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 Knowledge has become one of the key strategic assets for the organizations to gain and maintain 
competitive advantage. There are two main types of the knowledge, which can be found in organi-
zations and individuals: tacit and explicit. Tacit knowledge is Omni present in individual’s head 
while explicit knowledge is a written and documented. The most valuable and remarkable human 
knowledge exists more implicitly. Sharing and managing this implicit knowledge is considered 
very difficult, so investigating the factors that may affect knowledge sharing has become a colorful 
area of research. The focus of this study is to examine the relationship between individual (individ-
ual attitude, organizational commitment, and knowledge self-efficacy) and tacit knowledge sharing. 
The study distributed 650 questionnaires among teaching staff in public higher educational insti-
tutes. Out of 650, only 320 questionnaires were returned. Hypotheses for direct relationships were 
tested using SEM. Results indicated that individual attitude and knowledge self-efficacy were sub-
stantially associated with tacit knowledge sharing, however, no relationship was found between 
organizational commitment and tacit knowledge sharing.  

© 2020 by the authors; licensee Growing Science, Canada 

Keywords: 
Strategic assets 
Self-efficacy 
Competitive advantages     

 

 

 

 

1. Introduction 
 
For success and competitive advantages of an organization, knowledge and knowledge sharing activities are the vital and 
strategic assets (Bollinger & Smith, 2001; Burton-Jones, 2003; Constantinescu, 2008; Murray & Peyrefitte, 2007; Rabbi, 
GholamReza, & Farrukh, 2015). There are normally two kinds of knowledge; namely explicit and tacit. An official knowledge 
can be described explicitly while tacit knowledge can be explained informal  which exists in an individual’s mind in terms of 
mental modes, personal experiences, know-how, insight, and paradigms (McAdam, Mason, & McCrory, 2007; Nonaka, 
1994). To manage explicit knowledge, knowledge management (KM) covers a broad range from records of an open access 
journal to sophisticated artificial intelligence (AI) units. In fact, a significant portion of knowledge is only available in form 
of tacit (Abidi et al., 2005). However, tacit knowledge tends to be difficult to share among people (Lai, 2006) and several 
studies have attempted to address this issue (Bollinger & Smith, 2001; Kebede, 2010; Mirza, 2009; Yang, 2007; Yang & 
Wang, 2014).  According to McDermott (2000) the “real gold” in KM activities is not associated with explicit knowledge, 
but it is related to tacit knowledge sharing such as ideas, insights, experiences, personal opinions, and beliefs. The loss of tacit 
knowledge in an organization as acknowledged by Penciuc et al. (2010), may often lead to lose all of its collective memory 
which can be regarded as one of its main assets. Quality of work, decision making, organizational learning, as well as produc-
tivity can be improved by tacit knowledge sharing. In addition to competitiveness, customer services and production of goods 
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can significantly be increased by tacit knowledge sharing. To obtain high level of accuracy of task performance, tacit 
knowledge sharing may save time for organizations (Haldin-Herrgard et al., 2000; Selamat & Choudrie, 2007; Wahab et al., 
2010). Disseminating tacit knowledge among employees has to be the top priority of the firms (Quintas, 2002). In the educa-
tional organizations it has become more important as teaching and training need more tacit knowledge in addition to use of 
explicit knowledge (Steininger et al., 2010). Through previous studies it has become clear that there are many variables that 
could affect knowledge sharing in an organization(Chiu, Hsu, & Wang, 2006; Collins & Smith, 2006; King & Marks, 2008; 
Lin, 2007; Willem & Scarbrough, 2006). Most of these researches, however, studied only knowledge sharing in general and 
not concentrating on tacit knowledge sharing. In fact, we have to study the individual factors that affect tacit knowledge 
sharing as emphasized by Wang and Noe (2010). Several researchers have emphasized on many insufficient studies that 
employed quantitative approaches in investigating the success factors of knowledge sharing (Wang & Noe, 2010), especially 
tacit knowledge sharing. Therefore, it can safely be said that discussion on the importance of tacit knowledge sharing for 
organizational success is not that much. There are many factors in the literature that could affect knowledge sharing in general 
and a tacit knowledge sharing in particular. Nonetheless, many researches in the area of knowledge sharing has repeatedly 
emphasized the importance of individual factors (Bock et al., 2005; Constant et al., 1994; Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000; Nonaka, 
1994) as a factor that could influence knowledge sharing. Wang and Noe, (2010) and McAdam et al. (2007) have argued that 
as individual factors are important predictors of tacit knowledge sharing, therefore they are needed to be empirically investi-
gated in regard to tacit knowledge sharing. An important individual factor influences knowledge sharing is called  “individual 
attitude” (Bock et al., 2005; Huang et al., 2006). 

These previous findings, however, only focused on the association between individual attitude and knowledge sharing in 
general. But the question that how individual attitude affects tacit knowledge sharing is still have to be answered and there is 
a need to know whether individual attitude is also important for tacit knowledge sharing and if yes then to which extent. 

Knowledge self-efficacy is another individual factor that was found to affect employees tendency to share their knowledge 
(Wasko & Faraj, 2005).In essence, knowledge self-efficacy plays an essential role for tacit knowledge sharing because it gives 
the confidence for employees to share their knowledge. In knowledge sharing field, organizational commitment, on the other 
hand, has been proven as an individual factor that has a significant impact on knowledge sharing in general (McKenzie et al., 
2001) and tacit knowledge sharing in specific (Pangil & Nasurdin, 2009).The effect of organizational commitment is indeed 
quite consistent and therefore this variable is included in this study to further confirm the effect of organizational commitment 
on tacit knowledge sharing. The aim of this study, therefore is to investigate the impact of individual factors on KS. The study 
thus aimed at answer the following question: Do the individual, factors relate to tacit knowledge sharing? The term tacit 
knowledge was first coined by Michael Polanyi in 1966 (Friedman & Bernell, 2006) by stating “We can know more than we 
can tell” (Polanyi, 1966, p. 4) and introduced the idea of tacit knowledge. He argued that knowledge is a consequence of 
interaction between focal and subsidiary awareness, dynamically. Focal awareness includes an individuals’ clear knowledge, 
which is, what they concentrate on in executing a useful skill, whereas subsidiary awareness covers an individual’s tacit 
knowledge generated subsidiary using past experiences in the individual’s mind and donates to the understanding and inter-
preting of present awareness. Playing a guitar, bicycle, or football are some examples, where knowing the explicit rules does 
not necessarily mean someone has the ability to do them. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) expanded the concept of tacit 
Knowledge by following Polanyi’s work (1966),, and describing it as a: 
 
“Highly personal”, “hard to formalize” making it difficult to communicate to others or share with others. In this category 
also fall subjective insights, intuitions, and hunches. Moreover, tacit knowledge is deeply rooted in an individual’s action and 
experience, as well as in the ideas, values, or emotions that he or she embraces. (p. 215) Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) also 
specified two dimensions for tacit knowledge: Cognitive and Technical.  

As for as cognitive dimension is concerned, it refers to an individual’s mental capabilities, while the technical dimension 
refers to other capabilities (Haldin-Herrgard et al., 2000; Leonard & Insch, 2005). How to cook rice without using any recipe, 
how to learn and speak a language, or how to play chess can be the examples of cognitive tacit knowledge. Examples of 
technical tacit knowledge can be found in routines, reports and discussions (Haldin-Herrgard et al., 2000). Wagner (1987) 
explored the extent and dimension of implicit or tacit knowledge under the supervision of Sternberg et al. (2000). He defined 
implicit or tacit knowledge as practical formation of abilities, open expressions or statements of which is not possible and 
acquisition of which must be out-with that of direct mentoring. Wagner (1987) also proposed multiple content and contexts 
of implementing tacit knowledge and described that tacit knowledge was about directing not only oneself but also other 
individuals, teams and tasks that those individuals and teams undertake. Managing or directing oneself refers to self-intrinsic 
values of motivation and development as well as the belief in the growth and management of self-organizational and admin-
istrative skills. Task Management or task-based activities refers to better ways of behaving or doing specific actions. Team 
management or people management refers to the knowledge associated with managing subordinates and interacting with 
peers. The context to which tacit knowledge is applicable on either locally or globally is defined by Wagner (1987). Local 
context is referred to the situation when the task is performed without considering one’s aspirations, values, career goals, or 
in other words, the ―big picture. On the other hand, when the task accomplishment considers long term goals and achieve-
ments and how actions in the present connect to future aspirations and behavior, is referred to as the global context. Wagner 
(1987) supported for a multi-platform-based model of intrinsic tacit knowledge. A characteristic of his multi-platform model 
refers to the expression of the ability to acquire knowledge in a tacit form. Furthermore, career success and job experience are 
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found to increase the tacit knowledge. Tacit knowledge is an invisible part of an iceberg which surrounds the biggest part of 
human knowledge compared with the explicit knowledge (Haldin-Herrgard, 2000). Polanyi (1966) is believed to be the first 
who introduced the term “tacit knowledge”. He explains that all explicit human knowledge is built based on tacit knowledge 
which is essential for problem solving and building new knowledge (as cited in Henry, 2006). Hicks et al. (2007) also imple-
mented a metaphor of “explicit islands in a tacit sea” to describe the necessity of tacit knowledge. 

The primary objective of knowledge management is to help tacit knowledge acquisition and sharing among others (Bollinger 
& Smith, 2001; Kebede, 2010; Saeed Mirza, 2009; Yang, 2006). McDermott (2000) looked at the “real gold” in knowledge 
management activities which is not in delivering ready-made explicit knowledge, but in sharing tacit knowledge. Penciuc et 
al. (2010) also confirmed that loss of tacit knowledge within an organization could have severe consequences in organizations. 
In general, exchanging tacit knowledge is considered as an essential factor for enhancing the quality of work, efficiency of 
decision making (Selamat & Choudrie, 2007). Moreover, capturing and facilitating tacit knowledge sharing among employees 
along with exploiting existing explicit knowledge has been discussed to be priorities for the most organizations (Quintas, 
2002). 

2. Hypothesis development 

2.1 Tacit Knowledge Sharing Success Factors 

The upcoming section focuses on the individual factors which might affect tacit knowledge sharing in organizations. 
 
Individual Factors 
 

Many individual factors have been detected that affect knowledge sharing including individual attitude (Bock et al., 2005; 
Huang et al., 2006). Other factors include self-efficacy (Tohidinia & Mosakhani, 2010) and organizational commitment 
(Gellatly et al., 2006). However, the focus of the current study is tacit knowledge sharing. Studies focusing tacit knowledge 
sharing are not many; most of previous studies investigated knowledge sharing in general (Cabrera et al., 2006; Judge & 
Bono, 2001). However, it is argued here that individual attitudes, knowledge self-efficacy, and organizational commitment 
could have a substantial effect on employee tendency to share tacit knowledge sharing. With regard to knowledge sharing, 
individual attitudes are defined as the degree of one’s favorable or positive feeling about sharing one’s knowledge (Hutchings 
& Michailova, 2004). Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) and Davis (1989) suggested that researches on a person’s attitude are totally 
dependent on the logical and rational action theories, followed by acceptance model of the adapted technology. These theories 
illustrate the way individual behaviors are influenced by beliefs, norms, values and attitudes. Positive knowledge sharing 
attitude leading to intentions and behaviors that can influence individuals are acquired knowledge (Bock et al., 2005). A 
number of earlier studies have successfully considered attitude toward knowledge sharing (Bock et al., 2005; Lin & Lee, 
2004). An attitude affects an individual's perception towards a specific behavior (Blue et al., 2001). Moreover, attitudes are 
considered as a key part of the cognitive system. They enjoy the potential to influence the intention in order to divide 
knowledge (Sun & Scott, 2005). Thus, this study suggests the following hypothesis: 

H1: There is a significant and positive relationship between individual attitude and tacit knowledge sharing. 
 

2.2 Organizational Commitment 

Organizational commitment as defined by Porter et al. (1974), is the organizational strength of an individual’s identification 
and involvement in a particular organization. It consolidates the quality of a worker recognizable identity and contribution in 
a specific organization (Mowday et al., 1983). Organizational commitment is also regarded as a positive response of the 
employees who form the organization and its structure (Becker, 1992). Various views of organizational commitment empha-
size effective and efficient response to the organization as an entity rather than to any specific function or context (Farmer et 
al., 2003). Many researches related to the organization theory report that organizational commitment plays a significant role 
in carrying out sharing of knowledge (Farrukh et al. 2016; Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000). Individual willingness of committing 
extra effort is considered as organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Syed et al., 2015). Van Weenen (2004) ob-
served that there are some expectations that organizational commitment is inter connected with and willingness to exchange 
knowledge. Individual commitment supports to immediate organizational influences in relation to the extent and pattern of 
their knowledge sharing characteristics as revealed by many studies  (O’Reilly III & Chatman, 1986; van den Hooff & de 
Leeuw van Weenen, 2004) 

In the view of researchers such as Hall (2001) as well as Van et al. (2004), individuals who have emotional attachment to their 
organization are more likely to share their knowledge. They realize that their sharing is recognized, followed by being utilized. 
This sharing of knowledge and commitment eventually benefit the organization. Employees who are strongly committed 
individuals, generally provide concentration to their organizational membership and as well as to the relationship among 
colleagues (O‘Reilly & Chatman, 1986). Therefore this attachment may drive individual organizational commitment to facil-
itate their tacit knowledge sharing intension, which may provide long run benefit to their organization.  Mackenzie et al. 
(1998) also pointed out that organizational commitment has strong link with sales force contexts. Supportive spirits like tacit 
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knowledge sharing is in-turn directed towards co-workers. It shows that significant liaison is present between the commitment 
within organization and the sharing of tacit knowledge. This phenomenon is further supported by Jarvenpaa and Staples 
(2001). According to them strong organizational loyalty and commitment creates the beliefs on the right of the organization 
to the knowledge created or acquired by the organizational members. On the basis of O'Reilly and Chatman’s (1986) findings 
with regards to the extra role of pro-social behavior along with Kalman’s (1999) opinion concerning knowledge sharing, it 
may be stated that contribution of knowledge sharing may be sensitive to the level of the internalization attachment of the 
employee. From previous literature, the relationship between the responsibility of an organization and appropriate behavior 
and conduct of an organization (e.g. revenue, term, job fulfillment) resulted in the following conclusion: 

H2: There is a significant and positive relationship between organizational commitment and tacit knowledge sharing. 
 

2.3 Knowledge Self-Efficacy 

One can define knowledge self-efficacy as the judgments of individuals regarding their capabilities to organize and execute 
courses of actions which are required to achieve specific levels of performance in an organization (Lin, 2007; Bandura et al., 
1999).This construct has been analyzed and clarified in order to predict attitude as well as actions in several types (Dulebohn, 
2002) .Therefore, it can be interpreted that knowledge self-efficacy is enabling the possibility of sharing the complicated tacit 
knowledge. It could actually become a knowledge sharing platform. The procedures of self-efficacy, as documented by Ban-
dura et al. (1999), can be helpful to get information about as how people might make a decision to share tacit and complex 
knowledge. It can be described in other words as the perception of knowledge self-efficacy which is constructed through a 
process of judgment that people participate in deciding whether or not they can carry out an action based on the effect of 
personal and contextual factors (Bandura, 1999). Tacit knowledge sharing context and self-efficacy in distributing the com-
plexity was studied in the past. Under certain conditions, there will be an increment in tacit knowledge. These conditions 
include understanding others like ourselves, which ultimately results in providing encouraging knowledge sharing platform 
(vicarious experience); creating ways to exchange knowledge in a successful way (enactive mastery); and/or receiving support 
or praise from others to share knowledge (persuasion). There is another important way to increase knowledge self-efficacy to 
distribute the complexity through the past experiences. Self-efficiency is regarded as the person’s ideas and beliefs about 
his/her capabilities to produce the looked-for effects (Bandura et al., 1999). Perceived self-efficiency results in the obtaining 
the skills that may lead to related behavior samples (Bandura et al., 1999). Depending on the target decided by individuals, 
self-competence will be recognized as one of the most significantly encouraging forecasters of people’s performance (Hes-
lin&Klehe, 2006). According to a knowledge sharing context and based on previous studies, self-competence and tacit 
knowledge sharing exhibits positive relation. So, this study proposes the H3 as follows: 

H3: There is a significant and positive relationship between knowledge self-efficacy and tacit knowledge sharing. 
 
The study adopted quantitative research design as it enables the researcher to test the relationship between the research vari-
ables and it also enables the researcher to answer questions about relationships among measured variables with the purpose 
of explaining, predicting, and controlling phenomena. This corresponds with the primary objective of this study, which is to 
examine the relationship between individual attitude, organizational commitment, knowledge self-efficacy and tacit 
knowledge sharing. For this study, the unit of analysis is at the individual level (teaching staff). Respondents’ perceptions 
about the individual attitude, organizational commitment, knowledge self-efficacy, becomes the basis for understanding their 
influence on tacit knowledge sharing. Therefore, it is suitable to use individual as a unit of analysis to test all the variables 
shown in the research framework. The primary data for this study was collected through distribution of questionnaire and was 
collected at one point of time. A cross-sectional design is simple, inexpensive and allows for the collection of data in a rela-
tively short period. 
 
3. Measures  
 

Tacit knowledge sharing is the dependent variable. In this study, tacit knowledge sharing is operationalized as a social inter-
action culture, involving the exchange of employee knowledge, experiences, and skills through the whole department or or-
ganization (Bock et al., 2005), Tacit knowledge sharing was measured by 5 items developed by Bock et al. (2005). This 5-
item tacit knowledge sharing instrument has been shown to be both reliable and valid for measuring tacit knowledge sharing. 
Individual factors are the first independent variable. In this study, individual factors are measured by three components, 
namely individual attitudes, organizational commitment and knowledge self-efficacy. Individual attitude is operationalized as 
the degree of one’s favorable or positive feeling about sharing one’s knowledge (Bock et al., 2005). Individual attitude was 
measured using 5 items adapted from Bock et al. 2005). The second component of individual factor, organizational commit-
ment is operationalized as the strength of an individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular organization 
(Mowday et al., 1974). In this study, a 7-item of organizational commitment developed by Liden et al. (1997) was adapted. 
The last component of individual factor, knowledge self-efficacy is operationalized as the judgments of individuals regarding 
their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to achieve specific levels of performance. The 4-item of 
knowledge self-efficacy was adapted from Lin (2007). First, the data were inserted into SPSS and they were analyzed through 
SEM-PLS and using structural equation model (SEM) we perform the analysis. According to Hair et al. (2010), SEM can be 
used to forecast a series of interrelated dependence relationships, simultaneously. Besides, the study employed SEM for data 
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analysis to investigate the relationship among the study variables. SEM is a statistical tool which proceeds confirmatory like 
as hypothesis testing approach for the analysis of a model consisting of some phenomenon. Generally, SEM expresses two 
important aspects of procedure. The first is to consider the causal processes, which are represented by a series of structural 
equations such as regression; the second one refers to the structural relations which enable a clearer conceptualization of the 
theory under study. The study is based on quantitative methodology. SEM–PLS was used for the purpose of data analysis. 
The results of the measurement and structural model are presented separately in the following sections. The initial step of 
analysis using Smart PLS was to test the measurement model to determine the internal consistency reliability, convergent 
validity and discriminant validity. The measurement model for this study is presented in Fig. 1. 
 

 

Fig. 1.  The structure of the proposed model  
 

First, Cronbach’s alpha was monitored and the reliability coefficient must be a value of 0.7 and above and in our survey, they 
were above 0.8 while the composite reliability was applied to detect any internal consistency reliability and as indicated in 
Table 1, the composite reliability of all measures in this study was above the value of 0.8. To determine the convergent 
validity, average variance extracted (AVE) was implemented to demonstrate the average communality for each latent variable 
and the results are summarized in Table 1 as follows. 
 

Table 1 
The results of composite reliability  
 AVE Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha 
Organizational Commitment 0.61 0.90 0.87 
Individual Attitude 0.55 0.88 0.84 
K-Self Efficacy 0.56 0.88 0.84 
Tacit KS 0.51 0.90 0.88 

 
Subsequently, the discriminant validity was performed to learn whether the latent variable describes the variance of its own 
indicators better than the variance of other latent ones (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Moreover, the survey compared the square 
root values of AVE with the correlations among the latent constructs and the analysis discloses higher values of square root 
values of AVE for each construct of the study compared with its correlation estimates with other constructs; thus, all constructs 
in the measurement model were found to be distinguishable. 
 
Table 2  
Discriminant validity  

OC Individual attitude K- Self Efficacy Tacit-KS 
OC 0.742 

   

Individual attitude 0.125 0.78 
  

K- Self Efficacy  0.350 0.13 0.76 
 

Tacit-KS 0.324 0.07 0.19 0.72 
Note: diagonals represent the square root of the AVE while the other entries represent the squared correlation 
 
The path coefficient, the level of significance and the R2 value needed to be examined to determine the strength of the rela-
tionships among the variables. The hypotheses were tested through the structural model of SMART PLS by evaluating the 
path coefficients produced by bootstrapping procedures. The results supported the first hypothesis, which is, H1: individual 
attitude is related to tacit knowledge sharing (β = 0.353, t-value = 2.90). The statistics did not accept the second hypothesis; 
H2: organizational commitment is related to tacit knowledge sharing (β = 0.031, t-value = 1.23). The third hypothesis men-
tioned was, H3: knowledge self-efficacy is related to tacit knowledge sharing. This was also supported by statistical results. 
(β = 0.20, t-value = 2.29. The results are presented in Table 3. 
 

Table 3 
The summary of the hypothesis testing   

Beta Standard Error (STERR) T Statistics (|O/STERR|) Decision  
Individual atti→ Tacit Ks 0.2102 0.353 2.9011 Supported 
OC  → Tacit KS 0.031 0.0462 1.2305 NS 
K-Self efficacy →Tacit Ks 0.20 0.0364 2.297 Supported 
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4. Discussion  
 

The aim of this research paper was to investigate the association between individual factors (individual attitude, organizational 
commitment and knowledge self-efficacy) with tacit knowledge sharing. Statistical analysis has shown that individual attitude 
and knowledge self-efficacy were positively associated to Tacit knowledge sharing while there was no association between 
OC and Tacit knowledge sharing. The positive association between individual attitude and knowledge sharing has indicated 
that Individual attitude was a vital element in knowledge sharing process. These findings are in line with Seba et al. (2012). 
The role of attitude in the effectiveness of knowledge sharing practices has been emphasized by many researchers (e.g. 
Gottschalk, 2007; Yang, 2009). In this context, individual attitude is described as the individual’s positive feeling regarding 
sharing his knowledge (Hutchings & Michailova, 2004). In order to share knowledge, no doubt, one must have positive feel-
ings towards sharing. In other words, it can be said that one has to like sharing their knowledge. The previous decade has 
witnessed the development of a practice-based perspective in knowledge sharing literature. This phenomenon could possibly 
be explained by the fact that employees nowadays have more positive perception related to knowledge sharing. Consequently, 
knowledge sharing is voluntarily performed stemming from an innate motivation for sharing, which is positive attitude to-
wards knowledge sharing. In the second hypothesis we postulated a positive association between organizational commitment 
and tacit KS, the findings showed no relationship between the both constructs.  These findings are in fact  in contrast to other 
findings that relate to knowledge sharing in general (Cabrera et al., 2006; Chang et al., 2015; Demirel & Goc, 2013; van den 
Hooff & de Leeuw van Weenen, 2004; Zampetakis & Moustakis, 2007). This inconsistency of the results could be because 
of the focus of the study, since most of the previous studies investigated the relationship between organizational commitment 
and knowledge sharing in general, but this study investigated tacit knowledge specially. From this finding we can postulate 
that, to share tacit knowledge organizational commitment it is not a necessary element especially in case of higher educational 
institutes. In regard to third hypothesis we tested association between individual attitude and tacit knowledge sharing. The 
findings of this study revealed the existence of strong association between knowledge self-efficacy and tacit knowledge shar-
ing. The results are consistent with studies, such as those by Lin (2007) and Cabrera et al. (2006) who report a strong rela-
tionship between knowledge self-efficacy and tacit knowledge sharing. Therefore, it can be deduced that the understandings 
of individual self-efficacy and certainty can be a prerequisite for an individual to take part in the tacit knowledge sharing. This 
means that employees, who possess knowledge self-efficacy to provide valuable knowledge, and with most of them holding, 
are more likely to share their tacit knowledge with others. The significance of the study is twofold, theoretical and practical. 
The study contributed to the domain of knowledge sharing by empirically testing individual characteristics and tacit 
knowledge sharing. This micro level model of tacit KS a unique contribution in the field. A set of guidelines for improving 
tacit knowledge sharing are the outcome of this study too. These guidelines take into consideration the most important and 
most influencing factors on the tacit knowledge sharing within the organization. It provides insights for the decision makers 
toward better decision making. Moreover, these guidelines could be in the form of recommendations, requirements, best 
practices, and opportunities or challenges for increasing the effectiveness and efficiency of tacit knowledge sharing. 

5. Conclusions 
 

This study developed a micro level model of tacit knowledge sharing in which we tested the association between organiza-
tional commitment, knowledge self-efficacy and individual attitude with tacit knowledge sharing, the study contributed to the 
body of knowledge by developing micro level model of KS. The results revealed that for sharing tacit knowledge, commitment 
of the employee with the organization is not necessary but individual attitude and self-efficacy matters; therefore, practitioners 
must pay focus on these two elements before hiring or training the employees. 
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