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to promote knowledge sharing through two central processes: knowledge donation and collection
as well as individual performance of lecturers. Based on a sample size survey of 312 university
lecturers in Vietnam and the methods of analyzing exploration factor (EFA), factor analysis

ﬁz};:}%j;e sharing (CFA), structural equation modeling (SEM) to examine the hypotheses of the survey, the study
Knowledge donation determines that two individual factors; namely job satisfaction and other involvement
Knowledge collection significantly influenced knowledge donation process. One individual factor also positively
Individual performance influences knowledge collection process, knowledge self-efficacy, and lecturers’ willingness to

donate knowledge to improve individual performance. Finally, several suggestions for enhancing
the knowledge sharing and individual performance of lecturers for university managers are given.
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1. Introduction

The university, as a center for knowledge creation and cultural preservation, not only develops human
resources but also maintains, manages and develops new knowledge that meets the needs of society.
Knowledge is considered to be an invaluable asset, a major source of national development and
knowledge management (Anantatmula, 2007) and therefore inevitably becomes an issue that needs to
be addressed in order to achieve the goals of organizations, particularly knowledge creation centers like
universities. Many management processes in universities have considered knowledge management,
such as management of training activities, management of science-technology activities, personnel
management, training and updating new knowledge for lecturers, creation of e-governance system,
knowledge sharing among lecturers, etc. The knowledge gained by lecturers and researchers is regularly
published in scholarly journals, books but knowledge is often scattered without the necessary
association and interrelationships. This is the task of the knowledge management team to establish
links, correlations and knowledge management systematically. However, grasping the tacit knowledge
of not only the teachers and researchers, but also of other employees and students, poses a challenge to
the universities.
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Modern universities are complex organizations, with departments, faculties, laboratories, and research
laboratories. When a lecturer, administrator or librarian is retired, a gap is created. Those who are
replaced in their positions are often compared with their predecessors, and in many cases, the results
are inappropriate. Although, knowledge arises through long-term efforts of learning and research over
a long period of time, and therefore it cannot automatically be transferred to others quickly; but when
experience and knowledge are shared with others, and this sharing takes place in a context appropriate
to the rules, procedures, and technology that support it, we can say that shared knowledge have
appeared. Knowledge sharing is really important with universities in general and faculties in particular.
Mikulecky and Mikulecka (1999) argue that because of its nature, the university environment is
appropriate for the application of knowledge management principles and methods, as universities often
have a modern information infrastructure, sharing knowledge with others is the natural law of the
teacher. McAndrew et al. (2004) in their study confirm that lecturers wish to know what their colleagues
are thinking, what approaches they are currently using, opportunities to discuss them, and the ideas
with colleagues across the university. In addition, knowledge sharing is closely related to individual
performance and competitiveness (Du et al., 2007). Akram and Bokhari (2011) argue that effective
knowledge sharing is essential for determining the impact on individual performance. Research that
shows the relationships between knowledge sharing and individual performance is limited so this is a
space for researchers to learn about this relationship (Du et al., 2007). In the field of education, the
study of knowledge sharing and individual performance of university lecturers is also essential to
increase competitiveness in the knowledge economy in the context of globalization.

To fill this gap, this study develops a research model that links knowledge sharing enablers, processes
and individual performance. The study examines the influence of individual factors (enjoyment in
helping others, knowledge self-efficacy, job involvement), organizational factors (management support
and organizational rewards) and technology factors (information and communication technology) on
knowledge sharing processes and whether leads to individual performance. Based on a survey of 312
lecturers from 30 universities in Vietnam, this study applies the structural equation modeling (SEM) to
investigate the research model. Additionally, the current study contributes to knowledge sharing
research by further clarifying which factors are essential for knowledge sharing effectively. At a
minimum, the findings of this study provide a theoretical basis, and simultaneously can be used to
analyze relationships among knowledge sharing enablers, processes, and individual performance. From
a managerial perspective, the findings of this study can improve understanding and practice of
organizational management of knowledge sharing and individual performance. Specifically, this study
identifies several factors essential to successful knowledge sharing and discusses the implications of
these factors for developing organizational strategies that encourage and foster knowledge sharing.

2. Research Model and Hypotheses

The separation of knowledge sharing into two different processes, inherited by Van den Hooff and de
Ridder (2004) and Van den Hooff et al. (2004) from three previous studies. Weggeman (2000) studied
the difference between contributors and recipients in knowledge sharing process, Oldenkamp (2001)
discussed how to share knowledge between the people who wish to share the knowledge and the people
who wish to learn the knowledge. Ardichvili et al. (2003) viewed the knowledge sharing as the
provision of new knowledge and the demand for the new knowledge. Hooff and Weenen (2004) pointed
out that the two processes of knowledge donation and collection are different, and can be hoped to be
impacted by different factors. The factors that may affect these two processes are described in details
as follows:

Enjoyment in helping others

Enjoyment in helping others is rooted in the concept of altruism, in contrast to selfishness, that is, belief
in unprejudiced and disinterested acts (Lin, 2007). Osterloh and Frey (2000) argued that knowledge
sharing is motivated by intrinsic motivations. Wasko and Faraj (2000) also demonstrated that
individuals are motivated because they like to help others. Staff with altruism will have motivation and
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interest in helping people (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). Altruism can promote an individual's
knowledge sharing with others without receiving any benefits (Al-Qadhi et al., 2015). The following
hypothesis thus is proposed:

Hi. Enjoyment in helping others positively influences lecturer willingness to both (a) donate and (b)
collect knowledge.

Knowledge self-efficacy

Chiu et al. (2006) said that the desire to share knowledge is not enough to do knowledge sharing and
that a knowledge owner must be able to perceive it to be accomplished. When people think their
expertise can improve productivity and increase productivity, their attitude to knowledge sharing will
change and as a result, they will be more inclined to share knowledge with others (Shin et al., 2007).
Knowledge self-efficacy can encourage employees to share knowledge with others (Wasko & Faraj,
2005). Many researchers have shown that the more confident employees are with their own knowledge,
the more willing they are to share knowledge in order to fulfill specific responsibilities (Constant et al.,
1994). Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H». Knowledge self-efficacy positively influences lecturer willingness to both (a) donate and (b) collect
knowledge.

Job involvement

Job involvement is the extent to which a person feels the importance of work to himself (Lodahl &
Kejner, 1965). Job involvement helps employees feel confident in sharing their work-related
knowledge with colleagues (Teh & Sun, 2012). Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hs. Job involvement influences lecturer willingness to both (a) donate and (b) collect knowledge.

Management support

Managerial support is seen as an important factor influencing knowledge sharing among employees
(Lee et al., 20006). Islam et al. (2014) emphasized the role of managerial support for knowledge sharing,
leadership, contributing to employee learning from personal experience, persuading employees transfer
knowledge to form new knowledge and influencing decision-making on the basis of valuable
knowledge shared among employees. Managerial support influences both the level and quality of
knowledge sharing by influencing employee engagement in knowledge management (Lee et al., 2006).
The following hypothesis is therefore formulated:

Hs. Top management support positively influences lecturer willingness to both (a) donate and (b)
collect knowledge.

Rewards

Hansen and Avital (2005) argued that the main factors shaping an employee's view of knowledge
sharing are rewards. Chaudhry (2005) concluded that rewards are inspirational elements for knowledge
sharing. Individuals working in an organization are expected to be recognized and rewarded for sharing
their knowledge, experience, expertise with others. Rewards include recognition and reward as a tool
to facilitate knowledge sharing and help build a supportive culture (Liebowitz & Megbolugbe, 2003).
The following hypothesis is proposed:

Hs. Rewards positively influence lecturer willingness to both (a) donate and (b) collect knowledge.
Information and communication technology (ICT)

Information technology is also seen as an indispensable tool to support the discovery of useful
knowledge (Ho et al., 2012). Collaborative tools such as the intranet system allow people to work
together and collaborate interactively. Individual knowledge, therefore, is transformed into
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organizational knowledge through the support of information technology (Zhao & Luo, 2005).
According to Teece (1998), the ability of information and communication technologies is to reduce
barriers to knowledge sharing. It is important to identify relevant knowledge in different parts of an
organization to build a technical infrastructure to support and disseminate knowledge (Zakaria et al.,
2004). Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

He. ICT support positively influences lecturer willingness to both (a) donate and (b) collect knowledge.

Individual performance is the behavior shown or something made by the staffs (Campbell, 1990).
According Motowildo et al. (1997), individual performance can be assessed according to the extent to
which it contributes to the efficiency of the organization. Onukwube et al. (2010) considered that it is
the behavior and result that the employees are involved in or carry on to contribute to the organization's
objectives. Individual performance relates to the degree to which an employee has the ability to perform
assigned tasks or how the work is completed contributes to the implementation of organizational goals
(Mawoli & Babandako, 2011). Von Krogh et al. (2000) pointed out that effective knowledge sharing
leads to better business processes, enhances organizational creativity, performance and value of
products and services. Du et al. (2007) also concluded that knowledge sharing have positive effects on
individual performance. The following hypothesis is proposed:

H;7. Knowledge donation (a) and collection (b) positively influence to individual performance of
lecturer

Enjoyment in
helping others

Knowledge
Self-efficacy
Job involvement
Management support

Information and
communication
technology

Knowledge
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Individual
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Fig. 1. Research Model
3. Research Methodology

Data collection

We conducted in-depth interviews with 10 lecturers of Vietnam universities in the city of Hanoi to
evaluate and adjust the questionnaire, and clarify the perceptions regarding the three processes of
knowledge sharing. The questions in the in-depth interview focused on the following issues: knowledge
sharing conditions, knowledge sharing content, factors affecting the process of knowledge donation,
factors affecting the process of knowledge collection and the relationship among knowledge donation,
collection and individual performance. The contents of the interview were recorded, stored and
encrypted in the computer. The recording was then tape-taped, synthesized and analyzed to make
conclusions to understand the similarities and differences between theoretical and practical models at
Vietnamese universities. From the results of in-depth interviews, we identified the formal model for
the study. A quantitative preliminary study with 25 lecturers was conducted to complete the
questionnaire, to avoid errors and mislead the meaning of the observations, and to verify the reliability
of the scales before conducting a formal investigation. Formal questionnaire survey was used to collect
data from lecturers of Vietnam universities in a convenient way. We investigated through
questionnaires sent directly and via the Internet (email, social networks and forums) thanks to google
docs tool. Time to collect data was from June to August, 2017. The results were 180 direct and 152
online questionnaires. After screening the invalid questionnaires due to lack of information and
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unreliability, we collected 312 valid questionnaires to use for analysis. The demographic characteristics
of the sample are presented in Table 1. The gender of the respondents: 38.5% questionnaire was
answered by men; 61.5 % of questionnaire was answered by women. Regarding the age of the
respondents: 23.7 % respondents aged 20-30 years old; 51.3% respondents aged 31-40 years old; 16.0%
respondents aged 41-50 years old; 5.8% respondents aged 51-60 years old; 23.7% of subjects remaining
respondents aged over 60 years old. Regarding educational qualification of respondents: 4.5% of
respondents had bachelor's degree; 63.5% of respondents maintained master's degree; 30.1% of
respondents claimed to have doctor's degree; the remaining 1.9% of respondents had post-doctoral
degree. On the work experience of the respondents: 3.8% of respondents had work experience under 1
year; 21.8% of respondents from 1-5 years; 29.5% of respondents from 6-10 years; 22.4% of
respondents from 11-15 years and the remaining 22.4% of respondents had work experiences of over
15 years.

Table 1

Characteristics of the sample
Category Number of respondents Percentages (%)
Sex
Male 120 38.5
Female 192 61.5
Age
From 20 to 30 74 23.7
From 31 to 40 160 51.3
From 41 to 50 50 16.0
From 51 to 60 18 5.8
Over 60 74 23.7
Education qualification
Bachelor 14 4.5
Master 198 63.5
Doctor 94 30.1
Post-Doctoral 6 1.9
Working experience
Under 1 year 12 3.8
From 1 to 5 years 68 21.8
From 6 to 10 years 92 29.5
From 11 to 15 years 70 22.4
Over 15 years 70 22.4

Measures

Scales were drawn from literature review and in-depth interviews. Observations and scales were used
from foreign studies, which were translated from English into Vietnamese and then translated back into
Vietnamese. After completing the translation, we have consulted with some experts to ensure that the
variables and scales were accurately and clearly translated and did not significantly change the
meaning. All constructs were measured using multiple items. All items were measured using a five-
point Likert-type scale (ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). A list of items for
each scale is presented in the appendix. The measurement approach for each theoretical construct in
the model is described briefly below. Enjoyment in helping others was measured using four items
derived from Wasko and Faraj (2000), which focused on belief in the act of carefree and unprofessional
interest in the interests of others. A five-item scale measuring knowledge self-efficacy was adapted
from a measure developed by Bock et al. (2005). It shows the action of the individual recognizes his or
her ability to provide detailed information about how the individual makes the decision to share the
knowledge. Job involvement was described by five items adapted form studies by Kanungo (1982).
Management support was measured using five items adapted from studies by Lu et al. (2006). These
measurements assess the vision of the organization is related to leadership involvement in the effective
use of knowledge. Rewards were measured using four items derived from Kankanhalli et al. (2005)
which were defined as financial and non-financial rewards provided to knowledge-sharing people.
Additionally, information and communication technology was measured based on three items taken
from Lee and Choi (2003), which referred to the degree of technological usability and capability
regarding knowledge sharing. Knowledge donating was measured using four items adapted from an
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investigation by Hsiu-Fen Lin (2007) which assess the degree of employee willingness to contribute
knowledge to colleagues. Knowledge collecting was measured using four items derived from Hsiu-Fen
Lin (2007), which referred to consult with colleagues to share their own knowledge. Finally, individual
performance was measured using nine items derived from Bontis and Serenko (2007) and Anantatmula
(2007). These items describe the quality of work, punctuality, results, performance of university
lecturers.

4. Research Results

The reliability test is used to confirm whether the determine measures can be employed as
representation of the global independent and its sub — variables and global depend variable and its sub
— variable. Previous studies have shown that observers with a small (less than 0.3) variable-to-
aggregation coefficient will be excluded and criteria for scale selection when Cronbach's Alpha
reliability is greater than 0.6. The larger the Cronbach's Alpha, the higher the internal consistency
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Taken together, nine variables in the survey had Cronbach’s Alpha
ranged from 0.707 to 0.907. All of these values are above 0.6, generally considered to be the higher
limit of reliability (Hair et al., 1995). The appendix presents Cronbach’s Alpha of indicators in the
measurement model.

Table 1

KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .817

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 8038.392
df 903
Sig. .000

To confirm that this study data set is correct for factor analysis, the researchers assessed whether the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy value was 0.6 or above and determined
that the Barlett’s test of Sphericity value was significant (i.e.: 0.5 or less). As a result, all coefficients
are relevant and significant in this study when KMO > 0.6 and sig. = 0. To define how many factors to
retain, a number of issues were considered.
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004
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001

Knowledge
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Individual

005 performance
016
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Fig. 2. Results of SEM theoretical model (standardized)

Using Kaiser’s criterion, factors with an eigenvalue greater than one are suitable. In this phase, all nine
components recorded eigenvalues above 1. These nine components explain 66.755 percent of variance.
Subsequently, all observations were included in the EFA analysis. Four items were deleted based on
their strength of loading or cross loading: Sel, Se2, Inl and In3. Pe5 was separated from the scales in
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the study. This observation relates to initiatives, which differ from the other observations. Specific
analysis results are described in the appendix. In verifying the scale, the CFA method in linear modeling
(SEM) analysis has many advantages over conventional methods such as the coefficient-matching
method, exploratory factor analysis (EFA). This method is characterized by allowing us to examine the
theoretical structure of the scales as well as the relationship between a research concept and other
concepts without deviation from the measurement error (Steenkamp & van Trijp, 1991). Adequacy of
the model is reflected in Chi-square (CMIN); Chi-square adjusted by degrees of freedom (CMIN/df);
Comparative Fit Index - CFI; Tucker & Lewis Index - TLI; Root Mean Square Error Approximation -
RMSEA. The model is considered appropriate when the GFI, TLI, CFI values are > 0.9 (Bentler &
Bonnet, 1980); CMIN / df <2; RMSEA < 0.08 (Steiger, 1990). Nguyen et al. (2008) suggested that the
model received TLI, CFI > 0.9, CMIN / df < 2, RMSEA < 0.08, thus the model was considered
appropriate for the data. We conducted factor analysis confirmed (CFA) to test the suitability of the
model scale with the data collected. Results obtained in Fig 2: Chi-square/df = 1,393; GFI=0,774; TLI
=0,906; CFI =0,915 and RMSEA = 0,050 (standardized estimate), showing scale models suitable for
research data. Table 3 shows the results of testing hypotheses with path coefficient derived from
structural equation modeling (SEM). The hypothesis is accepted as Hia, Hap, H3a and H7a.

Table 3
Results of Hypothesis Testing
Hypotheses Hypothesized path Path coefficient Results

Hla Enjoyment in helping others = knowledge donation 0.14* Supported
Hlb Enjoyment in helping others > knowledge collection 0.12 Not Supported
H2a Knowledge self-efficacy = knowledge donation 0.01 Not Supported
H2b Knowledge self-efficacy = knowledge collection 0.04* Supported
H3a Job involvement - knowledge donation 0.21* Supported
H3b Job involvement - knowledge collection 0.01 Not Supported
H4a Management support = knowledge donation 0.05 Not Supported
H4b Management support = knowledge collection 0.01 Not Supported
HSa Rewards = knowledge donation 0.16 Not Supported
H5b Rewards = knowledge collection 0.02 Not Supported
Hé6a Information and communication technology - knowledge donation 0.05 Not Supported
Ho6b Information and communication technology = knowledge collection 0.22 Not Supported
H7a Knowledge donation - individual performance 0.35* Supported
H7b Knowledge collection = individual performance 0.16 Not Supported

Note: *p <0.01

5. Discussion and Implications

This research approached both theoretical and practical perspectives. Theoretically, this research
showed a research model for empirical studies to explore factors affecting two knowledge sharing
processes and the relationship between two knowledge sharing processes and individual performance.
The results from a structural equation modeling (SEM) approach give significant supports for some
hypothesized relations. The results show that two individual factors; namely enjoyment in helping
others and job involvement significantly influence knowledge donation process and one individual
factor positively influences knowledge collection process (knowledge self-efficacy). The results also
indicate that lecturers willingness to donate knowledge enable themselves to improve individual
performance. From a practical perspective, some suggestions may be provided about how universities
can promote knowledge sharing process to improve lecturers’ performance. Discussion of the findings,
implications for managers are described below.

5.1. Discuss research findings

The main purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between factors related to knowledge
sharing processes and between knowledge sharing processes and individual performance. After testing
the hypotheses, some conclusions are as follows:

(i) Enjoyment in helping others is positively correlated with knowledge donation. The result is
consistent with several previous studies (e.g. Lin, 2007). The result indicates that lecturers who feel
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satisfied in donating knowledge and helping others tend to be more motivated to share knowledge with
colleagues. Meaning that when lecturers feel comfortable about donating knowledge, they tend to be
more positively to carry out the sharing behavior.

(i1) Knowledge self-efficacy is positively correlated with knowledge collection. The result is consistent
with several previous studies (e.g. Lin, 2007). Additionally, a sense of the competence and confidence
of lecturers may be requirement for employees to engage in knowledge sharing. That is, lecturers who
believe in their abilities to share organizationally essential knowledge tend to have stronger momentum
to share knowledge with their colleagues and collect knowledge from colleagues.

(iii) Job involvement has a positive influence to knowledge donation process. The result are consistent
with Teh and Sun (2012) and some answers from interviewees.

“I am willing to donate the knowledge I have for my colleagues because of the nature of research and
teaching at the university. I have been working here since graduation from the university, so far for
over 15 years, it has been part of my life to share my knowledge with my colleagues”.

“I have been teaching for many years. I spend significant amount of time in my work. University
lecturers to successfully complete the teaching must always update new knowledge from the
surrounding, which may come from colleagues. My attachment to teaching has given me the impetus
for imparting knowledge to young lectures so that they can find their way in their careers”.

(iv) Knowledge donation is positively correlated with individual performance. This result is also shown
in the study by Von Krogh et al. (2000), Akram and Bokhari (2011), Muhammad et al. (2011), Tran et
al. (2013), Kuzu and Ozilhan (2014). In addition, this result is confirmed by the answers of some
lecturers participating in in-depth interviews:

“When I share my knowledge and get support from colleagues, I feel my understanding is improving
and the results of my work are better than expected”.

“My knowledge after the exchanging with colleagues may clarify many issues. That helps me do a good
job teaching and researching science. We often participate in seminars or scientific activities to jointly
issue, exchange and solve the ultimate problem”.

(v) Other hypotheses discarded on the relationship between some factors and two knowledge sharing
processes as well as between knowledge collection and individual performance. These are the results
not expected to happen before performing quantitative research.

5.2. Implications for managers

The study has proposed the following implications for helping managers establish a perfectly
knowledge sharing strategy:

Firstly, the findings of this study show that individual factors are associated with two knowledge
sharing processes. Because enjoyment in helping others significantly influenced knowledge donation,
managers need to focus to increase the level of enjoyment. Impact on perception through stories, real
situations can be a way to increase the excitement of lecturers when sharing knowledge with colleagues.
Managers care about developing and maintaining knowledge sharing should try enhancing the positive
mood state of lecturers (i.e. enjoyment in helping others). Managers can also create open spaces and
share them among individuals at the university. Today's local universities often do not have a private
sector or reading room for lecturers, while this is a channel for faculty members to exchange knowledge
to each other.

Secondly, managers should pay more attention to provide significant feedback to improve lecturers’
knowledge self-efficacy. For instance, weekly/monthly/yearly review reports should include the
contribution of some lecturers to the work of other lecturers through knowledge sharing. These stories
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help lecturers increase awareness of the meaning of knowledge sharing as well as enhance the role of
each individual with the results of other individual work and the results of the organization's work.

Thirdly, each lecturer should be aware of the significance of teaching and scientific research to the
training and development of each individual. Managers should spend time chatting, communicating
with lecturers to listen to their aspirations and concerns regarding work. In the seminars, managers will
understand the degree of attachment to the work of the lecturers and how they can be more engaged
with their works, thereby enhancing knowledge sharing.

Finally, managers hope lecturers perform good teaching and research work. Therefore, one of the ways
to increase the performance of the lecturers’ work is to promote the act of donating knowledge. Each
Vietnam universities’ pedagogical environment, also known as the academic environment, knowledge
donation process is necessary and should be encouraged.
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Appendix 1

Sym Items
bol

Enl  Ienjoy sharing my knowledge with colleagues

En2  Tenjoy helping colleagues by sharing my knowledge

Factors

Enjoyment in

helping oth .
(I;I;mg others En3 It feels good to help someone by sharing my knowledge

En4  Sharing my knowledge with colleagues is pleasurable

Sel My knowledge sharing would help other numbers in the organization to solve their problems
Coisgt. 32Ny Lol gt e e i s s s
efficacy (Se) o/ g £ P P 5

Se4 My knowledge sharing would increase productively in the organization

Se5 My knowledge sharing would help the organization achieve its performance objectives
Inl The most important things that happen to me involve my present job

In2 Most of my interests are centered around my job

In3  Thave very strong ties with my present job which would be very difficult to break

Job involvement

(In) In4  Ilike to be absorbed in my job most of the time
InS The most important things that happen in life involve work
Mal My manager always set a good example in sharing his knowledge with others
Management Ma2 My manager supports me in sharing knowledge with colleagues in other departments
support Ma3 My manager allows me to share my knowledge with my colleagues even though it may influence the present job process
(Ma) Ma4 My manager instructs us on how to share our personal knowledge within the department
Ma5 My manager does not care about my knowledge and does not encourage me to share my knowledge with other colleagues
Rel Sharing my knowledge with colleagues should be rewarded with a higher salary
Re2 Sharing my knowledge with colleagues should be rewarded with a higher bonus
Rewards (Re) . . . .
Re3 Sharing my knowledge with colleagues should be rewarded with a promotion
Re4  Sharing my knowledge with colleagues should be rewarded with an increased job security
Information and Tel Work related information and knowledge are stored, classified and updated in a scientific and regular manner
communication Te2  The organization’s IT system provides valuable and useful information/data for my work
technology (Te) Te3  The organization’s IT system facilitates the sharing of knowledge and information among members
Knowledge Dol  When I learn something new, [ te-:11 my colleagues about it
donation Do2 I sh.are Fh'e k'nowledge I have, with my colleagues .
(Do) Do3 I think it is important that my colleagues krTow what I am doing
Do4  Iregularly tell my colleagues what I am doing
Col  When I need certain knowledge, I ask my colleagues about it
Knowledge Co2  Tlike to be informed of what my colleagues know
collection (Co) Co3  Task my colleagues about their abilities when I need to learn something
Co4  When one of my colleagues is good at something I ask him/her to teach me how to do that thing
Pel I completed more work than the expectations of the manager
Pe2 I can finish all the work earlier than the assigned plan
Pe3 I can reduce the time required to complete my daily work
Individual Pe4  The results of my work always exceed the work goals assigned by managers

Pe5 I have ideas and useful suggestions for the university

Pe6  Ialways meet the wishes of learners

Pe7  Ihave never had any delays in my work or caused anything to do with my carelessness
Pe8 I have never received any complaints about poor performance

Pe9  The manager is always satisfied with my results

performance (Pe)
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Appendix 2
Factor Item Factor loading Cronbach’s Alpha
Enl 0.870
. . . En2 0.871
Enjoyment in helping others En3 0762 0.884
En4 0.799
Se3 0.702
Knowledge self-efficacy Scd 0.702 0860
Se5 0.925
In2 0.810
Job involvement In4 0.709 0.707
In5 0.597
Mal 0.862
Ma2 0.862
Management support Ma3 0.589 0.846
Ma4 0.817
Ma5 0.654
Rel 0.910
Re2 0.897
Rewards Re3 0854 0.907
Re4 0.738
Tel 0.650
Information and communication technology Te2 0.792 0.799
Te3 0,791
Dol 0.571
. Do2 0.531
Knowledge donation Do3 0.638 0.779
Do4 0.674
Col 0.701
. Co2 0.712
Knowledge collection Co3 0745 0.766
Co4 0.698
Pel 0.611
Pe2 0.607
Pe3 0.631
.. Pe4 0.666
Individual performance Pe6 0574 0.801
Pe7 0.808
Pe8 0.853
Pe9 0.793
© 2019 by the authors; licensee Growing Science, Canada. This is an open access
@ article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution

(CC-BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


