their knowledge sharing philosophy, recruiters
must design their selection process in a manner that ensures that only those individuals with
the tools to share knowledge are recruited. Therefore, it is also important that | analyse my
role as owner-manager, in relation to the issue of recruitment and its relationship with subject
matter, as revealed in the responses of certain interview participants. These isolated issues
of employee-job fit occurred because early on in the life of our organization, as the Managing

Director, | personally handled recruitment of new personnel and at the time, | was more

100



concerned about getting the company started and recruiting who | could afford, rather than

being too concerned about their experience and credentials.

Poor recruitment processes are highlighted by a participant who feels that the process should

be improved to ensure better recruits are selected.

Supervisor 3 (Production): “I think that we the supervisors need to be part of employing these
people during the interview. To interview them because we know the work and we know the
kind of people that we are looking for that can do the job. So, it will be good because normally
they just employ people and give them to us and we are not involved in the process. And when
those people come, we find that they are not ready for the work. Some of them they come,
they work and you don't see them again. | feel that we need to be part of it so that we can
select the people that we know that once we are telling them what to do. They will be able to

doit.”

Looking back, it is evident that | did not follow such intricate selection and recruitment steps,
when | personally recruited employees for the organization. As a small medium sized
company with a limited financial budget, we could not afford employees that were at the top
in their industry and had the required technical skills for the job. Therefore, | believed that
we should focus on employing people who showed a desire to work and get them the
technical skills needed through a process of internal training. However, the above comments
speak to the importance of involving the supervisors in the recruitment process because their
involvement would make them aware of the financial limitations and other considerations

that led to the decision to recruit certain individuals.

Remuneration practices: |t was evident that whenever the company recruited a new
departmental employee at a higher pay grade than those already in the department, there
was hesitation by those existing employees on a lower pay grade to freely share their
knowledge with this new employee. To summarise participant S7’s quote on this, he states
that if a new employee A earns higher than an existing employee B, who employee A should
be supervising on a job, then, this higher pay signifies that employee A should be more skilled

than employee B. Therefore, employee B chooses not to share his knowledge on the job with
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employee A, whenever he is approached by employee A for some advice or direction because

employee B feels that employee A should know better or have more skills than he does.

When discussing the effects of the company’s recruitment policy on the knowledge sharing
actions of existing employees to new employees, Manager 1 (Administration & HR) expressed

that:

“Being human, the sales person on ground if he or she happens to know that this new person
that is coming is going to be earning higher than he or she, there will be a problem. That new
person that is coming in, he (the old staff) is meant to take that person around, show that
person the way things are done. Just because he or she knows that the new person is going to
be earning more than him, there will be problem. He will now hold on to certain this
thing(knowledge)”. Going further to say that the new recruit will not fit into the organizational

system because key knowledge is held from him by those individuals who he out-earns.

This apparent rivalry and non-corporation among members of the organization due to
differences in remuneration, could explain why team work has never been fostered within
the organization. As a working member of the organization myself, | have always wondered
why teamwork was never embraced by all members of the organization. It was evident
through several incidents that as an organization, whenever we tried to foster teamwork and
reduce intra team and inter team rivalries, these actions were always met with a brick wall of
non-corporation by some members of the organization. Cabrera & Cabrera, (2005) states that
teamwork can facilitate knowledge sharing because individual members of the team are

forced to depend on each other to complete critical tasks.

Varied remuneration can be traced back to how the organization recruited early on in its
infancy. As described previously in this chapter, due to limited finances, ‘ready-made’
individuals who had the technical skills for the job could not be afforded. As a result,
individuals were recruited based on a perceived desire to work and then were trained on the
job. However, as the company grew in stature and finance, ‘ready-made’ individuals with the
required skills became affordable and demanded higher remuneration than those employees

who now currently worked in the organization but were still being trained on the job.

Training practices: On the other hand, it was suggested that there were some members of

the organization who could not understand, interpret, and utilise basic tacit knowledge being
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transferred by their managers, however, their utilization of such knowledge to perform daily
tasks was very poor and had not improved since their employment because of a lack of
internal training and developmental policies by the organization. Hence, knowledge sharing
with these individuals could be improved if the organization implemented regular training

exercises.

When pressed to know the type of knowledge members of his department held back from
sharing, Supervisor 4 (Production) alluded to the fact that some basic statistical calculations
that he would make on a daily basis as a part of his reporting to senior management was not
taught to him by the company, rather, he was only able to make such calculations due to his
previous study in university. Stating that on the other hand, his fellow colleagues who did not
go to university, had a very difficult time in making such calculations and hence making
accurate reports, due to the fact that they didn’t have the required knowledge to do so. What
this leads to is a withholding of information or the sharing of inaccurate information within

the organization.

Supervisor 4 (Production) expressed that:

“Ok, for instance, let me see when calculating average weight of the product, before now we
do it manually, which is someone is being assigned to weigh it. It got to a certain time, we
stopped doing that even the person that was assigned to do it, it was only one particular
person and if you pick someone else to say go and do this thing, that person does not know
what to do because the person that was doing it before has not transferred the knowledge to

him, saying this is how you do it you weigh, you record it and so on.

As the Managing Director, this particular situation has been known to me, however, | always
assumed that the reason for inaccurate reports or a lack of reporting in this case was only
because some personnel deliberately held back some critical information from being shared
because of personal gains or just a general unwillingness to share, in contravention to the
company policy. However, it became clear from the interviews that some employees lack the
skills to transfer certain knowledge due to a lack of training from the company, among other

factors.
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Clearly in the example given by Supervisor 4 (Production), there exists a lack of self-
confidence or self-worth in his abilities on the part of the intended knowledge giver, who in
this case is supposed to put together a production report, resulting in the lack of confidence
to send inaccurate data and as a result makes up supposedly accurate figures or completely
omits those figures from his report entirely. Cabrera & Cabrera, (2005) notes that when an
employee is given adequate training, it produces a sense of self-assurance in their abilities,

and encourages then to share their knowledge better.

The lack of training within the organization also means that there is no opportunity for an
employee who has the required knowledge, to increase the quality of the tacit knowledge he
possesses through the act of transferring it to other members of the organization, by training

(Garra Bach Ouerdian et al, 2019).

The detrimental effect to knowledge sharing that a lack of training brings about can also be

seen when the organization recruits new employees.

Sales Rep 2 expresses his experiences as a new recruit and his frustration at not knowing what
to do on the job as knowledge about his job role and how to go about his daily tasks, had not

been passed on to him through a medium of formal training when he joined the organization.

“There was a time | asked [My boss] what is my job? Is it to push the product in [a territory]
today in the market? or is it to look for prospects? It was the point he said my job is not to
push the product in [a territory] to the market or to look for prospects that he will send me a

job description | waited for some time, it died down nothing happened again”.

In this scenario, it is clear that even a basic job description had not been issued to the
participant to facilitate his knowledge of what his job entailed. The act of training employees
encourages dialogue between the trainer and trainee as trainees can share the issues they
experience in the front line, while performing their jobs and also, receive adequate feedback

on effective ways to solve these issues (Fong et al., 2011 and Ipe, 2003).

4.1.3 PROCESS

Communication and Reporting Style: As per the organizations reporting policy, work related

reporting should be in line with the order of authority as indicated on the organizational
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hierarchy. Therefore, subordinates who are tasked with certain job functions must report only
to their immediate superiors and vice versa. However, managers especially expressed that
they purposely and regularly hold back sharing their knowledge with subordinates and the
Managing Director because reporting by their subordinates is not being done in line with the
organizations reporting policy. Nigeria ranks high on Hofstede’s power distance dimension,
which means that there is a steep hierarchical order in society. However, in my organization,
as the Managing Director, | have encouraged the direct communication between junior
members and myself, without the presence of their managers. The managers expressed that
this action demotivates them to share knowledge as they feel that their subordinates are
getting directives directly from me and | am getting feedback directly from their subordinates.
Thereby, cutting the managers out of the communication and reporting chain and unwittingly

side lining them from a key knowledge sharing process.

Supervisor 1 (Administration & HR) notes that: “when the supervisors want to talk directly to
the owner of the company without carrying along their manager in the department, | see that
the manager might not know what is going on, and for the supervisor not carrying the
manager along and talking to the owner of the company directly, makes it look as if the

supervisor is superior to the manager or has the same right as the manager”.

Manager 1 expressed that,

“In a situation where the a manager or a supervisor sometime, he or she is supposed to direct
the subordinate in things they are supposed to do, then whatever information the subordinate
needs should flow down from the supervisor or manager, but in a situation whereby the owner
of the company is speaking directly to the subordinate and the manager feels that he or she
is being side lined in some aspects, can create tension in the organization and make the
manager or supervisor to hold back what he or she would have shared with the subordinate

to ensure that things are ok”.

Sales Rep 1, clearly expressed a link between the fear of a loss of power by senior managers
which results in very little knowledge flowing downward from them, through the
organization, and the direct communication style (between the managing director and junior

employees) that is presently the norm in the organization.
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The participant expressed that,

“In some multinational companies, the manager’s job is not threatened by the success of the
subordinate because the management [most senior management] view it like it is part of the
manager. But in organizations where there the subordinate has easy access to the
management [most senior management], it is easier for the management to see who is

actually performing and that is where the fear comes from”.

Therefore, in this case, the performance of an individual subordinate can be assessed at any
time by myself as the Managing Director of the organization. This is casually done regularly
through my constant and direct communication with the subordinates, without going through
their individual manager. | accept that this happens a lot, as my direct and open style of
communication means that | actively seek to form personal relationships with every
employee of my organization and this means that | am opportune to track their progress
within the organization during our interactions. Therefore, if an individual is performing
particularly well and stands out of his team, | would get to know at once, through the course

of my day.

| have chosen this form of communication style due to my personal democratic leadership
style and also due to the small size of my organization in which | want to preserve a
harmonious, tight knit and family focused organization. However, it has been revealed by
some managers and some subordinates that my open communication leads to a breakdown
in the relationship between manager and subordinates, leading to a breakdown in knowledge

sharing.

Being a part of the organization and therefore a part of the problem under investigation, |
must reflect on my own involvement in creating the problem of knowledge sharing and this
issue of my communication style is important to reflect upon. Upon reflection, | find that |
personally may not trust the decision-making ability of certain managers and the accuracy of
information | may receive from them. Hence, | feel the need to bypass these managers and
go directly to the individual employee who is dealing directly with the specific issue that needs

addressing at that time.
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4.2 Knowledge sharing model

From the literature reviewed, two things were clear, firstly, there exist major factors that
impact knowledge sharing within an organization and these factors often interact in a manner

that impact knowledge sharing in a complex way (Ipe, 2003).

Moving on from the literature review to collect data, what the empirical data from this
research has shown is that in my organization there are specific factors of Power, Culture and
Process that affect knowledge sharing individually, as well as impact on each other in a
specific manner that impacts knowledge sharing in a complex manner, leading to poor

knowledge sharing in my organization.

The findings above informed by the empirical data from this research, paint a complex picture
of knowledge sharing in my organization. There is evidence that the factors of Power, Culture,
and Process, affect knowledge sharing in my organization and determine the level to which
individuals in the organization are willing to share their knowledge. Most importantly,
however, these factors do not impact knowledge sharing in isolation, instead they are
connected and interlinked and have a relationship with one another, thereby impacting
knowledge sharing in a complex nonlinear way. Informed by the literature review and insights
from the empirical data of this research, the conceptual framework of knowledge sharing in
my organization has been developed and shown in Fig 8. This model portraying the nature of
the interactions between these factors is important because it will have direct implications
for the development of practical and workable solutions aimed and improving knowledge
sharing in the organization by creating a more dynamic and realistic action-oriented solution
plan. This is because, action targeted at improving knowledge sharing by addressing one
factor may automatically lead to a positive or negative outcome in another factor which it is

linked to and therefore, may have an impact on the effectiveness of the action taken.
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Figure 8. A model of knowledge between individuals in my organization.
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Power - Culture (A): Factors associated with Power, have a significant and direct influence on
culture within the organization and both collude to shape the knowledge sharing
environment. Along the Power and Culture categories, it is clear that in a bid to gain political
advantage and also secure their jobs, some employees, especially managers, employ a more
authoritative leadership style and try to dominate their subordinates. In the process,
knowledge is withheld by both parties as on the one hand, for example, managers do not give
their subordinates enough useful information about job tasks for fear that this knowledge will
arm them to one day have the skills to take over their jobs, while on the other hand, the
hostile environment created by an authoritative form of leadership discourages subordinates
from sending useful information in the form of feedback about their experiences on the job
to their managers. This authoritative style of leadership also creates a fear of employment
security on the part of the subordinates as they feel that their contributions are not valued

by their managers and they could be let go and replaced at any time.

Power also evidently has a connection with identification in this case because the longing for
individual political advantage by members of the organization creates an environment that

prioritises individual advancement, thereby, creating an identity of the individual, that is at
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odds with the intended organizational identity which prioritises the advancement of all,

together.

The state of organizational practices such as remuneration, recruitment and training which
seem to have had an impact on knowledge sharing have also been impacted by power
dynamics with relation to how | as the Managing Director of the organization made decisions
about these organizational practices, that no other employee had the power to object or
check my decision making. For example, although with good intentions at the time,
considering the limited capital we had at the founding of the company, | chose to recruit some
employees without the necessary skillset for the roles they were being assigned, ultimately
leading in some cases in their inability to share their knowledge and in other cases, in an
inability to utilise the knowledge that was being shared with them in a manner that was
intended by the knowledge giver. | also chose to remunerate some employees based on my
personal judgments, which ultimately as the research has revealed, impacted the wiliness to
share knowledge by those who felt that their higher skillset should mean that they earned

more in remuneration.

All of these mean that, it may be possible that implementing strategies that can successfully
address and improve employee attitudes towards how we use Power within the organization,

can perhaps help to resolve cultural factors as well.

Culture — Process (B): Cultural factors also create challenges in some organizational processes
such as communication, as well as communication also having a significant impact on culture.
Researchers have indicted the strong link between culture and communication, as for
example, Pacanowsky and O'Donnell-Trujillo (1982) described culture as being a remnant of
the process of communication. Schall (1983), makes a good case for this as she explains that
since people in a system interact through the use of both verbal and nonverbal
communication mediums, these forms of communication carry meaning and when repeated
over and over again, these meanings become patterns and these patterns subsequently
spread through the system and become valued, which when linked with other patterns, make
up the parts of a belief system, which form the culture of that system. It is my opinion that

this relationship can be seen clearly in the data so far. As the Managing Director, the method
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of direct communication | employed with the junior employees created a different set of value
systems that was at odds with the entrenched value system of indirect communication that
was the normal practice and expectation of the senior management team. Therefore, creating
a conflict within the organizational culture and adverse reactions from some senior managers,
who lost their identification with the new culture that | had instigated. Consequently,
resulting in those senior managers removing themselves from the knowledge sharing process

and withholding the knowledge they should have been sharing with their subordinates.

On the other hand, the data has shown that a culture of authoritative leadership style that
exists among senior management, did have a detrimental effect on some of their
subordinates, as it negatively impacted the willing upwards communication of those
subordinates, consequently, affecting knowledge sharing from subordinates to their

superiors.

The organizations culture of recruiting without knowledge sharing in mind have seen some
members of the organization without the required skills to communicate and share their
knowledge effectively. For example, the recruitment of some members who did not go
through formal education and are not literate, and therefore, do not have key communication
skills such as the ability to write reports, cannot document and pass on reports on their daily
tasks to their superiors, thereby inadvertently not sharing their knowledge on what went on
in their units or departments at any time. The practice of little to no training in the
organization, also means that some members are not provided with the opportunities to be
in a setting where knowledge is shared with them, thereby depriving them of the knowledge
they need to keep performing to the standards that their jobs require. Henttonen et al, (2016)
notes that individuals hold significant power in the knowledge sharing process because by
their own motives they must decide on how and by what means they want to share their
knowledge to others within the organization. Therefore, if these individuals do not have the
required knowledge or are not equipped with the skills or know-how to make such knowledge
sharing decisions, the probability that they feel they have the power to participate in the

knowledge sharing process is slim.
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Power - Process (C): The connection between some factors of Power and those of Process is
also evident as the data collected shows that employment security i.e. fear of losing their
jobs, leads some members of the organization to seek to secure their jobs by manipulating
the communication process in a bid to control the flow of critical and valuable knowledge to
other members of the organization they feel may be a threat to their jobs, thereby, making
themselves more valuable and potentially indispensable to the organisation. Also, the
significant power wielded by the Managing Director, impacted the communication and
reporting process of the organization by the action of engaging in direct communication and
reporting with employees, who otherwise were supposed to be accessed only through their
immediate superiors. This action cut off some managers out of the communication chain,
causing their subordinates to withhold key information from them and negatively impacting

knowledge sharing across the organization.

Point (D): The interconnection of all three themes of power, culture and process can be seen
in point D of figure 3. From the prevailing data, at this point D, it is my belief that factors that
affect knowledge sharing form a chain of events that together, lead to poor knowledge
sharing in the organization. For example, from the data collected, there is evidence that a fear
of a loss of employment leads to manipulation of power dynamics in an attempt to ensure
employment security. As a result, members of the organization looking to manipulate power
dynamics for their own advantage take advantage of a more autocratic leadership style (a
cultural dynamic), using this as a tool to better wield power and in turn, this leads to
breakdowns in the communication channel (a process dynamic) along the organizational
hierarchical chain and ultimately, fuelling poor knowledge sharing among members of the
organization. The reverse is also the case, whereby poor communication as evidenced in the
case of the Managing Director bypassing appropriate managers and communicating directly
with a manager’s subordinate, has the effect of creating a sense of job uncertainty in the eyes
of the manager, as a fear of not being relevant ensues. Evidence shows that his attitude and
approach to leadership towards his subordinate is affected for the worse as feeling
marginalised by the direct communication between the Managing Director and his
subordinate, he grapples with his own position within the organization (an issue of

identification) and acts out by withholding relevant information from his subordinates.
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There is also evidence that the pre-existing autocratic leadership style (a cultural dynamic)
leads individuals in the position of power to naturally feel a sense of entitlement in their
positions. The sentiment as described by one participant is ‘l am the boss and you must obey’.
This top-down view of leadership, is naturally reflected in the top-down communication and
reporting style (a process dynamic) that follows and in turn, evidence shows that individual
managers feel a sense of threat to their jobs (a power dynamic), when some subordinates
push back on this form of leadership. Ultimately, creating an internal rivalry between manager
and subordinate. In response to this, knowledge sharing is reduced as both the manager and
subordinate, create a moat of knowledge around their jobs to make themselves more

valuable than the other, and ultimately, less dispensable than the other.

Informed by the literature review and insights from the empirical data of this research, the
conceptual framework has been developed. This research has not uncovered new factors that
influence knowledge sharing. However, as a refinement from the literature review, what this
research has done is in the uncovering of the specific factors that impact knowledge sharing
in my organization and the empirically backed evidence that shows the specific nature of how
these factors are interconnected in the context of my organization. This is where the literature
gap lies, in the absence of literature uncovering the factors that affect knowledge sharing in
my organizational context. With this knowledge sharing model, it has become clearer the
factors at play in knowledge sharing in the organization and which point action can be taken

to intervene and encourage the organization to start doing knowledge sharing better.

The analysis so far has shown the very large and complex nature of knowledge sharing within
the organization with multiple factors at play across several broad themes. Therefore,
uncovering a global or one size fits all solution becomes tricky and somewhat unrealistic.
However, the interconnection between several factors, could pose an opportunity for a step-

by-step solution.

Keeping in mind that the aim of this research is to uncover a solution and implement it within
a given time frame, it may be more realistic to focus on a smaller segment of the larger themes
and factors that have emerged from the data collection process. Hence, narrowing the focus
to recommending strategies that aim at resolving the issues that arise at point D where the

three segments connect, may prove more fruitful in the scope of this thesis.
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However, although it is evident that there is a link between all three themes of power, culture
and process, how they are linked through the three identified factors of communication and
reporting, leadership styles and employment security show further evidence of some
complexity i.e., which factor is the starting point in any interlinked chain of events. Having an
answer to this may aid in implementing a solution-based strategy because a strategy that
addresses one of these three linked factors, may likely produce a domino effect, by in turn
affecting the other factors simultaneously in ways that ensure knowledge is shared better

within the organization.

On the other hand, not categorically knowing a starting factor, may not be so detrimental to
my quest for a solution as it means that | may have multiple angles to attempt to solve this
problem from and in turn, multiple strategies and hence multiple opportunities to take action
to get it right. Which in my view, should increase my chances of success in resolving this
problem. However, to go down this route and show proof of resolution of the problem, will
require a timeframe much longer than that set aside for this thesis. Therefore, | must decide

which of the three factors to address first i.e., the first domino.

By a process of elimination based on the practicality of implementation of an intervention
strategy, given the time frame of the research, | chose to take action to intervene in my
organization by intervening to resolve the issues in communication and reporting under the

process category.

In my opinion, it would not be practical to start with leadership style because, from the
interview process, most complaints about leadership styles were made by junior employees
who have superiors. Therefore, tackling leadership styles first may create the impression that
only the managers or supervisors are being targeted for change, thereby there is a possibility
that this may cause resentment among the managers or supervisors and make the road to
resolving the problem more challenging as they may withhold their support to the change

initiative.

With regards to fear of employment security, to address this, | would need to address
employment security in relation to the specific nature of fear that each individual has. This is
because fear is a factor that lies intrinsically within each individual and therefore, what

constitutes the resolution of one’s fear may not be the same for another. Thereby, making an
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intervention strategy more complicated in the time frame of the research. Also, the research
does not generate data to uncover the specific characteristics or dimensions that constitute
the fear being felt by the participants e.g., how and why the individual is afraid of losing his
job. Data | feel would be important in addressing an individual’s fear concerns. The research
only uncovers in what context the individual is afraid of losing employment i.e., the loss of

employment to another member of the organisation.

Communication and reporting on the other hand are a process driven factor that the
organisation has the resources to immediately start tackling and improving, hence, making it
an easier starting point in the intervention process. Also, another advantage to focusing on
communication and reporting is that given that the data has uncovered the impact | have had
in the current state of communication and reporting, | can immediately start to make personal
changes to my approach to how | communicate officially with members of the organization,
thereby, making an immediate start to attempting to solve the problem. In line with my
thinking, it emerged in the action planning group that the state of communication and

reporting was the most pressing to tackle.

4.3 Action planning group meetings

After the initial data collection from the interviews and the interview data analysis, | set up
an action planning group consisting of managers, supervisors, and junior employees, to meet
and discuss the themes emerging from the data analysis, further exploring as a group, the
complex dynamics of these themes and the challenges they have posed within the
organization. The aim of this action planning group meeting was to create a discussion forum
that would inform an intervention strategy that could be implemented to improve knowledge
sharing. The group meetings were attended by all the participants from the interview process
as identified in Table 1, page 43. However, for the purpose of confidentiality, each member
of the group meetings was not informed about other members participation in the interview
process. So as far as they were concerned, the group consisted of randomly selected
participants. | particularly chose this same group of participants because firstly, the
participants represented members from all levels of the organization. This was important

because data from the interview revealed that individuals experienced knowledge sharing
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differently at different levels of the organization. For example, when it came to the
experiences of leadership and how it impacted knowledge sharing, it is evident that most
managers did not have much to say about this, on the other hand, the junior employees lived
experiences with their managers, made them a ‘treasure trove’ of information on leadership.
If we were going to come up with a solution that was realistic and impacted everyone as best
as possible, then a diverse contribution to the discussions was essential. Secondly, since the
data we were discussing emanated from this set of individuals, it would be useful to further
explore the data with the same minds that generated it, with the aim of gaining further insight

into their thinking.

There were 3 group discussions held over the period of a month with each lasting over an
hour. Two of the meetings were held prior to the intervention action and one meeting was
held after the intervention, to evaluate the effectiveness of the action. | participated in the
meetings in the role of a moderator or facilitator by posing questions and ensuring that the
group discussions stayed within the bounds of the topic at hand, only stepping in to ask
guestions when | needed clarity on aspects of the discussions that were taking place. This was
important because, employees can often use forums like these as an opportunity to express
their concerns or opinions about other organizational topics that are not relevant to this
research, thereby taking up valuable time. Also, acting only in a moderators’ capacity reduced

the risk of influencing the outcomes of the discussions.

In the two meetings prior to the intervention, the three major themes of power, process and
culture were discussed along with the exploration of the factors that impacted them, with
group members further expressing how these factors impacted them individually. As a group,
there was an agreement that the lack of knowledge sharing had become a significant problem
in the organization that deserved attention to resolve immediately. The group was reminded
that given the time frame of the research and in the short term, we could not immediately
tackle all three dimensions. With this in mind, it emerged from suggestions made by members
of the group, that it would be worthwhile to focus on communication and reporting as this
was very pressing to them at that time. It was clear from the discussions that the breakdown

in communication between key members of the organizational hierarchy was central to how

115



the members of the group experienced poor knowledge sharing at the time. Therefore, the

decision was made by the group to focus on communication and reporting.

Examples were given of how | as the Managing Director regularly bypassed the managers and
instead chose to communicate directly with their subordinates on official matters, thereby
also encouraging some subordinates to bypass their managers and seek communication on
official matters directly with the managing director. This action automatically removed the
managers from the communication chain and therefore, restricted critical information from
reaching them, as well as not giving them the opportunity to pass information that they would
otherwise have done if they were brought into the ‘loop.” Some members of the group
suggested that the reason for this communication and reporting issues may be a lack of trust
between members of the organisation. For example, it was mentioned that a lack of trust by
individual A in the abilities of individual B to perform his job properly, led to individual A
choosing to bypass normal communication channels with individual B, and as a result not
share his knowledge because it was believed that individual B does not have the ability to use
that knowledge as expected. Some members of the group felt that the bypassing the normal
communication channels may be occurring due to a fear of the knowledge holder that the
individual he passed the information to may use that information and the knowledge gained

to gain an advantage over them in the work place.

Therefore, what was immediately needed to address the current state of communication and
reporting, was an increased trust and confidence between members of the organization that
each member can do their jobs without purposefully trying to impact another member
negatively or gain some form of advantage over him. For example, some members of the
group suggested that as the Managing Director, | needed to trust more in the abilities of the
managers and give them a freer hand in working with their subordinates, to achieve the

organizations goals.

4.4 Taking Action

From the analysis of the data, subsequent development of knowledge sharing model and

information gathered from the group discussions, it became evident that | personally made a
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significant contribution to the creation of the problem of knowledge sharing within the
organization by my action of actively breaking the expected hierarchical communication and
reporting process by constantly bypassing departmental managers and communicating
directly in an official capacity with their subordinates instead. For example, | would seek
departmental reports from junior employees, rather than from their managers. | would invite
junior employees for departmental meetings to discuss key operational issues, without the
presence of their managers. | would openly seek solutions to departmental issues from junior

employees, rather than their managers.

Upon deep reflection of why | would take such actions, it became clear to me that | did not
have trust or confidence in some managers enough to rely on the operational information
they would present me or in their ability to perform given tasks to standard. Hence, | would
prefer to micromanage and deal directly with the employees, who are closer to the source of
the operational information and hence would be better placed to give me reliable information
or handle tasks in line with my direct mandate. This action in itself caused two things to
happen. Firstly, it became apparent to the junior employees that | had no trust and confidence
in their managers and hence, these employees would withhold information from their
managers and prefer instead to pass that information directly to me. Therefore, further
depleting said manager of useful operational information and in turn increasing my lack of
confidence in them for not possessing the required operational knowledge needed to

perform well in their jobs.

Secondly, as time went on, these managers would ultimately be terminated by the
organization due to their lack of involvement in key operational matters, as a result of their
lack of knowledge about said matters. Hence, there was evidently a high departmental

manager turnover in the organization.

| did notice the withholding of information from the managers by their subordinates, however
at the time, | did not count myself and my actions as part of the reasons for this. Therefore,
whenever a new manager was recruited, | would make it clear to his/her subordinates, that
they must act differently this time and ensure not to leave the manager out in the cold.

However, perplexing to me at the time, as time went on, the same issues would arise again.
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My involvement in this knowledge sharing problem has been a great revelation to me as prior
to the start of this research process, | did not think that | had any part to play in the creation
of the problem. Rather, my bias at the time, led me to point the finger of blame to the
managers and some other members of the organization. Seeing that my involvement in the
creation of the problem required a simple action on my part and as a scholar-practitioner,
who would benefit instantly if the situation improved, | immediately took action to change
my behaviour and monitor the results as the research was ongoing. Hence, during the data
analysis phase of the research, in one of the action planning meetings with the departmental
managers and their subordinates, | acknowledged the part | played in the organizational
problem and | informed the employees that the correct lines of communication and reporting
will be followed going forward. The feedback obtained during this meeting made clear that
indeed there was a perceived lack of trust in the abilities of the managers and it was also

revealed that this lack of trust came from both the Managing Director and their subordinates.

However, it would be difficult to quit ‘cold turkey’ a pattern of behaviour that | have been
exhibiting from the founding of the organization. We are a small organization and as an
entrepreneur, | have consciously and unconsciously found myself at the centre of every
activity, constantly micromanaging in the pursuit of perfection. However, help came in the
form of my unavoidable absence from the company on a day-to-day basis due to personal
issues | was dealing with at the time which kept me away from the office for a prolonged
period. Therefore, my lack of office time helped to physically keep me away from those
scenarios that | would have found difficult to stop myself from getting involved in and

subverting the hierarchical communication lines.

During this period, | had to force or manufacture confidence and trust on my path for the
managers and leave them to deal with their departments in line with the goals we had set
ourselves, ensuring that official communication and reporting lines were followed which
mandated that subordinates passed all official communications directly to their superiors and
vice versa. This way, | was not involved in seeking official information, or issuing directives to
superiors who were not immediately below in the organizational hierarchy. A series of events

occurred as time went on.
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Firstly, interaction between the managers and their subordinates increased, especially during
problem solving incidents. In the past, | would be contacted by the managers subordinates to
help resolve issues that may occur during their work day. For example, when there is a
production machinery breakdown, | would be contacted by the production supervisors for
ideas and suggestions to deal with the breakdown or if a major customer has some
complaints, | would be contacted to help resolve the complaint by the sales representative,
who is a subordinate to the sales manager. However, during this period, since these
subordinates were mandated that the first line of communication should be their managers,
they were forced to learn a new behaviour by bringing their managers into the information
sharing process, thereby leading to increased interaction and increased knowledge sharing as

was evident in the reduced length of time it took to resolve these problems than in the past.

Some subordinates did struggle to overcome the process of bypassing their managers as it
was not initially easy to unlearn a behaviour they have engaged in for years. There were some
initial drawbacks as it was clear that one influential subordinate became disgruntled due to
not having direct access and influence with the Managing Director during this period. Upon
interaction with this individual, it was revealed that my decision to place the manager
between us in terms of communication has been interpreted as a new found lack of trust |
may have for the said individual. The feeling was that not being able to constantly reach out
to me first with information regarding their daily tasks, | was being misinformed by their
managers and hence, their “good works’ were not being seen and appreciated by me. This
ultimately led to a fall in motivation as became evident in their decreased interaction and a
general unwillingness to carry out mundane tasks effectively anymore. Ultimately and
irrecoverably leading to a fall in said individual subordinates’ job performance, which
unfortunately led to the dismissal from employment of that individual. This feeling of a lack
of trust was not isolated to one individual, as | also tabled the issue to two other employees
at supervisory level, who confirmed that they also felt the same way, however, from my
further explanation of my motives for taking this decision not the bypass the manager, | felt

that they understood and dealt with my decision differently.
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Secondly, learning also increased among members of the organization as more effort was
made to collaborate and think critically about the nature of problems that arise in the
organization and how to resolve them, rather than constantly relying on the solution-based
ideas of one man, the Managing Director. Evidence of this increased learning and greater
collaboration can be seen daily on the organization’s internal social media platform, which is
used as an avenue for communication and ideas exchange. In the past, on this platform, most
discussions relating to problem solving would be led by me, however, since | took a step back,
issues are brought up by other members of the organization, ideas generated by them, with
solutions implemented and followed up by the Managers. This led to faster problem solving
and also the increased quality of solutions. An example of this would be the daily maintenance
briefs, which in the past were always held in a physical face to face meeting with the
managers, machinery operators and members of the maintenance team. The meetings would
always be chaired by me as the managing director with the aim of identifying machinery
maintenance issues, discussing solutions, implementing those solutions and following up to
ensure those issues don’t arise again. In the past, | can say that participation by other
members of the meeting group is usually forced and not free flowing. | would have to coax
ideas out of participants to encourage more information to generate better maintenance
solutions. Also, if | was absent, these meeting would never hold and no other member of the
meeting group would voluntarily call for or participate in a meeting and carry out their defined
functions. On the other hand, with the social media platform, voluntary participation without
me taking the first step at generating ideas has improved. It seems individuals have become
more comfortable in expressing themselves more on this technology enabled platform. Also,
there are no defined meeting times as once problems arise, any member of the group can
inform the group via a message on the platform, automatically calling a meeting to discuss

and garner immediate participation from others.

However, as the months went by, although some positive effects as mentioned above have
been observed, the increased interactions within the group as noted earlier in my
intervention, gradually devolved into managers and their subordinates reengaging in
withholding valuable information from each other. Although not as severe as before my
intervention, however, it appears that some less valuable information is shared, to fulfil the

new found spirit of knowledge sharing, while more valuable information is withheld during
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interactions of key members. From my observation and interaction with key individuals
involved in this behaviour, the exercise of stepping back, in an attempt to encourage more
interactions between other members of the group, while actively monitoring their progress,
has created a sort of arena whereby individual employees feel the need to outshine their
counterparts with the knowledge they hold, as the Managing Director looks on. In other
words, individuals are looking to use their knowledge about key operational matters to win
points with the Managing Director, by withholding that knowledge from their counterparts,

to ensure that | see that this knowledge came from them alone.

For example, in group discussions, as ideas are being generated to solve particular operational
problems, it has been observed that some members of the group hold back from making
meaningful contribution to the discussions, however, at the same moment those group
discussions are ongoing, those same members privately send messages to me, expressing
their insights into how the problems could be resolved. Also, there have been incidents where
a group of employees tasked with the analysis of an issue and the generation of a solution
report back with very little useful information. However, at the same time, privately, one or
two members of the group, meet me to offer useful information pertaining to the resolution

of that same issue.

Lastly, through my intervention, | noticed the visible gap in the downward sharing of
organizational level corporate information that would usually flow directly from the
Managing Director to members of the organization. Information on organizational policies
and procedures that would normally guide individuals on what is expected of them, changes
that are taking place within the organization etc. With my withdrawal, there was no other
source for the dissemination of this information. Therefore, although certain information
about the company may be physically stated in corporate documents, not much is done to
communicate this information and ensure that it transcends documents in any concise
manner, into the minds and hearts of its members. Therefore, in my absence, the diffusion of

knowledge of organization level policies and procedures suffered even more.

It is understandable that knowledge sharing has not yet been fully embraced, as it takes time

to unlearn behaviours. Upon discussion with individual employees there is a paradigm shift in
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thinking along knowledge sharing lines that will take time to happen and cause employees to
willingly share their knowledge without any external influence. There are deep seated
concerns of trust, power and job security that cannot be satisfactorily addressed in a few
short months but instead, as these matters deal with complex interpersonal dynamics at play
in the relationship between the knowledge giver and the knowledge receiver and will require
a much longer-term action to address. Therefore, in chapter 5, | will make further

recommendations of future action that must be taken by management going forward.

4.5 Summary

Upon reflection of my research process so far, | have realised that | came into the research
with some bias and assumptions of the cause of poor knowledge sharing within my
organization. Although | set out to understand why knowledge is not being shared properly,
at the time, | strongly believed that the sole cause of poor knowledge sharing was a fear of a
loss of employment by the knowledge giver. Therefore, in my mind, the organizational
problem would have been simple enough to resolve, since one factor was responsible for its
cause. However, the empirical data from the research has revealed the very complex nature
of knowledge sharing within my organization and although a fear of a loss of employment is
a factor in this, it is by no means that straight forward or simple and therefore, a solution to
the problem of poor knowledge sharing is multifaceted. One of those faces would have to be
mine as the owner-manager, as | have also found that | have contributed to poor knowledge
sharing, giving further evidence of the complexity of knowledge sharing and especially, the
conscious and unconscious power that the individual plays in sharing knowledge. | must
therefore, keep on critically reflecting and evaluating my role in my organization to avoid an

unconscious self-sabotage of my efforts in bringing about positive change.

| have found that three major themes of Power, Culture and Process influence how employees
choose to share their knowledge, when they share their knowledge and to what extent that
knowledge is shared. Under the power theme, individuals use the political status their jobs or
positions of responsibility gives them as a tool to manipulate knowledge by withholding key
information from others, in a manner that protects their positions of influence within the

organization. Thereby creating an ever-increasing power base for the knowledge haves, thus
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securing their position within the organization by ensuring that they remain the go-to
individuals, as key knowledge of job tasks and day to day organizational activities is kept
locked away in their minds. Ultimately, creating an ever-dwindling power base for the
knowledge have nots, who as a result of not having adequate knowledge to do their jobs
effectively, perform poorly, have less political influence within the organization and are thus

vulnerable to organizational exit.

| also found that when it comes to the effect of culture on knowledge sharing, factors of
leadership style, certain organizational practices of how we train, renumerate and recruit
employees, as well as the sense of identification employees feel, have the most significant
influence on individual attitudes to knowledge. | found that as an owner-manager my
leadership style and leadership actions from the onset of the founding of the organization,
had an impact on the culture of the organization in a manner that caused individuals to
withhold their knowledge from their colleagues. This can be seen in how my communication
style subverted the normal communication channels by cutting key managers out of the
communication process, the absence of a visible corporate vision that contributed to a
corporate culture of fear and individualism, that set the stage for a culture that places little
value in knowledge sharing and as such, is at odds with the positive knowledge sharing

culture, that | intended, at the founding of the organization.

Also, evidence shows that the autocratic leadership style prevailing in the organization
discourages both the top down and bottom-up sharing of knowledge. However, this style of
leadership may be largely borne from the larger societal leadership style that prevails in the
country and therefore, created ample grounds for poor knowledge sharing to thrive. While in
the case of identification, the disparity between the goals of the employees and the goals of
the organization created a misalignment of ideologies between an organization that wants to
champion the advancement of the group and the self-interested, individual only
advancement ideology of some members of the organization. Therefore, the behaviour of
withholding sharing their knowledge with others, manifested in those that identified with
self-interested behaviours over the group interests. This misalignment of ideologies, evidence
shows, was largely as a result of a failure by the organization to clearly communicate its goals
by the way of vision and mission to all members of the organization. Thereby, creating an

environment that left members to come up with their own goals and focus on them.
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| have also found that the current state of some organizational practices such as how the
organization recruits, renumerate, and trains its employees all play different but significant
roles in influencing knowledge sharing attitudes and actions within the organization and
practices such as this may need to be remoulded to prioritise knowledge sharing. This is
because, their impact on the attitude and behaviours of members to share their knowledge

is immediate and tangible.

The nature of communication and reporting at several levels of the organization as the data
shows significantly impacts knowledge sharing. For example, at the organizational level, even
the communication of the corporate vision, mission and other organizational policies to
employees is very little and ineffective, thereby, allowing for members to create sub cultures
within the organization, fuelled by their own vision of the organization and their places in it,
and leading them to take actions that do not advance knowledge sharing. Secondly,
communication and reporting styles among members of the organization are used as tools to
purposefully and deliberately withhold knowledge in some cases and in other cases, it has a

secondary effect on knowledge sharing as a result of other factors that occurred first.

It is evident that the interrelation between the three themes of Power, Culture and Process
have indeed conspired in the generation of the problem of a lack of knowledge sharing and
this interrelation may most likely also be relevant in the generation of a successful

intervention to this problem.
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CHAPTER 5- Analysis, Discussions and Researcher reflections

5.1 Introduction

| commenced this action research study as a means to generate a solution for the problem of
poor knowledge sharing among members of my organization. As | am currently a practitioner
in the organization, my knowledge of the problem was founded on my experience as a
member of the organization. From this experience, it was evident that knowledge was not
being shared willingly, easily or freely among members of the organization as there were
knowledge gaps littered across departments within the organization. These knowledge gaps
resulted in poor individual performances as some members didn’t exhibit the appropriate

knowledge necessary to do their jobs properly.

This was the nature of the problem I started with and as | collected data, the problem became
more obvious and its root, more complex. Although the empirical data from this research has
revealed that employment security, leadership styles and communication and reporting have
impacted knowledge sharing in my organization, it was decided by the action planning group
to focus on taking action to intervene in improving some aspects of the process of
communication and reporting that we were used to in the organization. As detailed in section
4.4, in intervening and taking action to improve communication and reporting, some
improvement in knowledge sharing between individual members was recorded, however, the
action taken did not completely resolve the problem of knowledge sharing and as such, | will
make recommendations to management for the need to take further action aimed at

resolving the problem going forward and after this research project has been concluded.

The recommendations proposed to management will detail the solution driven steps to be
taken, informed by the actionable knowledge that has resulted from this research, to
hopefully improve the level of knowledge sharing within the organization. Still with a focus
on communication and reporting, the recommendations will be aimed at taking specific
action to improve the communication and reporting in the organization with the aim of

improving knowledge sharing between individual members.
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5.2 Analysis and Discussions

The data collected during the interview process shows a complex intertwining of the major
themes of power, culture and process and the observations and outcomes of this small-scale
intervention shows further evidence of this link. However, keeping the focus on the findings
from the action | took and my intervention, it is evident to me that my habit of bypassing the
departmental managers and communicating directly in an official capacity with their
subordinates evidently affected how power was manipulated in the organization to achieve
personal agendas, which ultimately contributed to the poor knowledge sharing we
experience. In the first part, as the Managing Director with the ultimate decision making and
unguestionable political power in the organization, by bypassing the managers, | used my
position and power to interfere with the chain of command in order to ensure that the tasks
| wanted done were carried out to the standard | wanted them done. Ultimately, making the
managers feel redundant and irrelevant within the organization, with a reasonable fear of a
loss of their jobs. In trying to counter the effects of my actions on their jobs and not wanting
to lose said job, it appears that the managers also used their positions to acquire more
political power to ensure they remain relevant within the organization. They did so by
withholding valuable information from their subordinates as such information created a moat
of knowledge around the managers, in an attempt to make themselves the only purveyors of

such information and as such, indispensable to the organization.

The research data so far and the consensus from the group meetings make it clear that trust
between members is a big factor when it comes to how they choose to approach their official
communication and reporting behaviours. For example, interview data revealed that some
managers deliberately do not share knowledge with their subordinates by communicating
necessary directives to them, because they do not trust their subordinates to use that
knowledge as they intend. Also, the research findings have also revealed that as the Managing
Director, the lack of trust | have in some managers to perform their jobs in a manner that |
feel would accomplish desired results, sees me bypass them to communicate and give

instructions directly to their subordinates.
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The outcome of the intervention also makes it clear that trust cannot be built overnight to
change the behaviour of members in a manner that sees them improve how they choose to
engage in official communication and reporting to share information and therefore
knowledge as expected. Therefore, as the intervention has proved that we cannot
manufacture trust overnight, it is my opinion that we implement a mechanism that can cause
knowledge to be transferred, in an environment where a lack of trust means that people do
not voluntarily engage in knowledge sharing. Therefore, it is my opinion that as a next step,
the most realistic action to take is to create a bridge between the knowledge giver and
knowledge receiver using a third party. A third party whose role would be to daily facilitate
the knowledge transfer between the knowledge giver and the knowledge receiver by stepping
into the communication channels and facilitating the communication and reporting of official
information within the organization, so that a lack of trust between individuals will not
prevent the knowledge getting to where it is needed. As a next step, my recommendation for
immediate action is to create the role of a knowledge broker within the organization, whose
job will be to take the form of a coordinator of knowledge and facilitate the flow of
information and the knowledge it contains, from those who have it, to those who need it to
perform their daily tasks. This individual will answer the title ‘Knowledge Coordinating Officer’

or KCO.

In the past, in my role as owner-manager, | have had some success acting in a similar capacity
as | had often found myself in a position of a knowledge coordinator, whereby | had to actively
solicit information from key members, organise that information and convey that information
to other members who need it and who would not have received that information if | had not
stepped in. | also had to regularly educate some members about how to properly use their
knowledge in group problem solving settings, while actively engaged in problem solving.

Those actions temporarily ensure that information and hence knowledge flowed as required.
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5.3 Recommendation

At this point in the research, as the concept of knowledge brokering became relevant to the
organizational problem, | went back to the literature to uncover insights on knowledge

brokering.

There is a gap between knowledge producers and those who require the knowledge being
produced and this has been a persistent problem in the transfer of knowledge (Ward et al.,
2009; Obstfeld, 2005). The bridging of this gap has become the focus of several researchers
in the knowledge management field. One of the methods derived by researchers to close this
knowledge gap is the concept of ‘knowledge brokering’. Knowledge brokering is considered a
knowledge transfer intervention and is a method that can be used to facilitate the process of
putting knowledge into action (Ward et al., 2009). According to Marsden, 1982, a brokerage
model, is the process "by which intermediary actors facilitate transactions between other
actors lacking access to or trust in one another”, (Marsden (1982, p. 202) is considered
brokerage. Knowledge brokering then becomes the process of facilitating the sharing of
knowledge between various individuals in the same group or organization, between groups

or organizations and across groups or organizations (Glegg and Hoens, 2016).

Ward et al., (2009) research on the structure and process of knowledge transfer interventions
using knowledge brokering as a method is quite insightful to my organizational problem. It
was evident from their work that the producers of knowledge and the users of that knowledge
may exist in different realities and as such they may not share a common language, belief or
values (Caplan, 1979). Therefore, it becomes understandable that neither party may be
suitably placed to transfer knowledge between them, as there is no commonality for the
interpretation and understanding of that knowledge (Ward et al., 2009). To facilitate the
development of such a commonality, an intermediary is needed. In knowledge brokering,
those intermediary actors mentioned by Marsden, (1982) who facilitate transactions are

termed knowledge brokers.

These knowledge brokers facilitate knowledge sharing by acting as a link between individuals,
groups or organizations. They act to improve interactions between these various parties that
lead to a shared understanding of the issues at hand, and achieve this through the use of a

shared language to improve communication among the parties, while also, simultaneously,
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improving the meaningfulness of existing knowledge, so that it can be better applied in the
given context (Hargadon, 2002). As a result, knowledge brokering is a useful tool in
organizational learning and innovation as it deals with the process of how individuals use this
brokered knowledge within the organisation to increase learning and ultimately innovation

(Hargadon, 2002).

According to Ward et al., (2009), in intervening to facilitate the transfer of knowledge,
knowledge brokers can take action in three ways. Firstly, the broker focuses on managing the
activities that participants engage in, as they create, spread and use knowledge. This type of
broker is termed a ‘Knowledge manager’. Secondly, the broker focuses on improving the
interface between knowledge generators and knowledge users. This type of broker is termed
a ‘Linkage agent’. Thirdly, the broker focuses on training the users of knowledge so as to

improve their access to available knowledge. This type of broker is termed a ‘Capacity builder’.

In reality, it may not be easy to draw the lines between these 3 broker roles, as in the case of
my organization the broker will act in several of these capacities as knowledge manager,
linkage agent and capacity builder, depending on the specific scenario. However, keeping in
mind that knowledge transfer is extremely complex, it is my recommendation that initially in
the life of the KCO, the knowledge broker focuses on acting solely as a linkage agent. The
recommendation of the knowledge broker commencing as a linkage agent is based on the

following:

Firstly, in determining how feasible the recommendation of creating a knowledge broker role
is, it is unrealistic to expect a brokerage mediation relationship to exist in every transactional
based activity among individual members of the organization, i.e., on the individual level. The
field is too vast and the knowledge management tasks to perform are significant. There are
hundreds if not thousands of these types of individual transactions taking place every day,
and expecting a broker to step into all of these transactions in a manner that is effective, is
unrealistic and not feasible. If the KCO is going to be successful, then his workload must be
manageable. Therefore, initially, the broker should be placed at the organizational level in
which he can facilitate the sharing of corporate information and knowledge between the
organization as one party and all members of the organization as the second party to the

transaction and vice versa, thereby, initially focusing his knowledge broking capacity as a
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linkage agent and helping to improve communication along the organizational hierarchy. This
is useful for the facilitation of the knowledge sharing of the organizational vision, mission and
also organizational policies and procedures that will be designed to change the posture of
individual members of the organization to a pro knowledge sharing stance, thereby, gradually
instituting a culture of knowledge sharing on the individual and group levels. This therefore is
a linkage brokerage role, that will see the KCO tasked with taking on activities that will foster
the flow of corporate level information from the organizational level to individual members
in a manner that helps to foster the relationships between knowledge giver and knowledge

receiver.

Secondly, the KCO will be a full-time role and will be recruited from outside the current pool
of organizational members. Although an internal recruitment, thereby having an existing
member of the organization who understands the current organizational dynamics fill that
role, may prove speedier, however, | am concerned about the idea of neutrality. Currently,
the internal tussle for political advantage is too high among members and appointing an
existing member with pre-existing relationships to this role may unwittingly provide another
means for that member to gain an advantage over his peers or superiors, thereby subverting
the reasons for appointing a KCO. Therefore, it is my recommendation that recruitment be
done externally and an individual that has not been tainted by the current political climate in
the organization, tasked to perform this role. What this means, is that the knowledge broker
will be inexperienced with regards to the roles, tasks and functions of my organization and its
members, therefore, may not perform well if taking the task of managing knowledge flow or
capacity builder as the management of knowledge may be handled better by someone with
experience of ongoing affairs. Therefore, to commence his role as a linkage agent by
connecting knowledge givers with knowledge users may provide the simpler entry way into

the organization and may also make the KCO more effective initially.

The knowledge broker role will be an independent role, outside the other departments of the
organization and the KCO’s duties will not be overseen by any of the departmental managers
and will report directly to the board of directors. This direct reporting is important to give the

KCO easy access to information at all levels of the organization and also protection from any
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form of retribution directed his way from senior members of the organizations management

team.

The daily activities of the KCO will be to:

1) Improve the access of all members to corporate information by acting as the
intermediary between the source of that information and those members that need
the information. In doing so, the KCO also provides interpretation and sense making
of corporate information, while assisting members in their application of corporate
information as the need arises (Glegg and Hoens, 2016).

2) Improve communication by organising group activities such as in group meetings
aimed at increasing the physical interface and interaction of members. Such
interactions should encourage more dialogue and increased feedback for the
furtherance of knowledge (Glegg and Hoens, 2016).

3) Organise and implement training sessions aimed at teaching members methods that
can improve their knowledge sharing behaviours.

4) Being the first point of call for enquiries and feedback from other members of the

organization for matters relating to knowledge sharing issues.

For example, the knowledge broker can accomplish these activities by ensuring the proper
dissemination of written or verbal communication of policies and policy changes, organizing
and conducting the training of employees in relation to the adoption of organizational policy
and procedures that are geared towards improving knowledge sharing, conducting the
induction and orientation of new employees into the organization to forester the

understanding of the organizational identity and culture etc.

The knowledge broker will be brought in to reduce the knowledge differential between those
that have it and those that need it to perform their daily tasks and kick start the organization
on the process of learning a new behaviour i.e., knowledge sharing behaviours. Therefore,
initial success should take the form of a workforce that is equipped with a greater knowledge

and understanding of organizational level information such as policies and procedures, goals
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of the organization etc. Such that all members of the organization have the required

information to work towards one common goal.

However, how do we know that we are learning new behaviours of knowledge sharing as an
organization and hence determine that the knowledge broker is being successful? Trying to
determine when an organization is learning is a difficult process because learning is not visible
to the naked eyes (Janus, 2016). What is visible then, are only the results of learning embodied
in the actions taken by those who have learned or acquired new knowledge, rather than the

learning process itself (Schwandt and Marquardt, (1999) as cited in Janus, 2016).

Therefore, to assess the success of the knowledge brokerage intervention, | will monitor the
outcomes of projects and job tasks in an effort to determine if intended goals were achieved
as needed. Janus, (2016) notes that since knowledge sharing is intended to improve
organizational processes within a project, then it can be argued that the success of that
project in line with its objectives is a barometer to measure the success of the knowledge
sharing program integrated into that project. In the case of my organization, we will use our
standard organizational qualitative and quantitative measures of job performance to
compare the outcomes of jobs and tasks conducted after the introduction of the knowledge
broker, with similar jobs and tasks performed prior to the commencement of the knowledge
brokerage intervention. Therefore, the variance or lack thereof of the values of these
measures or indices, should be suitable in gauging the success of the knowledge broker

intervention on the performance of jobs.

Also, prior to the introduction of the KCO a benchmark survey will be conducted to ascertain
the opinions of the employees as to the ease of accessing new knowledge, using that
knowledge to perform their roles and contributing to the knowledge sharing process. Once
the KCO is introduced, surveys will be conducted once a year using the same parameters as
the benchmark survey, and results used for comparison with the benchmark survey, as a

means to ascertain the impact of the KCO.
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Action that needs to be taken in the long term:

At some point in the long term, since we plan on being a knowledge sharing company, with a
knowledge sharing culture, a longer-term plan will be to also increase identification of the
organizations’ members by actively planning to design a recruitment system that focuses on
recruiting those individuals who are naturally predisposed to knowledge sharing, thereby,
achieving a better employee-organization fit than we currently have and improving the
organizational culture of knowledge sharing. According to Chatman, (1991) and Fong et al.,
(2011) an organization wanting to instil a culture of knowledge sharing, must first identify,
select and recruit individuals that fit in with this philosophy. Our organization cannot
immediately lay off all those individuals that do not currently fit in with our knowledge sharing
agenda as this will cause severe operational disruptions. Therefore, this recruitment plan

must be done gradually and as the opportunity arises, in the longer term.

5.4 Reflection

The research process so far has revealed some key information about my organizational
practice and my role as a member of my organization. | started off this research with the
assumption that a significant portion of the cause of the inadequate knowledge sharing we
experienced could be solely attributed to other members of the organization. However,
although the research has shown that indeed other members bear some blame, what has also
become apparent with regards to knowledge sharing is that as the owner and managing
director of the organization, | have a great influence on the organization and its members and

this influence has also contributed to the problem of knowledge sharing.

It is evident that there are two organizational environments at play here. First is the
organizational environment that | believed to have existed before this research. As has
become evident during this research phase, this organization existed in my thoughts and not
in reality. In this organization, | was just the managing director and hence the effects of my
actions were limited to my role as the managing director of an organization. My actions with
regards to how | did my job and ran the organization were confined to my role as though |

was given this mandate by my superiors i.e., the board of directors and if these actions were
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going against the mandates of the organization, other members of the organization would
have the confidence and courage to speak up to either myself or my superiors and my actions
will be checked and corrected. Hence, if this wasn’t happening, then my actions were

acceptable and the business of the day could go on as usual.

Second, is the organization that exists in reality. In this organization, | am both the owner and
managing director. In reality, this is a very different organization than the first. In this
organization, | do not have any superiors, | do not have any other stakeholders to check and
review my actions and the “buck” stops with me. Consequently, creating an organizational
environment that revolves around me and my decision making. In this real-world
organization, there is a fear and hesitation on the part of other organizational members to
bring my actions or inactions to the table of discussion and therefore, issues that arise as a

result of those actions or inactions go unaddressed, while | fruitlessly search for the culprits.

In the previous chapter, it was discussed that the point at which the three core categories of
power, culture and process meet, encapsulates their interlinked complexity and uncovering
how these factors are linked in my organization, would be significant in developing a solution.
Although there may be other actors or mediums of this link, the narrative so far has revealed
my presence at the heart of the interlink between power, culture and process. | am evidently,
a medium of this link between these three categories as the power ingrained in my position
has been wielded using a style of leadership that has influenced the process of individual
communication and reporting, in a manner that has seen me use knowledge as the tool to
dominate these three categories. In other words, members of the organization seeking to
secure their employment or secure political advantage by ensuring that they gain recognition
from the individual with the ultimate power within the organization, were more than willing
to accept and participate in a culture of leadership that fuelled the process of direct

communication and reporting with them.

Therefore, though not a long-term solution, the inclusion of a knowledge broker will go some
way in ensuring that at least from the dissemination of knowledge from the organizational or
corporate level, my personal involvement in the dispersing of information will be buffered.

Therefore, limiting the effects of my bias on how that information is used or not used. Once
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organizational policies and procedures are set and agreed by the board, the broker will act as
a medium of connecting such information to all members of the organization, ensuring
members have access to that information and most importantly understand how to use that
information properly. For example, if the organizational policy about the proper flow of
information down the organizational hierarchical chain was disseminated in such a way that
every member of the organization understood the importance of this policy and its direct
implications for the organization and their places in it, it may not have been so easy for me to
bypass the managers and share information directly with their subordinates to the detriment

of knowledge sharing.

My intervention shows that the power dynamics within the organization with regards to
knowledge withholding actions being taken to gain power and secure employment by
individuals has not changed. The fear of a loss of employment is still palatable and my physical
withdrawal during the period | feel created uncertainty that further caused some members
to try to gain more power to secure their jobs. For example, in a discussion with a manager
and a key supervisor, it was revealed that the key supervisor had discussed the possibility of
a separate department being created for him, not under the jurisdiction of his manager.
However, my intervention may not only be the cause of the increased scramble for job
security as this may also be impacted by the larger uncertainty created by the effects of Covid-

19 and the layoffs that have occurred due to the downturn in the economy.

There has noticeably been an improvement in knowledge sharing as a result of a more
collective leadership style and collective decision making that resulted in my intervention.
Although as described earlier, we still face considerable challenges, however, at least,
members involved in this experiment where we all discuss using the social media platform
have shown a willingness to corporate and discuss more. Although, as revealed earlier, the
types of information divulged during these discussions are less than optimal but the case can

be made for improved dialogue and collective decision making.

This also means that knowledge sharing was improved as communication and reporting
improved but the need to want to gain recognition from me as the managing director led to

an erosion of some of the gains earlier made. For example, participants kept withholding key
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information to the group and instead, preferred to divulge this information only to me, while
divulging what | would term ‘participatory information’ to the group i.e., information shared
that could be seen as sharing knowledge but the quality of information being shared is of no

real consequence to the problems trying to be resolved by the group.

It is important to keep in mind that we may not be able to completely eliminate the craving
for recognition but we can perhaps create mechanisms that use the craving for recognition
to improve knowledge sharing in line with the organization’s goals. For example, mechanisms
can be put in place to ensure that the managers are the sole administrators of employee
reward systems for good performance. This way, it creates an incentive for the employees to
channel their attention for recognition to their managers, as they know that the sharing of
valuable information with their managers for the improvement of the organization, if tied to
performance parameters, can be directly recognised and rewarded by them and not the

managing director.

With all that said, it has become very evident to me that knowledge sharing is very complex.
Therefore, practically, it is not easy to define a sole solution that would see the organization
do knowledge sharing better. It will have to be a series of different solution driven actions
that must be taken continuously and over an extended period of time. This is because; to
guote a proverbial saying, “there are lots of ways to skin a cat”, however, in the case of
knowledge sharing in my organization, while skinning this cat, we shockingly find that the cat
has turned into a king cobra. The question then immediately becomes, how do you skin a king
cobra? Therefore, there may always be the problem of taking action, that action either
causing change that further action is needed to tackle or revealing another dimension to the

problem that a different action is required to tackle.
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CHAPTER 6- CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Introduction

This chapter will summarise the process undertaken during the research and the outcome of
the research. While doing so, it should also demonstrate the impact the research has had on
me as an insider researcher, my personal learning that has taken place, and also the impact
and learning that has taken place within the organization at large. Concluding with a
discussion on the implications of the research for the larger management community,

limitations of the study and future research needed.

Empirical evidence from available research on organizational development, agree that
knowledge continues to be that intangible organizational asset that can create innovation and
provide an organization with a competitive edge in its marketplace (Foss & Pedersen, 2002;
Spender & Grant, 1996). Therefore, capturing and transfer of that knowledge across the
organization from those that have it to those that need it must also be considered (Hinds et.al,
2001). Therefore, as an owner-manager in my organization, with the aim of growing that
organization and ensuring that it succeeds in the marketplace and achieves its goals, the
importance of this research to my individual managerial aims, the aims of my organization

and the management community at large, cannot be understated.

At its most basic definition in an organizational context, knowledge sharing is the sharing of
information and experience relevant to the context of the organization, by an individual in an
organization, to other individuals in that organization (Wang, 2004). The somewhat simple
flow of information and experience from one individual to another has huge ramifications on
the organizations ability to survive in its marketplace, by creating competitive advantage
through using knowledge to innovate (Nonaka, 2007; Gruenfeld, et al, 2000; Liu et al, 2019).
By this definition and understanding, as an active and experienced member of that

organization, my organisational problem was evident to me.

My experience in my organization exposed me to the effects of the inadequate levels of
knowledge sharing that was the norm in my organization. The lack of transfer of information

and experience created bottlenecks at all levels of the organization and was evident in how
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little information some employees had about their job tasks and their deficiencies in the
required knowledge to perform those tasks effectively. Therefore, the aim of this research
was to achieve two things. Firstly, to understand the reasons why knowledge is not being
shared within my organization by investigating the factors that influence knowledge sharing.
Secondly, to use the results of this investigation to uncover strategies to improve knowledge
sharing and ensure that the organization does knowledge sharing better, to contribute to the

organisational development of the company.

6.2 How the research was conducted

The preliminary steps of the research began with the problem conceptualization and
diagnosis phase in which from my experience as an insider in the organization, | commenced
a provisional conceptualization of the problem of poor knowledge sharing within my
organization and engaged in a critical review of the literature to help shape the
conceptualization of the problem and to uncover knowledge that will to inform the next steps.
Although | chose knowledge sharing as the topic for this research, it is also important to state
that the problem of knowledge sharing in my organization was not conceptualised by myself
alone. In my role as the managing director of the organization, this issue of poor knowledge
sharing has been brought up for discussion by other members of the organization over the

years and has been a historic challenge for the organization.

The planning phase commenced with an introductory meeting into the organization with
senior managers, in which the purpose of the research was explained and the plan for the
research explored. This collaborative planning process aided in the efficient allocation of
organizational resources in a manner that would ensure the time and manpower needed for
the research did not detrimentally interfere with the daily operations of the organization but
would still allow the research to fulfil its objectives. This was followed by a forum held with
all members of the organization to explain the purpose of and involvement in the research.
This forum provided members an avenue to express their general awareness and views on
the subject of knowledge sharing in the organization. Finally, the evaluation step consisted of

an evaluation of the literature and information obtained from the forum, all of which helped
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improve my understanding of the problem and also helped to shape the type and manner of

guestions that would be asked during the interview phase.

The action research cycle commenced with the further diagnosis of the problem through the
use of a qualitative inquiry of face-to-face individual interviews to obtain first hand, on the
ground data that was unique and tailored to my organization. The intent was to try to
understand the phenomenon of knowledge sharing through the first hand lived experiences
of other members of my organization, therefore, understanding the reasons why knowledge
was being hoarded by those who possessed key knowledge and also, uncovering those factors
that could encourage more knowledge sharing within my organization. The next phase
continued as a planning phase and in the spirit of continuous collaboration, once the data
from the interview phase was gathered, sorted and analysed, it was used as the basis of the
action planning meeting that followed, in which a group consisting of key members of the
organization were presented emerging themes of the data that was emerging from the
research. The purpose of this group meeting was to discuss the complex nature of the data
emerging from the research, create more awareness of how deep rooted the problem was,
and to stimulate conversations that could potentially bring up suggestions that would aid in
formulating a working strategy for intervention. All of these together would form the basis of
an intervention strategy that is intended to solve the organizational problem of poor
knowledge sharing, and ensure that members of the organization did knowledge sharing

better.

The literature review, empirical data from the data collected and results of the intervention,
revealed that knowledge sharing is very complex and the knowledge sharing behaviours in
my organization are not influenced by a single factor, rather they are influenced by the

interrelation and interconnectedness of a series of factors.
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6.3 Overview of the research findings

The aim of this research was to achieve two things. Firstly, to understand the reasons why
knowledge is not being shared within my organization by investigating the factors that
influence knowledge sharing. Secondly, to use the results of this investigation to uncover
strategies to improve knowledge sharing and ensure that the organization does knowledge
sharing better, to contribute to the organisational development of the company. The

following sections will discuss how these research questions were addressed in the research.

The First Research Question

In addressing the first research question, i.e., to understand the reasons why knowledge is
not being shared within my organization, a conceptual model was developed using existing
literature to uncover the factors that influence knowledge sharing between individuals in
organizations. This conceptual model was then refined using empirical data from this research
to develop a bespoke knowledge sharing model, tailored to my organization. Using this
model, it was uncovered that the major factors that influence knowledge sharing in my
organization, and cause the organization to do knowledge sharing poorly are Power, Culture
and Process. These factors impact knowledge sharing individually but also interact to impact
knowledge sharing in complex ways, thereby, supporting the view of the literature that

knowledge sharing is often a complex process.

Power

At afundamental level, Nonaka, (2007) argues that all new knowledge is born by an individual.
Also, since knowledge must flow from one individual to another, the consideration of the
complexity of interpersonal dynamicsi.e., how individuals relate to one another (McDermott,
1999, Carter & Scarbrough, 2001) cannot be ignored. Therefore, what this means is that the
individual is at the heart of the knowledge sharing process and must be considered. This
centrality therefore grants the individual with enormous power in the knowledge sharing
process and success or failure of knowledge being passed from one person to another largely

lies in his hands.
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In a broad sense, the available literature largely comes to the same conclusion that individuals
do indeed use their knowledge to wield power in a bid to achieving their own personal goals.
Szulanski, (1996), attributes the fear of a loss of privilege or superiority a motivating factor as
to why knowledge is not shared freely within organizations. In the case of my organization,
the managers fear of a loss of their superiority and privilege in their positions as managers
were indeed triggered by my actions when | pushed them aside, potentially providing them
with the motive to withhold what they knew from their subordinates, as they tried to

maintain their superiority, privilege, and power that their positions gave them.

| discovered that power contained in the individual in regards to knowledge sharing is
significant. Most importantly, how the individual chooses to wield that power contributes to
the success of failure of knowledge sharing in the organization. The understanding of this
power is critically important in understanding why knowledge is not being shared, while also
being key to understanding how knowledge could be shared better. Most individuals in my
organization evidently used their tacit knowledge and knowledge gained by their positions
within the organization, as a tool to maintain or acquire political power for the purpose of
gaining political advantage over other members of the organization and advancing whatever

agenda they had at that point.

As the owner-manager of the organization, my position provided me with significant power
which unknown to me, | used to subvert the traditional knowledge sharing process by
bypassing departmental managers, in a bid to ensure the job performance of their
subordinates. In turn, to secure their employment and influence, some managers also used
the power derived from their positions to cling on to their knowledge and ensure it remained
solely inside their heads. This created an overreliance on them and the increased power this
brought, made them indispensable, as some tasks could not be easily performed unless they
were personally involved. My actions also created a sense of entitlement among the
supervisors, who relished the opportunity to have the ear of the Managing Director.
Therefore, to gain favour in my eyes, promote their standing and power within the
organization and diminish the importance, influence and ultimate power of their managers,

some supervisors withheld valuable knowledge from their managers and preferred instead to
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share that knowledge directly with me. It appeared that knowledge sharing therefore, was as
an unprofitable thing to do at the individual level, as it would mean that some members would
give up some degree of the power, influence and control they held if they shared their

knowledge freely.

Going into this research, although | did not understand explicitly the concept of power as |
now do, | did understand how significant the influence of the individual was in the knowledge
sharing process as early on, | attributed a possible cause of the organizational problem to the
actions of other influential individual members in the organization i.e., the managers.
Notably, though not conceived from any hard data, rather just my experience at the time, |
had referred to the actions of the managers in withholding valuable information as they tried
to make themselves indispensable to the organization. Although it appears my assumptions
were somewhat right, what | did not understand were the factors that led the managers to
engage in such behaviours and in particular, the personal impact of my actions on their
behaviour. The research has revealed that as the most powerful individual in the organization,
my actions contributed to the creation of a culture of withholding knowledge for political gain
and therefore, made it a logical behaviour for managers and other staff to withhold their
knowledge as this was what the culture demanded of those members who wanted to survive
in their jobs and protect their positions and employment. Therefore, going forward, | must
make it a habit to reflect on the potential impact on knowledge sharing in the organization,

of future actions | may take.

Culture

The culture of the organization can be seen in its core values, philosophies, and organizational
practices (Cameron and Quinn, 2006; McDermott and O’Dell, 2001). The research revealed
that the culture of this organization is an individualistic competitive culture, where members
place great value in using their knowledge as a weapon to advance their individual agendas
in a dog-eat-dog fashion, with the aim of maintaining their positions of power and influence

in the organization.

142



This research uncovered that some elements of this organizational culture such as the
leadership style, identification levels and organizational practices of the organization such as
recruitment, training, and remuneration, all influenced to varying degrees, the advancement
of this organizational culture, by creating and fuelling an environment where knowledge is

not shared easily.

In the case of leadership, there is a prevailing autocratic style of leadership among managers
in the organization that is characterised by a strict top-down preference for the flow of
information, and an unwillingness by superiors to receive or act on feedback flowing upwards
from subordinates. The data collected largely showed a displeasure among subordinates who
are at the receiving end of this type of leadership and who react by not feeling the need to
participate in the information sharing process because they feel that whatever knowledge
they wish to contribute will not be accepted, considered, or appreciated by their managers.
It also became clear as my intervention exercise went on, that the feeling of wanting to be
heard, could also have contributed to the motives of the subordinates in their clamour to
have the ear of the Managing Director, whenever | decided to bypass their managers and
communicate directly with them. This leadership style led to a culture that stifles feedback

and as such limits the flow of information upwards along the organizational hierarchy.

There is little research on the relationship between autocratic leadership style and knowledge
sharing behaviours in organizations. However, as in the case of my organization, the literature
does suggest that the impact of leadership on employee motivation to share knowledge is
widely accepted as true. Researchers such as Politis, (2001) and Le Ba Phong et al., (2018)
have argued that leadership styles that value followers and encourage their participation will
encourage those followers to share their knowledge more freely, as against autocratic

leadership styles which stifle knowledge sharing.

Although not having found much material supporting this in the literature, it was evident from
my research that the link between leadership styles and knowledge sharing may be indirectly
linked through the concept of power dynamics, as members seeking to gain influence and

shore up their power base, may find the characteristics of autocratic leadership a more
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advantageous tool to achieve this aim. Therefore, the cause of poor knowledge sharing under

an autocratic leader may be the pursuit of power.

The autocratic leadership style in my organization is a nationally dictated cultural factor as
previously discussed in section 2.2.3 and to isolate and change it within the organization is a
complex and very long-term endeavour and may not be an exercise worth venturing into. This
is because members of the organization exist in a larger society outside the organization with
societal norms that may supersede or have a larger impact on their behaviours than those of

the organization where they spend a few hours a day.

The other factor in culture that was evidently linked to knowledge sharing within the
organization was the lack of a single shared vision within the organization and therefore a
shared interest was lacking, leading to an individualistic culture. Johnson et al., (1999)
explained that there is no identification if an organization’s interests and the individual
interest do not align. This lack of identification can indeed lead to knowledge not being shared
adequately, as members of the network do not feel accepted, leading to a withdrawal from
social interactions with others and thus do not feel the need to share what they know with
other members of that network (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998 and Koranteng and Wiafe,
2018). The failure of the organization to convey its vision and mission to its members
contributed to this lack of identification between some members and the organization.
Knowledge as a valuable commodity was used to advance individual goals, without members
willing to give up that valuable commodity for the fulfilment of the larger goals of the

organization as there were no cultural pressures to do so.

The research also uncovered that some aspects of the organization’s recruitment policy
detrimentally impacted knowledge sharing. In some cases, employees did not have the
required prerequisites for the jobs they held and therefore, from the onset, were not capable
of receiving and using knowledge in a manner intended by the knowledge giver, which
contributed to the knowledge giver refraining from sharing his knowledge with such
individuals. Thereby creating a culture of a lack of trust that sees those with knowledge refrain

from sharing their knowledge because they do not trust that it will be used as they intended.

144



It is therefore evident that the recruitment policy of the organization needs to ensure that

person-job fit is achieved on every recruitment.

Also, it was identified that not enough training was conducted within the organization to help
employees improve their ability to share knowledge. There is evidence that some employees
did not feel confident enough to transfer their knowledge as they felt that such knowledge
was not good enough and thus, they may be looked down on by potential knowledge
receivers if they tried to share that knowledge. According to Cabrera & Cabrera, (2005), this
lack of self-confidence can be remedied by training which will increase the self-assurance of

the individual and cause him to feel confident enough to share what he knows.

Lastly, the remuneration practices of the organization were also uncovered to be significantly
detrimental to knowledge sharing. One key issue was that the organization would often pay
different wages to multiple employees partaking in the same job role. This meant that
employees who had important tacit knowledge that should be transferred to their peers but
then found out that they earned less than those peers, would react by withholding such
knowledge. The withholding of knowledge was even greater when it was believed that the
would-be knowledge receiver earned more because he was supposed to be more technically
competent with greater skills than the employee who had the tacit knowledge to give. This
flaw in remuneration is directly linked to the inadequate recruitment process of the
organization, as there is no well-structured recruitment process that ensured that employees

were recruited in a manner that facilitated the organization’s goals.

Importantly, it has become clear through this research that as owner-manager and founder
of the organization, | had a great influence on the culture of the organization, which created
an environment in which the individualistic competitive actions taken by some members
appeared logical to them. For example, my leadership actions with regards to how | chose to
communicate with subordinates, contributed an environment of untrustworthiness and
caused managers to act in individualistic ways that fuelled poor knowledge sharing. Also, as
the ultimate leader and founder of the organization, my inability to convey a singular
organizational vision and shared goals, created the grounds for members to determine their

own vision and act in individualistic competitive ways to achieve their own defined goals.
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Being aware of my impact on organizational culture is important going forward as this
knowledge should make me more aware of the potential impacts of my actions and

involvement in the organization on the knowledge sharing culture going forward.

Process

The research also revealed that communication and reporting, a factor attributed to
organizational process, had a significant role to play in the poor state of knowledge sharing

within the organization.

The state of communication and reporting within the organization was particularly inhibitive
to knowledge sharing. Communication and reporting was used as a tool by members of the
organization to stifle knowledge sharing as communication in both verbal and written forms
is by its very nature, a vital means of passing on information and knowledge. Communication
was largely a top-down affair with managers at the top of the organization rarely seeking
feedback or engaging in dialogue with their subordinates. Without information flowing from
the bottom to the top, valuable knowledge about key organizational events such as customer
feedback, technical machinery operational data and on the job employee challenges were
missed, to the detriment of the organization. This type of communication practice can be
attributed to the steep hierarchical nature of the Nigerian culture at large, where individuals
at the top are imbibed with power and authority and hence, may not feel the need to look

down and seek information or support from those they have power over.

As the Manging Director, with the best of intentions in trying to go around this strict
hierarchical system and see for myself what was going on at the bottom tiers of the
organization and ensure that our operations run smoothly, by communicating directly with
the subordinates and bypassing the managers, the problem of knowledge sharing was
exacerbated. The managers reacted by withholding their knowledge from flowing from the
top to the bottom of the hierarchy, while their subordinates stopped trying to pass
information to them, rather preferring to pass that information directly to me. Therefore, my

actions invertedly created a culture in which withholding one’s knowledge was appropriate.
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The second research question

To achieve the second research aim, i.e., to uncover strategies to improve knowledge sharing
and ensure that the organization does knowledge sharing better, to contribute to the
organisational development of the company, the results of this research investigation
informed and guided and intervention by the way of action taken to try to set the organization

on a path to improving how its members shared knowledge.

Using the conceptual knowledge sharing model highlighted in figure 8 in Chapter 4.2 as a basis
for taking action, | decided to intervene by making changes to how | as the owner-manager
engaged in official communication and reporting with other members of the organization. |
ceased all direct official communications and reporting with members of the organization
who had departmental managers and ensuring that communication and reporting went
through their managers instead. With the understanding that given the interlinked nature of
the factors that affect knowledge sharing in my organization, it was my hope that resolving
one factor would lead to the resolution of other interlinked factors to communication. For
example, it was my hope that changing my communication style would improve the feeling
of trust the managers felt, thereby improving their sense of belonging and identification with
the company, which should in turn reduce any fears they may have of not being wanted and
losing their jobs, which ultimately, will encourage them to increase their knowledge sharing

with their subordinates.

Initially, knowledge sharing did show signs of improvement but not enough to say that we
had now transformed into a knowledge sharing organization. Therefore, a recommendation
that further action be taken with the introduction of a knowledge broker into the
organization, who will be initially tasked with playing the role of a linkage agent by ensuring
that the communication interface is improved between the knowledge giver and the

knowledge user within the organization.

The literature has proved several links between communication and knowledge sharing
behaviours, however these have largely been done by analysing communication indirectly

through its use in leadership styles, teamwork and culture to influence knowledge sharing
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behaviours in organizations. For example, De Vries et al., (2010) argues that transformative
leaders with supportive communication styles inspired by their charisma, had greater success
in encouraging their followers to increase both their knowledge collecting and donating
behaviours. Gara Bach Ouerdian et al, (2019) also argues that increasing teamwork leads to
increased knowledge sharing as a result of members of that team having to increase their
communication as they attempt to cooperate more to solve problems together. With regards
to culture, Wilkesmann et al., (2009) notes that in countries that rank high on Hofstede,
(1980) power-distance scale such as Nigeria, people at the lower end of the hierarchy rarely
get the chance to share their knowledge as they fear penalties from stepping out of line.
Therefore, it becomes understandable why | received significant participation and eagerness
from those members subordinate to the managers, when | actively engaged in direct
communication with them, as | was presenting their best case for getting their voices heard.
The steep hierarchy can also explain the managers dismay at my actions as culturally, this

would have been seen as somewhat taboo.

However, my approach to this type of direct communication with subordinates and
willingness to receive feedback from them although influenced by wanting to get the job done
as discussed in Chapter 5, was also influenced by my Laissez-faire/democratic style of
management, which sees me want to place more decision making in the hands of my
subordinates, going as far as ensuring that | communicate and deal directly with the last man
or woman actually performing the final task in the chain of command. Unfortunately, this
style is a great contrast to the existing autocratic style of management and leadership in

Nigeria and hence will always be a shock to some members of the organization.

The intervention plan although improving some aspects of knowledge sharing, did not resolve
the situation in its entirety. Therefore, it was the case in this research that after two Action
Research cycles, the organizational problem was not resolved completely. Since Action
Research is an ongoing process, there will be more cycles of planning, action and reflection

that need to be taken in the long term, to resolve the organizational problem.

From this point, the introduction of the ‘Knowledge Coordinating officer’ (KCO) as a solution-

based plan going forward is based on my perspective of the resulting analysis of the data and
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the outcome of the preliminary intervention | already took. However, in the time available for
the research, it is not feasible to introduce my stated plan into the organization and
empirically monitor the outcome of the intervention, and, subsequently use this data as a
part of this thesis. However, once implemented, | would like to do more in the future to
empirically monitor and assess what the outcome of the intervention and see if it has
improved knowledge sharing in the short term and subsequently, determine if there are any
improvements in our long-term performance in the achievement of our organizational

objectives of profitability, competitive edge, and market share.

With this in mind and in line with the recommendation made in chapter 5, the next step
should be to immediately create and fill the new position of knowledge broker, which will be
named knowledge coordinating officer (KCO). To ensure respect and compliance for the KCO
by other members of the organization, the KCO will be positioned and supported by senior
management through an empowering job description and job function that will allow him/her
to transcend departmental and hierarchical boundaries to immediately lead and enforce the
knowledge sharing initiatives in relation to communication and reporting, going forward. The
KCO will focus on ensuring corporate or organizational level information is disseminated and
explained to members of the organization and will be the first point of call to deal with
concerns, complaints, enquiries, and all forms of feedback to corporate information by
members of the organization. This will ensure that key organizational information such as the
vision, mission, policies, and procedures of the organization, as well as key events, that are
key to building a unified culture that supports knowledge sharing is always shared with all

members of the organization.

The KCO will also be involved in intra and inter departmental group meetings and will stand
as a neutral third party to facilitate, observe and monitor the level of information sharing
taking place in the meetings and taking initiatives to help integrate teams better, using
information. To aid this, the organization will implement the use of the Microsoft Team
application software to aid in the interactions of group members. Microsoft Team application
will create an open and easily accessible platform in which members can interact and be
exposed to important information emanating from key discussions. With the interactive
features in the application, the KCO will be able to quickly facilitate group meetings through

group chats so that critical departmental and organizational issues are discussed quickly even
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without in person meetings. Also, the file sharing and storing feature of the application should
also improve the sharing of information among members of the group and ensure all
members can easily locate key information. File sharing frequency can also be easily

monitored by the KCO and used as an indication of the frequency of information flow.

The use of Microsoft Team application will aid in the monitoring and collection of key indices
that can be used by the KCO and myself to measure the effectiveness of knowledge sharing
initiatives, such as the frequency of each individual’s participation and contribution in group
discussions, the frequency of questions being posed by subordinates to supervisors or
managers and vice versa, the frequency in which the information provided has been useful in

bringing about the resolution to problems etc.

Since the advent of the corona virus pandemic, there has been a proliferation and greater
acceptance of the use of communication tools that eliminate the daily need for face to face
in person interactions. Manufacturing companies in Nigeria are required to limit the number
of employees in the factories at any given time and ensure adequate spacing during meetings
therefore, the use of remote online communication channels is being used more. Prior to the
pandemic, members of my organization have had exposure to online communication tools as
we have used the mobile phone application ‘Whatsapp’ for group meetings and video
conferences in the past. Therefore, | do not envision that there should be much of a problem
in adapting to a new and more tailored communication software. The use of online
communication devices will benefit and help improve communication within the organization
because due to the pandemic, not all organizational functions need to be carried out in person
at the factory building anymore to reduce the risk of spreading the coronavirus. For example,
the sales team are not required to report for daily in person meetings at the factory building

anymore as this is now mostly done remotely.

The KCO will also be present and a part of the team that takes newly recruited employees
through their orientation and training process, ensuring that these new members are
presented with the information and knowledge resource that will see them understand the
nature of the organization and their roles in it, while also making them aware of knowledge
sharing resources and best practices that are expected of them as they join the organization.
This will help combat on day one, any contrary information they may receive from other

members of the organization that continue to resist knowledge sharing initiatives.
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However, it is also important for the KCO not to operate as a dictator in a closed system in
which knowledge sharing behaviours are forced as this will not be sustainable. For a
behavioural change, knowledge sharing cannot be forced and must be done voluntarily by
each member of the organization. Therefore, in this spirit, this KCO led initiative must be done
in consultation with the staff body, their opinions sought and their participation solicited and
encouraged. This way, we can maintain an open and continuously innovative system that sees
the best knowledge sharing ideas generated and implemented in the organization. This
collaborative effort helps in bridging the power gap between the top, middle and bottom tiers
of the organizational hierarchy by encouraging participation and inclusion of junior members
of the organization in the decision-making process, hopefully, further helping the knowledge

sharing initiatives.

With the KCO being very visible in the organization and being a key part of the environment
going forward, the consciousness of our members should be increased towards knowledge
sharing, increasing participation in knowledge sharing and hopefully, causing a culture change
to a knowledge sharing culture, so that one day, we can say ‘knowledge sharing is what we

do here’.

6.4 Learning

First Person Learning

This Action research process of planning, taking action, observing and reflecting that has been
followed throughout this research has greatly benefitted me and my organization by aiding
our learning on the subject of knowledge sharing. Learning has occurred because the Action
research process has involved me as the researcher engaging in research on a social system
which | am actively and functionally a part of and gaining managerial soft skills while doing
so. My active membership in this social system both as researcher and participant meant that
the exploration of social issues of interaction and relationships between members of the
system and the system at large, led to a participation between the researcher and other
members of the group, due to the fluid boundaries that exist between myself as a researcher,

as a member of the social system and also other members of the social system that make up
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my organization (Bawden, 1991). This meant that as social issues were explored, the
understanding and learning that occurred were automatically tied to the actions we took to

bring about change to the issues (Zuber-Skerritt & Perry, 2002).

Personally, through the process of this research | have seen myself transform into a more
critically reflective individual. | have become more aware of the role | played in the problem
and in the process, | have become more comfortable in critiquing myself and my actions as a
manager and founder of the organization. For example, prior to conducting this research, |
looked at the organisational problem solely from my lived experiences and this carried with
it a lot of biases and assumptions as to the nature of knowledge sharing in my organisation,
what the cause of the knowledge sharing problem was and what would be the potential
solution to the problem. As stated at several points in this thesis, | initially regarded
knowledge sharing, as a problem, solely amongst other members of the organisation below
me in organisational hierarchy. Secondly, | assumed that the problem was caused solely by a
fear of a loss of employment by the managers and largely felt that any solutions would have
to come from dealing with their irrational fears and forcing them to share their knowledge in
some way. These assumptions played a big role in the unsuccessful actions | took to address
this problem over the years. For example, laying off managers and others unwilling to share
their knowledge as | felt that a replacement would participate freely in knowledge sharing.
Only to have that replacement not freely and willingly sharing his knowledge and engaging in

behaviours similar to his predecessors.

Learning came as my assumptions about the nature of the problem were challenged as the
collection of data commenced. | gained valuable insights into the lived experiences of other
members of the organisation and it quickly became clear that | was also one of the players
causing knowledge not to be shared freely in the organization, while also revealing some of
the real reasons why knowledge was not being shared by members of the organization. The
exposure of my biases and assumptions in my decision making and seeing the detrimental
effects this has had on my organisation taught me the importance of critical reflection and
analysis, while also improving my ability to be flexible in how | approached the

conceptualization of problems.
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| have also seen the value of taking a more collaborative and consultative approach by finding
out from employees what’s going on, rather than assuming | already know the nature of
things. As a manager what this means for me personally is the understanding that a
collaborative effort in problem solving is important to draw out nuances that | may not see
personally but that are seen by others in the organization. In the case of this research, such
nuances were drawn out from the data collected through the collaborative involvement of
others in the organization. Thereby improving my understanding of how | saw the problem
and increased my learning. Therefore, | plan to adopt a more consultative and collaborative

approach to my style of management going forward.

6.5 Second person learning

The participatory nature of action research has meant that other members of the organization
had the opportunity to be a crucial part of the research and this involvement meant that they
too may have been changed in some way as individuals and as a group. Organizational
learning occurred through this process as meetings were conducted in the form of an action
planning group which was formed and consisted of myself, senior managers and other
members who held key positions within the organization and who all participated in the
research process. This group provided an avenue to meet, discuss and together, resolve the
problem of knowledge sharing while the research process went on and was informed by the
emerging data from the research. Within the group, members were actively involved in the
process of planning, taking action, observing the effects of those actions and engaging in
critical reflection on a daily basis. This process resulted in the development of soft skills for
myself and other members of the organization involved in the research process. The soft skills
we have learnt as a group of managers in the organisation are the abilities to re-align the
focus of the management to resolving knowledge sharing issues, motivating and encouraging
employees to actively participate in knowledge sharing and actively engaging in the recreation
of new organizational beliefs and values. These soft skills learned have been beneficial to
facilitating the process of change that we are currently going through, as we try to do

knowledge sharing better.
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Organisational learning also came when | decided to take action after data was collected by,
reducing my participation in the day-to-day internal communication process of the
organisation and also attempting a more open communication style with relevant members
of the organisation, using an internet based, mobile application for communication. As an
organization, the actions of some individuals in response to my intervention showed that
learning had occurred. For example, in subsequent group meetings aimed at resolving critical
operational issues, there was increased contribution of information to the group, by members
who in the past would refrain from speaking. Although | do not currently have hard data by
means of a survey or interview, however, from my participation with other members on a
daily basis, it is observable that junior employees involved in group meetings feel greater
confidence in expressing their views and opinions about any topic on hand. Also, there
appears to be a growing belief among junior members of the organization that | have greater
confidence in the abilities of the managers, considering the significant length of time that has
elapsed since my communication intervention and in that time, | have not reneged on my

actions.

Such a monumental action in the context of our organization, has further highlighted the
importance of knowledge sharing within our organization and therefore, realigned the focus
of management to tackling this issue, by taking a first step of introducing a knowledge broker
role into the organization. Hopefully, this can start the process of redefining the values and
beliefs of the organization in line with knowledge sharing, so that knowledge sharing becomes

the cornerstone of what we do at our organisation.

However, organizational learning is a continuous process especially with a complex social
phenomenon like knowledge sharing. Although the consciousness of members of the
organisation has been increased towards the importance of knowledge sharing, there is still
some resistance to the idea of knowledge sharing as evident in the problems that resulted
from the action that | took to address the issues of communication. It appears that there may
always be members of the organization that seek to use their knowledge to gain power and
improve their standing in the organisation. As an organization, we must increase the process
of redefining the values and beliefs system in the organization and create a culture of

knowledge sharing, as it is my opinion that a cultural change may have the more far reaching
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and long-lasting effect that is needed to ensure knowledge sharing is instituted and remains
long term. A cultural change must take place as culture is a major factor in what forms the
attitude of individuals and attitude is a key factor that directly determines that individual’s
behaviour in society (Henttonen et al, 2016). Therefore, if the culture leads to members of
the organisation having a positive attitude towards knowledge sharing, then individuals will

act positively towards sharing their knowledge (Bock & Kim, (2002); Ruy et al, 2003).

At the onset of the research, the plan was to use data from the research to come up with a
solution driven strategy to improve knowledge sharing within my organization and see the
organization do knowledge sharing better. This strategy was to be implemented and the
results empirically monitored to understand how the intervention impacted the problem, all
within the timeframe mandated for the research by the university of Liverpool. However, in
early 2020, the world was hit with the Covid-19 pandemic and a new social and economic
reality for organizations was forced on us. We were not prepared for the detrimental effects
this singular event would have on our organization and a fight or flight mechanism for
organizational survival was triggered. Well, | chose not to flee and as the Managing Director,
| spent the majority of my time in 2020 and 2021 fighting through the myriad of unforeseen
problems to keep the organization alive, all the while still working hard to complete my
research and thesis. | fight till this day as the effects of Covid-19 still remain and have been
compounded with a new economic downturn caused by the increase in food prices that have
stemmed from the current Russia-Ukraine war in Europe. Being in the food industry and
relying on grain from that part of the world, the detrimental effects to our business are such

that we must now find new ways of ensuring our survival.

6.6 Contributions of this Thesis

The study makes a significant contribution to the management knowledge available for
managers and owner-managers of SMEs in Nigeria by educating them on the factors that may
possibly impact knowledge sharing in their organizations and specific actions to take to
improve knowledge sharing in their organisations. Although this research cannot claim to

have discovered completely new factors, as these factors uncovered had largely been
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identified across existing literature on knowledge sharing, however, the significance of these

factors in the context of a Nigerian SME had not been previously identified.

Also, most literature on knowledge sharing have often looked at how the knowledge sharing
factors impact knowledge sharing individually. However, in the context of my organization,
my research shows very clearly how the factors of Power, Culture and Process combined,
interact and reinforce each other to impact knowledge sharing between individuals in an
organization. This is important in how managers should understand knowledge sharing as a

concept going forward.

Using Action Research methods, this research uncovered specific actions that need to be
taken to improve knowledge sharing in the specific context of my organization and this has
previously never been discussed in existing literature on knowledge sharing in organizations
as Action Research was designed to produce context specific results and not a generalisable
result. It is therefore my opinion that it is this specificity of context that gives this research its
uniqueness. Therefore, it is my belief that owners and managers of other SME organizations
in Nigeria can look to the methods employed in this research, apply it to their own

organizational context and produce results that will also be specific to them.

Also, this study informs owner-managers especially about how their positions imbibe them
with significant power and influence and how that power is often used to hinder knowledge
sharing consciously or unconsciously, especially as it relates to influencing the culture of their
organizations. For example, as this research has shown, through the power they wield, in their
bid to ensure individual members carry out their job tasks in line with the owner-managers
directives or wishes, the act of directly engaging in formal communications and reporting with
subordinates in a manner that side-lines the managers, creates an environment of distrust
between middle managers and their subordinates, and can causes knowledge not to be
shared freely. From my regular interactions with other SME owner-managers in my day-to-
day life, this action of taking control to engage directly with subordinates in a bid to ‘get the
job done’ is a recurring theme in Nigeria and therefore this research should inform them of

the adverse consequences of what may be thought of as a harmless action.

For those change managers in organizations who struggle with low levels of identification

among its members, this research will also bring an awareness that their members being used
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to setting their own priorities may not initially understand the importance of knowledge
sharing to the organization as they may have existed for far too long in an environment that
puts selfish interests first. Therefore, they must approach organizational change in a slow and
steady diplomatic manner, so as to encourage buy-in from all or most members of the
organization and not enact instant broad and sweeping change initiatives that may alienate
and demotivate members and cause their performances to drop in such a manner that the

normal business of the day may be put in jeopardy.

Although context specific in this case, and specifically for this reason, it is my view that my
research can add to the current body of management knowledge and play its role in providing
managers in Nigeria and other parts of the world with practical information on knowledge
sharing in SME organizations especially with insight into its relationship to power, culture and

organizational processes.

On the nature of culture in organizations, a key thing to note is that, being British educated,
and managing an organization in a Nigerian culture that places high importance in a strict
hierarchical organizational culture, it was evident that my Western leadership style which saw
me bypass the strict hierarchical order and communicate directly with whoever | felt could
get the job done properly, had unintended consequences that caused managers to refrain
from sharing their knowledge, as they saw my actions as being a treat to their status in the

organization.

Also, managers should as a matter of great importance, be aware of the complex relationships
that exists between the factors that affect knowledge sharing and therefore be aware of the
near impossibility of tackling one factor with the expectation of having an isolated effect.
Therefore, managers must be conscious of how these factors impact one another in practice
as the knowledge sharing model developed in this research shows. The understanding of this
interconnectedness of the factors that impact knowledge sharing is crucial in the

development of any knowledge sharing programs in practice.
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6.7 Limitations of this research

A key limitation of this research is in the applicability of its results. Since Action Research
strategy was used for this study, the results it produces are highly context specific to my
organization and therefore cannot be expected to be the same results that would be derived
if applied to another body of study. This is one key limitation of the Action Research strategy
as Action Research is designed to investigate a social problem in a specific context and emerge
with actionable social knowledge for that context (Greenwood and Levin, 2007). This means
that although managers of organizations can draw on the methods used in this research, the
knowledge sharing model derived from this research may not be applicable in understanding
the factors affecting knowledge sharing in their organisations and therefore, taking action to

improve knowledge sharing in their organizations based on this model, may prove ineffective.

Secondly, the results of this research were drawn from the analysis of data from a relatively
small number of research participants and as such may differ if a larger number of participants
were used. Unfortunately, the participants used for this research were what was available for
the research at the time and therefore, the research had to make do with what was at its

disposal.

6.8 Further research

One of the aims of this research was to identify factors that affect knowledge sharing in my
organization. However, the statistical significance of these factors to knowledge sharing was
not uncovered to show the relative relevance or impact of each factor to the way knowledge
is shared in the organization. To know the relative impact of each factor in a statistical way is
important because for an SME with limited resource constraints, when faced with
organizational problems, managers must consider which areas to allocate resources that
would give them a greater chance of resolving that organizational problem. Be it financial
resources, human capital or time that will be allocated to resolve an organizational problem,
allocating these resources in one area, may mean that those resources are not available to be

used in another area of the organization.
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Therefore, if it can be ascertained that one factor impacts knowledge sharing more than
another, it may mean that if addressed would get the firm to engage in the most knowledge
sharing. Therefore, to minimise the risk of failure in resolving the problem, resources can be
allocated accordingly. In relation to this research, this is the area that is lacking and further

scholarly research needs to be done in this area.
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APPENDIX A- Participant Invitation Notice
PARTICIPANT INVITATION NOTICE

Dear Invitee,

I kindly seek your participation in a doctoral research study that | am conducting titled: Encouraging
knowledge sharing behaviours in a Nigerian SME, an action research inquiry. The purpose of this
research is to understand why knowledge is not being shared properly in our organization and to
uncover solutions that can help us share knowledge better. The completion of this research study is a
requirement for the successful completion of the degree of Doctor of Business Administration at the
University of Liverpool.

The study will see participants take part in a face-to-face interview and group meetings with the
researcher, as these are the primary data collection method for this study and the only ways data will
be collected from participants. Participation is completely voluntary and participants can withdraw
from the study at any time you choose if you feel under any physical or psychological risks, or do not
feel the need to continue your participation. Participation or refusal to participate in this study will not
lead to any negative or detrimental effects to members jobs or standing in the organization.
Participation in this study is anonymous and any personal information that can easily identify a
participant will not be included in the thesis.

Kindly note that the criteria to participate in this study are as follows:

e You have no acute health condition that will mean that you are not regularly
present at work for the minimum working hours required by the organization.

e  You have been an employee for more than 6 months and are no longer on your probationary
period.

e You work within an organizational department.

e Your work role does provide you with an opportunity to interact with other

colleagues on a regular basis during the work day.

If you would like to participate in the study, kindly contact the human resource manager to collect a
participant information sheet which will provide you with more details about the research.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

Oziegbe Ehimuan

Managing Director and Doctoral Student
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APPENDIX B- Participant information sheet

P&d UNIVERSITY OF

& LIVERPOOL

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET

Encouraging knowledge sharing behaviours in a Nigerian SME, an action research inquiry.

1. Invitation Paragraph

You are being invited to take part in a research study. Contained in this information sheet is all
available information about the purpose of the research and the part you will play in it. Please
take some time to go through this information and if needed, more information will be provided

at your request.

You are not required to make a decision on the spot as you can take this information sheet
away and review the information in your own time. Your decision to participate in this study
should be 100% voluntary.

Thank you for your time.
2. What is the purpose of the study?

The study aims to identify the reasons why knowledge is not being shared within the
organization. Therefore, leading to its ultimate purpose of bringing about the organizational
changes needed to improve knowledge sharing within the organization, by uncovering ways in
which knowledge can be shared better. For knowledge to be shared better, all members of the
organization must learn to share knowledge better. Therefore, the research is aimed at
encouraging organizational learning through the collaboration of members of the organization
in order to improve each member’s knowledge sharing behaviours in a manner that improves
innovation and organizational performance. To improve the organization, we must all do it
together as members of the organization and therefore, learning must take place in a
collaborative manner.
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1. Why have | been chosen to take part?

You have been invited because you fit into the following group:
1) You are a current employee of the company.
2) You have been an employee for more than 6 months and are no longer on your
probationary period.
3) You work within an organizational department.

4) You work in a managerial/supervisory or subordinate role.

2. Do I have to take part?

Participation in this research is 100% voluntary and upon the completion and submission of the
consent form, it will be concluded that you have voluntarily and without coercion decided to
take part in this research. However, if at any time you decided to withdraw from the research,

you will be allowed to do so.

Secondly, it is important that you are aware that although the research is being conducted by
the managing director of the organization, he is doing so as a part of the requirements for the
fulfilment of his Doctoral studies. It is also important to keep in mind that you are not required
to take part in the research and there will be no positive or negative impact on your job status

or position within the organization, if you decline to take part in the research.

3. What will happen if | take part?

Taking part in this research means that you will be involved in a learning process with the
researcher and other participants in which collaborative learning will take place to bring about
change and solve the organization’s problem.

Taking part in this research means that you will be required to participate in face-to-face
interviews and group meetings with the researcher. The interviews should last approximately
for 30 minutes and will be conducted in a private meeting room in the company headquarters

or an offsite location that the participant may feel more comfortable with.

Only the research participant and the researcher will be present in the interview room and
privacy will be assured. Your responses to the interview questions will be recorded with an
audio recording device, transferred and stored in a secure data base in the researcher’s

computer.
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Research participants will also be required to take part in one or more meetings and group
discussions. These meetings and groups discussions will take place in private meeting rooms
in the head offices of the company. These meeting and group discussions will be chaired by
the researcher and will be attended by those research participants scheduled for the meetings.
The purpose of these meetings and group discussions will be to fact find and pool ideas
regarding the organisational problems undergoing research, conduct critical analysis and
gather feedback, while also making decisions about plans of action at several stages during
the research.

All of these procedures will be carried out by the researcher who is Oziegbe Ehimuan and holds

a role as the Managing Director of the company.

1. How will my data be used?

“The University processes personal data as part of its research and
teaching activities in accordance with the lawful basis of ‘public task’, and
in accordance with the University’s purpose of “advancing education,
learning and research for the public benefit.

Under UK data protection legislation, the University acts as the Data
Controller for personal data collected as part of the University’s research.
The [Dr Ali Rostron, Director of Studies: Online Msc in Human Resource
Mnagament, University of Liverpool Management School, Room G60,
Chatham Street, Liverpool L69 7ZH, United Kingdom, +44(0)1517957405,
email: A.Rostron@liverpool.ac.uk] acts as the Data Processor for this study,
and any queries relating to the handling of your personal data can be sent
to [Dr Ali Rostron, Director of Studies: Online Msc in Human Resource
Management, University of Liverpool Management School, Room G60,
Chatham Street, Liverpool L69 7ZH, United Kingdom, +44(0)1517957405,

email: A.Rostron@liverpool.ac.uk].

Further information on how your data will be used can be found in the table

below”.
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How will my data be collected?

Audio
journals.

recording, meeting notes, field

How will my data be stored?

Data will be stored in physical journals and
electronically. All electronic data will be
stored in the password protected personal
computer of the researcher and all journals
and notes will be stored under lock and key
in the private location that only the
researcher has access to.

How long will my data be stored for?

The data will be stored for no less than 5
years.

What measures are in place to protect the
security and confidentiality of my data?

Only the researcher will have access to the
data and the devices in which the data is
stored is password protected.

Will my data be anonymised?

Personal information will be anonymised
using a coding system in which unique codes
will be assigned to participants. The code
sheet which contains the link of each code to
the participants, will be stored securely in a
remote location and only accessed by the
researcher. All participant data will be
published in a form that ensures that
participants can not be identified by the
information provided in the research.

How will my data be used?

Data obtained during the research will only
be used for research purposes on this
research and will not be passed on to third
parties except in the form of the final
research paper.

Who will have access to my data?

Only the researcher will have access to the
unanalysed data collected from the
participants. When this data is used in the
final paper, personal information will be
anonymised and analysed data contained in
the research will be read by the public.

Will my data be archived for use in other
research projects in the future?

No.

How will my data be destroyed?

All physical notes will be shredded after 5
years and all electronic data will be wiped
from the electronic device it was stored on.

1. Expenses and /or payments

All participants are currently available in the research environment and therefore, there will be no need

to transfer a participant between locations. The researcher does not foresee and expense to the

participant for participating in this research.
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1. Arethere any risks in taking part?

It is possible that the researcher may experience psychological risks such as anxiety or guilt as
participants may become uncomfortable volunteering information about themselves or their
work colleagues. If this arises at any point during the research, participants must inform the

researcher immediately as the participant may not want to continue.

Also, the researcher in this case is the Managing Director of the company and as such there
may be perceived risks of negative consequences that may arise as a result of the power
wielded by the Managing Director over their jobs etc. The participants should be aware that
there are no negative consequences that will arise to them as a result of the unique position of
insider researcher the Managing Director has in this research. This research is designed and
intended to only bring about positive outcomes for the organization by encouraging learning

together for the improvement of knowledge sharing within the organization.

2. Arethere any benefits in taking part?

The benefits to the participant lie in the benefit of the research. This research is aimed at
creating change that will improve knowledge sharing to improve the company’s performance.
The improvement of company’s performance will lead to a better working environment and
improved job stability of which the participant will benefit. With this in mind, there will be no gifts
or compensation to participants for participating in the research. There will also be no

reimbursement costs such as travel expense to the participant.

3. What will happen to the results of the study?

The results of the study will be used in the completion of a thesis paper, which will be used in
the fulfilment of the requirements of a Dr of Business Administration program at the university
of Liverpool. It is possible that this paper would be published in a peer reviewed publication and
made available in conferences.

The results will not identify you as a participant except it is your wish that you are identified.

Also, copy of the paper can be sent to you as a participant if the participant wishes

4. What will happen if | want to stop taking part?

You can withdraw your participation from this research at any time and without explanation by

sending an email with your intention to withdraw to the researchers’ emalil,

oziegbe.ehimuan@online.liverpool.ac.uk.
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Please keep in mind that all data collected up until the point of withdrawal can be destroyed

and not used as part of the research, if you wish it to be.

1. What if | am unhappy or if there is a problem?

For any complaints about the research, please contact the principal investigator (Dr Ali Rostron,
Director of Studies: Online Msc in Human Resource Management, University of Liverpool
Management School, Room G60, Chatham Street, Liverpool L69 7ZH, United Kingdom,
+44(0)1517957405, email: A.Rostron@liverpool.ac.uk)

However, if your complaint remains and you need further assistance with your complaint,

please contact the Research Ethics and Integrity Office at ethics@liv.ac.uk. When contacting

the Research Ethics and Integrity Office, please provide details of the name or description of
the study (so that it can be identified), the researcher(s) involved, and the details of the

complaint you wish to make.

The University strives to maintain the highest standards of rigour in the processing of your data.
However, if you have any concerns about the way in which the University processes your
personal data, it is important that you are aware of your right to lodge a complaint with the

Information Commissioner's Office by calling 0303 123 1113.””

2. Who can | contact if | have further questions?

If you have further questions, please contact the researcher Mr Oziegbe Ehimuan,
+234816312555, Email: Oziegbe.ehimuan@online.liverpool.ac.uk. You can also contact Dr Al
Rostron, Director of Studies: Online Msc in Human Resource Mnagament, University of
Liverpool Management School, Room G60, Chatham Street, Liverpool L69 7ZH, United
Kingdom, +44(0)1517957405, email: A.Rostron@liverpool.ac.uk.
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APPENDIX C- Participant consent form

P&’ UNIVERSITY OF

& LIVERPOO

Participant consent form

Research ethics approval number:
Title of the research project: Encouraging knowledge sharing behaviours in a Nigerian SME, an
action research inquiry.
Name of researcher: Mr Ozieghe Ehimuan
Please initial box

1. I confirm that | have read and have understood the information sheet dated [ ]
for the above study, or it has been read to me. | have had the opportunity to consider

the information, ask questions and have had these answered satisfactorily.

2. lunderstand that taking part in the study involves participating in recorded interview

sessions, being observed while carry out daily tasks in the field and meetings.

3. lunderstand that my participation is voluntary and that | am free to stop taking part

and can withdraw from the study at any time without giving any reason and without

my rights being affected. In addition, | understand that | am free to decline to answer

any particular question or questions.

4. | understand that | can ask for access to the information | provide and | can request

the destruction of that information if | wish at any time prior to anonymization. |

understand that following the point of anonymization | will no longer be able to
request access to or withdrawal of the information | provide.

5. I understand that the information | provide will be held securely and in line with data

protection requirements at the University of Liverpool until it is fully anonymized and

then deposited in the university digital repository for sharing and use by other

authorised researchers to support other research in the future.

6. | understand that signed consent forms and audio recordings, interview transcripts,
field observation and meeting notes will be retained in a password protected

computer hard drive in the sole possession of the researcher until a minimum of 5

years after the research is concluded.

7. | agree to take part in the above study.

Participant name Date Signature

Name of person taking consent Date Signature

Contact details of lead researcher:

Oziegbe Ehimuan

KM42, Lekki Epe Expressway, Lagos, Nigeria.
08164312555

oziegbe.ehimuan@gmail.com
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Open data and data sharing

| understand that the information | provide will be held securely at the University of
Liverpool until it is fully anonymised and then deposited in the university of Liverpool
digital repository for sharing and use by other authorised researchers to support other
research in the future.

| understand that other authorised researchers may use my words in publications,
reports, webpages, and other research outputs, only if they agree to preserve the

confidentiality of the information as requested in this form.

I understand that personal information collected about me that can identify me, such as

my name or where | live, will not be shared beyond the study team.

Audio / video recordings

| understand and agree that my participation will be audio recorded and | am aware of

and consent to your use of these recordings for the following purposes:

To create an accurate record of the interviews conducted for data gathering purposes.
For transcribing the interviews.

Storage of documents
| understand that signed consent forms and original audio recordings, audio transcripts

and field observation notes will be retained in a password protected personal computer

with sole access of the researcher for a minimum period of 5 years.

| understand that a transcript of my interview will be retained for a minimum of 5 years
before it is destroyed.
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Exclusion criteria

| understand that | must not take part if:
1. | am unable to provide informed consent
2. | have an acute health condition that will mean that | am not regularly present at
work for the minimum working hours required by the organization.
3. | have worked with the company for less than 6 months and not yet confirmed as
a full member of the organization.
4. My work role does not provide me with an opportunity to interact with other

colleagues on a regular basis during the work day.
Risk to participants
| understand that taking part in the study has
Psychological risks: Participants may feel a sense of anxiety in participating in the
research and disclosing confidential information about themselves or their colleagues.
Participants may also feel a sense of anxiety if they feel that they will be negatively
affected by participating in the research or by the outcome of the research.
It is important to note that these are perceived risks and the research is designed in a
manner that will reduce these risks be ensuring confidentiality in participation.

Affording participants, the opportunity to receive a copy of the report

The information you have submitted will be published as a report; please indicate

whether you would like to receive a copy.

Confidentiality of the data

| understand that my responses will be kept strictly confidential. | give permission for
members of the research team to have access to my fully anonymised responses. |

understand that my name will not be linked with the research materials, and | will not be
identified or identifiable in the report or reports that result from the research.

193




These codes will ensure anonymity as participants names and contact information will
not be included in the body of the research. The code sheets that link to the participants

will be stored privately in a secure location and only be accessed by the researcher.

Disclosure of criminal activity

| understand that the confidentiality of the information | provide will be safeguarded and
won'’t be released without my consent unless required by law. | understand that if |
disclose information which raises considerations over the safety of myself or the public,
the researcher may be legally required to disclose my confidential information to the
relevant authorities.

Use of quotes and fully identifiable information

| agree that my information can be quoted in research outputs such as journal articles

and reports.
| would like my name used and | understand and agree that what | have said or written
as part of this study will be used in reports, publications and other research outputs so

that anything | have contributed to this project can be recognised.

| agree that my real name can be used for quotes.

Health-related findings in research

| agree for my GP to be contacted if any unexpected results are found in relation to my
health.

Re-contacting participants for the purpose of inviting them to take part in future
studies

| agree to being contacted at a later date and invited to take part in future studies. |
understand that | am only agreeing to receive information and | am under no obligation to
take part in any future studies. If you decide not to consent to being contacted in the

future it will not have any influence on your involvement in this particular research study.
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| agree to being contacted at a later date and invited to take part in future studies of a

similar nature.
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APPENDIX D- Ethics approval

From: Ron Fisher <ron.fisher@online.liverpool.ac.uk>
Sent: 02 July 2019 12:00
To: Oziegbe Ehimuan <oziegbe.ehimuan@online.liverpool.ac.uk>; Rostron, Ali
<A.Rostron@liverpool.ac.uk>
Cc: Dionisia Tzavara <dionisia.tzavara@online.liverpool.ac.uk>; Barbara Wilczek
<barbara.wilczek@online.liverpool.ac.uk>; Jim Hanly <jim.hanly@online.liverpool.ac.uk>; George
Mastorakis <george.mastorakis@online.liverpool.ac.uk>; Antigone Kyrousi
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Dear Oziegbe Ehimuan

| am writing to you on behalf of the DBA Research Ethics Committee. | am pleased to confirm
that you have obtained research ethics approval for your work.

By copy of this email | invite your Doctoral Thesis Supervisor to complete the associated
section in the grade center of your Thesis BB class (please, see attached file with guidelines to

complete the process, and if you have any questions do let me know).

Additionally, | am attaching the formal approval from the research ethics committee for your
records. Please also find attached the final version of the ERF where approval is marked.

| wish you the very best for your DBA thesis.
Regards

Dr Ron Fisher
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APPENDIX E- Interview guide

INTERVIEW GUIDE

Date: ....ccccceeeevvennne
Time: .coevveeceveens

Title of research: Encouraging knowledge sharing behaviours in a Nigerian SME, an action
research inquiry.

Interview location: ...,
Participant Code: ..........ccoooeeineeeceecee e
INEIVIEWET: ... e
Job designation: ...,

Introduction

Thank you for volunteering to participate in this interview. The interview should not last longer than
30 minutes and | would like you to feel relaxed and at ease because nothing you say here will be used
against you in any way that is of detriment to you. Please feel free to stop me at any time if you need
further clarifications to the questions being asked.

Main interview question:
Briefly describe your experience with knowledge sharing since you joined this organization.

Topics to be discussed for greater depth:

e How would you describe knowledge sharing?

e What is your assessment of the state of knowledge sharing in the organization?

e |s there a difference between how you have experienced knowledge sharing in this
organization compared to others you have worked in the past?

e What is the nature of your interactions with your manager or subordinates?

e What is the nature of the relationship between you and those superior or subordinate
toyou?

e How easy has it been for you to share what you know with others in the organization?

e Do you feel the need to share what you know?

e Are there avenues to share what you know?

e Do you receive all the necessary information you require to do your job?

e Are there instances where you felt the need to withhold what you know from others?

e Are there instances you felt others withheld what they knew from you?

e Do you know the vision and mission of the company?

e Canyou relate to the vision and mission of the company?

e How would you describe the culture of the organization?
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APPENDIX F- Group discussion guide

GROUP DISCUSSIONS GUIDE

Title of research: Encouraging knowledge sharing behaviours in a Nigerian SME, an action research
inquiry.

Meeting location: ............ccocceeeeviieiecceeeee e

Number of participants in attendance: ...
Participant codes: ..........ccoooeiiiir i
Meeting Moderator/Chair .............cccccevvveeveineinnenes

Introduction

Let me begin by thanking you all for volunteering to participate in this group discussion. We will be
focusing on some specific topics that are informed by data emanating so far from the research process.

During the discussions, please feel free to speak up and offer your ideas as you see fit. Also, if anyone
wants to expand on or counter and idea brought up by someone else, that is fine and will be accepted.
Kindly note that from time to time, if the discussions are going astray from the topics we are focusing
on, | may have to step in to guide us back to the intended topics, so that we can make efficient use of
the limited time we have for these discussions.

Main objectives of the meeting:
1) To reveal to the participants the factors that are emerging from the research which impact
knowledge sharing in the organization.
2) With the knowledge of these factors, to together, determine what key areas to take action to
address the issues to improve knowledge sharing.
Guidelines to be followed during the discussions:
| appeal that you keep information confidential and not discuss the things anyone says in the group
outside. If you are to discuss outside, kindly do not disclose the participation of other members and

their personal information.

| want everyone to feel free to express yourselves and share your opinions as our combined thoughts
would increase the quality of the discussions and any potential solutions.

If there are to be disagreements, please | appeal for you to keep it respectful and cordial as we are all
here to achieve the same aims.

Please raise your hands if you want to make a contribution and | will call upon you.

If at any point you do not feel comfortable to speak or comment, kindly indicate and you will be
excused.

Are there any questions?
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Topics to be explored during the discussions:

e The state of knowledge sharing in the organization as revealed by the data collected so far.

e How do participants feel about the accuracy and authenticity of the factors that have been
identified by the research to impact knowledge sharing in the organization?

e How do participants feel about their roles in the knowledge sharing problem?

e How do participants feel about my role as the Managing Director in the knowledge sharing
problem?

e What are their suggestions about implementable intervention strategies to address the factors
discussed?

e How realistic will such solutions be?

e What time frame do they think a plan of action to tackle some of the problems associated with
the factors highlighted can be implemented?

e How may such solutions be embraced by themselves and other members of the organization?

Closing remarks

Thank you everyone for attending these discussions and for your help in participating in trying to
uncover a solution to this organizational problem. All the information you have provided will be
extremely valuable as the research process goes on. | appreciate the time you have given to this project.
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