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ABSTRACT

Knowledge sharing which is often described as the key process of knowledge
management is a process where individuals exchange knowledge (tacit or explicit)
and together create a new knowledge. However, the personality characteristics of
individuals could influence the process of knowledge sharing. Therefore, this study
aims to examine and enhance the understanding of the influence of personality traits
dimensions (namely agreeableness, openness, neuroticism, extraversion and
conscientiousness) on knowledge sharing behavior. The data for this study would be
gathered via the questionnaire from academic staff member of the three faculties
(Electrical Engineering, Chemical Engineering and faculty of Science) with the
highest research grant at Universiti Teknologi Malaysia (UTM). The data gathered
would be empirically tested using the multiple regressions via the SPSS software.
The result of this study indicates that personality traits dimension is important
individual characteristics that influence knowledge sharing. Openness to experience,
extroversion and conscientiousness has a positive significant influence on
individuals’ behaviour to share knowledge. Also, openness to experience is the most
influencing factor on the level of knowledge sharing. Based on findings, several

implications and recommendation were discussed.
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ABSTRAK

Mempunyai pengetahuan yang mencukupi mengenai teknologi dan juga
penerimaan dikalangan para pelajar seolah- olah sangat penting pada masa ini.
Khususnya pengetahuan mereka mengenai sistem perbankan Internet dan tahap
penerimaan telah diberi perhatian di kalangan para cendekiawan dalam kajian
pengurusan. Sepanjang penyelidikan semasa, penyelidik cuba untuk mengkaji faktor-
faktor penentu potensi pengguna muda penerimaan sistem perbankan Internet, kesan
CSE terhadap PE , PU , PC dan kepercayaan dalam model penerimaan teknologi
terhadap Niat Kelakuan, kesan pengguna yang berpotensi ' CSE terhadap niat pelajar
untuk menggunakan perbankan internet melalui PU, PE , PC dan juga unsur-unsur
amanah dalam TAM , dan akhir sekali menyiasat perbezaan diantara perbankan
internet Bl dan IBS di antara pelajar ICT dan pelajar bukan ICT . Penyelidik
menggunakan beberapa prosedur statistik dengan menggunakan perisian SPSS untuk
menganalisis data yang diperolehi , beberapa faktor telah dikenal pasti sebagai faktor
penting dalam perbankan internet. Tambahan pula CSE mempunyai hubungan yang
positif dengan PU, PC dan BI. Sebaliknya , PU mempunyai hubungan positif dengan
Bl dan PCT mempunyai hubungan positif dengan BIl. Keputusan regresi
menunjukkan bahawa CSE mempunyai hubungan positif dengan PU, PE dan PCT .
Selain itu, BI mempunyai hubungan positif dengan PE , PU dan PCT . Akhir sekali,
sample ujian-t tidak bergantung menunjukkan terdapat perbezaan yang signifikan di
antara IT dan bukan IT pelajar mengenai idea-idea mereka tentang perbankan
internet dan pelajar IT mempunyai sikap yang lebih menggalakkan. Pada akhir kajian
ini beberapa cadangan untuk pelanggan bank dan juga pengurus bank telah

dicadangkan.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

This is the first chapter of study that intend to examine the influence of
personality trait dimensions on individual knowledge sharing behaviour. In this
chapter, the research background, the problem statement, purpose of the study as
well as research objectives and research questions were presented. The significance
of the study, scope and limitations of the study were also been discussed. Finally,

operational and conceptual definitions will be highlighted.

1.2 Research Background

In today’s business world, many organizations have come to the realization
that knowledge is one of the primary sources of competitive advantage and that it
plays a great role in the long term sustainability and success of any organization
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998). Managing organisational knowledge has being
identified by researchers (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Wang and Noe, 2010;
Bollinger and Smith, 2001) as a strategic means for organizations to improve their

performance, become more innovative, gain new markets and sustain competitive



advantage. Knowledge management makes it possible for every member of an
organization to utilise captured knowledge in conducting their job functions.

Knowledge sharing is considered the most crucial process of knowledge
management (Gupta and Govindarajan, 2000) and according to Jarvenpaa and
Staples (2001) individuals are the principal agent of knowledge sharing and the main
source of knowledge in the organization. Individuals’ in the organization play a
critical role in knowledge sharing process through collectively sharing experiences
and insights to create new knowledge. In knowledge sharing process, individuals
exchange their knowledge through various platforms in order to generate new
knowledge. Knowledge sharing encourages knowledge exchange and creativity in
organization in order to enhance firm performance, intellectual capital, and

competitive advantages (Liebowitz, 2001; Bollinger and Smith, 2001).

However, organizations are confined with a number of difficulties and
barriers in knowledge sharing (Chennamanani, 2006; Riege, 2005). Some of these
barriers include perceived benefits of individuals who may expect some benefits for
sharing their knowledge, time consumption, intensive efforts and workload, distrust
and so on (Bock et al. 2005; Gibbert and Krause 2002). Knowledge sharing can be
internalized in organizations through not only direct business strategies, but also
changing the attitude of organizational members towards knowledge sharing (Lin,
2007). Some researchers (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Haas and Hansen, 2001)
have suggested that individuals could reluctantly share knowledge with one another
which could result in a decline of the firm’s performance as well as the intellectual

capacity of the organizational members.

Getting employees to share their experience and knowledge is one of
challenging issue in many organizations. Although it could be argued that
organizations should hire talented individuals and make use of their expertise in
order to gain competitive advantage. Yet, hiring talented people is no longer enough.

People with the right personality traits that support knowledge sharing and collective



collaboration is essential. Studies conducted by Matzler et al (2008) suggested that
the five big personality traits, such as agreeableness, conscientiousness and openness
to experience are the examples of individual factors that could influence knowledge
sharing. Other researchers, Yosof and Ismail (2010) believe that personality seems to
be the most important and correlated with knowledge sharing quality among other
factors. In addition, Cabrera et al., 2006; Amayah, 2011) claimed that personality

traits can explain why some individuals are willing to share while others are not.

Although knowledge sharing among employees in organizations and its
potential to enhance organizational performance and competitive advantage has well
been studied in the literature, not much previous research on knowledge sharing has
been conducted within universities (Fullwood et al.,, 2013). Universities are
knowledge intensive establishments that play an important role in knowledge
creation through research, and in knowledge dissemination through publications.
Therefore, studying knowledge sharing among universities academics who engage in
knowledge work is necessary. This study would focus on investigating knowledge
sharing and personality traits dimensions in one public university in Malaysia hamed

the Universiti Teknologi Malaysia (popularly known as UTM).

1.3 Problem Statement

Knowledge is considered as a key resource for organizations to attain
sustainable competitive advantage thus the better knowledge is shared and utilised in
an organization, the more the capacity of that organization to enhance its competitive
power (Yang and Wu, 2006). The process of knowledge acquisition, creation,
storage, refinement, sharing, transfer, and utilization is known as knowledge
management. In organizations, knowledge management is employed to develop
strategies and systems to support and encourages individuals to participate in
utilizing knowledge resources. The study of knowledge sharing is an important area

of knowledge management research. In the knowledge sharing literature, individual



factors, organizational factors and technological factors influencing knowledge

sharing have well been examined.

In the aspect of individual factors influencing knowledge sharing, individual
factors such as trust, self-efficacy, altruism, reciprocity and so on have been studied
extensively. However, factors such as personality is an area needing further research
as suggested by Wang and Noe (2010). Many benefits of knowledge sharing have
encouraged organizations to invest significant amounts of money and time into
knowledge management projects. Although resources allocated to knowledge
management projects, many still fail. One the reasons of these results might be the
lack of paying attention to some factors that influence individuals’ motivation to

share knowledge such as personality traits (Wang et al., 2014).

To ascertain the importance of studying the personality factor of knowledge
sharing, a review of related literature was carried out (for example Hsu et al., 2007;
Matzler et al 2008; Fang and Liu, 2002). The findings of the literature review
suggest that individual’s personality and their personality trait dimensions could
influence their knowledge sharing behaviour. Based on the review, it was found that
individuals’ characteristics and differences would affect their knowledge sharing
behaviour. Within the individual characteristics, personality is an important
psychological factor that guides individuals’ behaviour (Halder et al. 1970). Thus,
personality is an important factor that influences individuals’ behaviour to share

knowledge.

Existing debate among studies conducted on the influence of personality traits
on knowledge sharing shows some interesting results. For instance, Hsu et al. (2007)
argued that individuals’ behaviour and personality traits play an important role in the
outcome of knowledge sharing efficiency at the individual level. Matzler et al.
(2008) studied the decomposed dimensions of personality traits namely
agreeableness, conscientiousness and openness to experience and its influence

knowledge sharing. They found that personality dimensions have positive effect with



knowledge sharing. Furthermore, Fang and Liu (2002) examined the influence of
five big personality traits factors (agreeableness, openness, neuroticism, extraversion
and conscientiousness) on knowledge sharing among non-profit organizations and
suggested that there is a strong relationship among the personality trait dimensions

and knowledge sharing.

The interesting part of this debate on the influence of personality traits and
knowledge sharing is centred on the point that though individuals could possess the
knowledge necessary to move their organization forward, yet, the individual
characteristics of the knowledge possessor could be a major barrier to knowledge
sharing and the utilisation of such knowledge by other individuals in the
organization. Whilst knowledge sharing is well studied in the organization setting,
Fullwood et al (2013) lamented that not much have been done on knowledge sharing
in the academic institutions. To enter into the debate of examining personality
characteristics and knowledge sharing, this study tend to raise the issue that
personality of academics and knowledge sharing is important for a knowledge-based
institution, such as a university, where knowledge production, distribution and

application are ingrained in their learning, research and publication activities.

Although there is no direct way to measure the outcome of knowledge sharing
in knowledge institutions (Cheng et al., 2009), yet investigating on how the
personality trait dimensions influence knowledge sharing in the university setting is
essential because the impact of knowledge sharing in the university environment
could be larger than those created by the business organizations (Cheng et al., 2009).
Therefore, this study would investigate the influence of personality trait dimensions
namely agreeableness, openness, neuroticism, extraversion and conscientiousness on
knowledge sharing among academics in a public university in Malaysia. In the
context of Malaysia, existing study by Teh et al (2011) examined the influence of
big five personality factors on knowledge sharing behaviour among students but this

current study differs in context because it will be conducted among academic staff .



1.4 Organization Background

Universiti Teknologi Malaysia (UTM), an innovation-led and graduate-
focused research University, has two campuses; one in Kuala Lumpur (the capital
city of Malaysia) and the second in Johor Bahru, (the southern city in Iskandar
Malaysia, which is a vibrant economic corridor in the south of Peninsular Malaysia).
UTM has academic staff strength of over 2,000 of which more than 200 are foreign
graduate faculty members. UTM continuously strives to develop and enhance quality
academic and professional programmes of international standard and global
recognition. The student population consists of more than 15,000 full-time
undergraduate students, over 6,000 enrolled on distance learning programmes as
part-time students and more than 8,000 postgraduate students in various fields of

specialization; out of which over 2,000 are foreign students.

UTM has also established a reputation for cutting-edge research undertakings
and innovative education, proven by becoming the three-time winner for the National
Intellectual Property Award for organization category. A stimulating research culture
exists in UTM through 11 Research Alliances (RA) in strategic disciplines namely
sustainability, Infocomm, water, cybernetics, Biotech, construction, materials and
manufacturing, knowledge-economy, energy, transportation and nanotechnology. In
addition there are 28 centres of excellence (CoE) in addition to academic faculties to

service technological education and research needs of the university (UTM, 2013).

1.5  Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research is to study how the personality trait dimensions
influence on knowledge sharing among academic staffs at faculties of electrical
engineering, chemical engineering and faculty of science at the Universiti Teknologi
Malaysia (UTM), with highlight on the level of knowledge sharing and to understand



the personality dimensions that influences the academic staff’s knowledge sharing

process.

1.6 Research Question

To address the issues pertaining to personality traits dimensions and knowledge
sharing, the following research questions would be answered in this study:

Does agreeableness influence academic staff knowledge sharing behaviour?
Does openness influence academic staff knowledge sharing behaviour?
Does neuroticism influence academic staff knowledge sharing behaviour?

Does extraversion influence academic staff knowledge sharing behaviour?

o B~ WD e

Does Conscientiousness influence academic staff knowledge sharing
behaviour?
6. Which personality trait dimension is a dominant influencer of knowledge

sharing behaviour?

1.7  Research Objectives

The main aim of this study is to examine how personality trait dimensions
influence knowledge sharing behaviour among academics in the three faculties at
Universiti Teknologi Malaysia. Based on this aim, the following research objectives

are stated as follows:



1. To examine whether agreeableness trait would influence academic staff
knowledge sharing behaviour.

2. To examine whether openness trait would influence academic staff
knowledge sharing behaviour.

3. To investigate whether neuroticism trait would influence academic staff
knowledge sharing behaviour.

4. To examine whether extraversion trait would influence academic staff
knowledge sharing behaviour.

5. To investigate whether conscientiousness trait would influence academic
staff knowledge sharing behaviour.

6. To identify the most dominant personality traits dimension that have the most

influence on knowledge sharing behaviour

1.8  Significance of study

The purpose of this study is to examine whether the five personality trait
dimensions would influence knowledge sharing among academics working in a
knowledge and research intensive university. Common sense suggested that when
these academics adequately share their own knowledge with one another, they are
more likely to the development of skills and competencies, with increase in publish
and research output, attainment of their key performance indicator and enhance of
the global ranking of their university. This study contributes to a better understanding
the influence of individual personality trait dimensions on knowledge sharing in a

university establishment in the following ways:

First, many studies have been conducted in the field of knowledge sharing
and the influence of personality trait dimensions in the business organization setting
but the influence of personality traits dimensions on knowledge sharing in the
university setting and among academic staff has received lesser research attention in

the literature of knowledge sharing. Therefore, the finding of this study would



provide some contribution to the literature on the empirical validation of personality

traits dimensions on knowledge sharing.

Secondly, this study contributes to the existing literature in the field of
knowledge sharing as it provide higher academic institution with ways to foster
knowledge sharing among academic staffs. Thus the finding of this study would
serve as a guide to assist higher education institutions to determine the five
personality trait dimensions that would enhance and foster knowledge sharing among

their academic staff.

Lastly, the findings of this study would be useful to individual academic staff to
know the personality trait dimensions that would foster knowledge sharing among.
Also to ascertain which of the trait dimensions should be enhanced and compatible

with sharing knowledge among other academic staffs.

1.9  Scope of the Study

This study is limited to focusing on the influence of personality traits
(agreeableness, openness, neuroticism, extraversion and conscientiousness) on
knowledge sharing among academic staffs at faculties of electrical engineering,
chemical engineering and faculty of science at the Universiti Teknologi Malaysia
(UTM). This study would focus mainly on the level of individual knowledge sharing
behaviour by considering only academic staff of three faculties in whole university
where it could have a limitation in sample size that is small in comparative to all
academic staff in UTM.
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1.10 Definitions of Key Terms

The definitions of the key terms and concepts used in this study are provided as
follows:

1.10.1 Knowledge Sharing

The conceptual and operational definitions of knowledge sharing are
presented as:

1.10.1.1 Conceptual Definition

Knowledge sharing is defined as the practice of knowledge exchanging
(skills, experience, and understanding) amongst researchers, policymakers, and
service providers (Tsui et al, 2006). It encompasses the process whereby the explicit
and tacit knowledge is communicated to other individuals. Knowledge sharing
occurs when an individual is willing to assist others as well as learn from others the

latest competencies (Yang and Farn, 2009).

1.10.1.2 Operational Definition

In this study, knowledge sharing is referred to as the degree by which work
related knowledge are shared and communicated among academic staff at the

Universiti Teknologi Malaysia.
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1.10.2 Personality

Personality is defined as a dynamic and organised set of characteristics
possessed by an individual that distinctively influences his or her cognition,
motivation and behaviour (Ryckman, 2004). The big five personality theory

recognises five trait dimensions which are defined below.

1.10.3 Agreeableness

1.10.3.1 Conceptual Definition

Agreeableness is defined a trait dimension that deals with interpersonal
tendencies characterized as sympathetic, being helpful to others, soft-hearted,
cooperative, generous and cheerful, and good-natured (Liao and Chuang, 2004).

1.10.3.2 Operational Definition

In this study, agreeableness is a personality trait which represents individual’s

ability to be helpful, co-operative and generous.
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1.10.4 Openness

1.10.4.1 Conceptual Definition

Openness describes a dimension of personality trait that is characterized by
the individuals’ active imagination, intellectual curiosity, aesthetic sensitivity, vivid
Imaginative, and independence of judgment (Barrick and Mount, 1991; LePine and
Van Dyne, 2001). Individuals with high openness tend to explore any opportunity to

keep knowledge updated and are willing to entertain new and original ideas.

1.10.4.2 Operational Definition

In this study, openness is a personality trait which represents individual’s
ability to be creative and innovative.

1.10.5 Neuroticism

1.10.5.1 Conceptual Definition

Neuroticism is characterized by lack of psychological adjustment, emotional
instability, feeling of anxiety and guilt, worrying, sadness, fear, anger, and
moodiness (Costa and McCrae, 1992; Swickert et al, 2010).
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1.10.5.2 Operational Definition

In this study, neuroticism is a personality trait which represents individual’s

emotional instability, feeling of anxiety and moodiness.

1.10.6 Extraversion

1.10.6.1 Conceptual Definition

Extraversion is defined by the intensity of interpersonal interaction and
activity characterized by of sociability, talkativeness, assertiveness, and high
involvement in activities (Pervin, 2003). People with high extraversion are generally

bold, active, adventurous and expressive (Barrick et al., 2002).

1.10.6.2 Operational Definition

In this study, extraversion is a personality trait which represents individual’s

ability to be sociable, assertive and participate in activities.
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1.10.7 Conscientiousness

1.10.7.1 Conceptual Definitions

Conscientiousness is a personality trait dimensions characterized by an
individual commitment in planning, organizing, and carrying out tasks, and more
specifically, such individuals are purposeful, determined, punctual, dependable,
dutiful, strong-willed, achievement oriented, reliable, organized and hardworking
(Costa and McCrae, 1992; Caliguri, 2000).

1.10.7.2 Operational Definitions

In this study, conscientiousness is a personality trait which represents
individual’s commitment in planning, organizing, carrying out tasks and

hardworking.

1.11 Organization of Thesis Chapters

This study which is focused on examining the influence of personality trait
dimensions on knowledge sharing among academic staff in UTM is organised into

five chapters.

Chapter one presents an introduction and the background of the study, problem
statements, research questions and research objectives, followed by the scope of the
study, significance of the study and the definitions of the key terms mentioned in the

study.
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Chapter two focus on the literature review. It is used to analysis, discuss and

highlight previous literatures and existing studies related to this study.

Chapter three presents the research methodology, methods of data collection,
the sampling technique and the instruments that were used to conduct the research.

This serves as the temporary end of the research proposal.

Chapter four would be devoted to data analysis and discussion of findings.

Chapter five would be devoted to the research summary and conclusion as well

recommendations future research.



95

REFERENCES

Aghdasi, M., and Tehrani, N. G. (2011), Knowledge creation in operational setting: a
case study in Auto Manufacturing Firm. African Journal of Business
Management, 5(19), 7828-7835.

Alavi, M., & Leider, D. (1999). Knowledge management systems: Emerging views
and practices from the field. Paper presented at the Systems Sciences, 1999.
HICSS-32. Proceedings of the 32nd Annual Hawaii International Conference
on.

Alvesson, M., & Kéarreman, D. (2001). Odd couple: making sense of the curious
concept of knowledge management. Journal of management studies, 38(7),
995-1018.

Amayah, A. (2011). Knowledge Sharing, Personality Traits and Diversity: A
Literature Review. Paper presented at the Midwest Research-to Practice
Conference in Adult, Continuing, and Community Education. St. Louis, MO:
USA.

Argote, L., & Ingram, P. (2000). Knowledge transfer: A basis for competitive
advantage in firms. Organizational behavior and human decision processes,
82(1), 150-169.

Argote, L., McEvily, B., & Reagans, R. (2003). Managing knowledge in
organizations: An integrative framework and review of emerging themes.
Management science, 49(4), 571-582.

Awad, E. M., & Ghaziri, H. M. Knowledge Management, 2004: Prentice-Hall, Upper
Saddle River, New Jersey.

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The big five personality dimensions and job
performance: a meta-analysis. Personnel psychology, 44(1), 1-26.

Barrick, M. R., Parks, L., & Mount, M. K. (2005). Self-Monitoring as A Moderator
Of The Relationships Between Personality Traits And Performance.
Personnel psychology, 58(3), 745-767.



96

Barrick, M. R., Stewart, G. L., & Piotrowski, M. (2002). Personality and job
performance: test of the mediating effects of motivation among sales
representatives. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 43.

Bartol, K. M., & Srivastava, A. (2002). Encouraging knowledge sharing: the role of
organizational reward systems. Journal of Leadership & Organizational
Studies, 9(1), 64-76.

Battersby, K. (2003). Managing Partner: The Importance of Knowledge Management
6 (6). Retrieved February, 21, 2006.

Becerra-Fernandez, 1., Gonzalez, A., & Sabherwal, R. (2004). Knowledge
Management: Challenges. Solutions and Technologies. Pearson/Prentice
Hall.

Beck, C., Hgler, B., & Polit, D. (1995). Essentials of nursing research: methods,
appraisal and utilization. Essentials of Nursing Research: Methods, Appraisal
and Utilization.

Bellinger, G., Castro, D., & Mills, A. (2004). Data, information, knowledge, and
wisdom. URL: http://www.systems-thinking.org/dikw/dikw.htm, 47.

Benet-Martinez, V., & John, O. P. (1998). Los Cinco Grandes across cultures and
ethnic groups: Multitrait-multimethod analyses of the Big Five in Spanish
and English. Journal of personality and social psychology, 75(3), 729.

Bennet, A., & Bennet, D. (2000). Characterizing the next generation knowledge
organization. Knowledge and Innovation: Journal of the KMCI, 1(1), 8-42.

Bereiter, C. (2002). Education and mind in the knowledge age: Routledge.

Bergeron, B. (2003). Essentials of knowledge management (\Vol. 28): John Wiley &
Sons.

Besser, A., & Shackelford, T. K. (2007). Mediation of the effects of the big five
personality dimensions on negative mood and confirmed affective
expectations by perceived situational stress: A quasi-field study of
vacationers. Personality and Individual Differences, 42(7), 1333-1346.

Bircham, H. (2003). The impact of question structure when sharing knowledge.
Electronic Journal of Knowledge Management, 1(2), 17-24.

Blumentritt, R., & Johnston, R. (1999). Towards a strategy for knowledge
management. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 11(3), 287-300.



97

Bock, G.-W., Zmud, R. W., Kim, Y.-G., & Lee, J.-N. (2005). Behavioral intention
formation in knowledge sharing: Examining the roles of extrinsic motivators,
social-psychological forces, and organizational climate. MIS quarterly, 87-
111.

Bollinger, A. S., & Smith, R. D. (2001). Managing organizational knowledge as a
strategic asset. Journal of knowledge management, 5(1), 8-18.

Bozionelos, N. (2004). The big five of personality and work involvement. Journal of
Managerial Psychology, 19(1), 69-81.

Bratianu, C., & Orzea, |. (2010). Tacit knowledge sharing in organizational
knowledge dynamics. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the 2nd European
Conference on Intellectual Capital.

Cabrera, A., & Cabrera, E. F. (2002). Knowledge-sharing dilemmas. Organization
studies, 23(5), 687-710.

Cabrera, A., Collins, W. C., & Salgado, J. F. (2006). Determinants of individual
engagement in knowledge sharing. The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 17(2), 245-264.

Calantone, R. J., Cavusgil, S. T., & Zhao, Y. (2002). Learning orientation, firm
innovation capability, and firm performance. Industrial marketing
management, 31(6), 515-524.

Caligiuri, P. M. (2000). THE BIG FIVE PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS AS
PREDICTORS OF EXPATRIATE'S DESIRE TO TERMINATE THE
ASSIGNMENT AND SUPERVISOR-RATED PERFORMANCE. Personnel
psychology, 53(1), 67-88.

Carver, R. H., & Nash, J. G. (2009). Doing data analysis with SPSS. Cengage
Learning Inc, United States.

Cattell, R. B., & Kline, P. E. (1977). The scientific analysis of personality and
motivation: Academic Press.

Chen, C.-C. (2011). Factors affecting high school teachers' knowledge-sharing
behaviors. Social Behavior and Personality: an international journal, 39(7),
993-1008.

Cheng, C.-M., & Chen, L.-J. (2007). A study on the knowledge sharing of health
technology for technological college students’ mobile learning. International

Journal of Education and Information Technologies, 1(1), 24-29.



98

Chennamaneni, A. (2007). Determinants of knowledge sharing behaviors:
Developing and testing an integrated theoretical model.

Costa Jr, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Four ways five factors are basic.
Personality and Individual Differences, 13(6), 653-665.

Cummings, J. L., & Teng, B.-S. (2003). Transferring R&D knowledge: the key
factors affecting knowledge transfer success. Journal of Engineering and
technology management, 20(1), 39-68.

Davenport, T. H., & Prusak, L. (1998). Working knowledge: How organizations
manage what they know: Harvard Business Press.

De Vries, R. E., Van den Hooff, B., & de Ridder, J. A. (2006). Explaining
knowledge sharing the role of team communication styles, job satisfaction,
and performance beliefs. Communication Research, 33(2), 115-135.

Digman, J. M. (1990). Personality structure: Emergence of the five-factor model.
Annual review of psychology, 41(1), 417-440.

Dyer, J. H., & Singh, H. (1998). The relational view: cooperative strategy and
sources of interorganizational competitive advantage. Academy of
management review, 23(4), 660-679.

Elias, M. A., & Hassan, M. G. (2007). Knowledge Management. USA: Pearson
Education, Inc.

Eysenck, H. J., & Eysenck, M. W. (1987). Personality and individual differences:
Plenum.

Fang, C.-L., & Liu, W.-C. (2002). The effects of personality on willingness and
behavior of knowledge sharing.

Ferguson, R. J., Paulin, M., & Bergeron, J. (2010). Customer sociability and the total
service experience: antecedents of positive word-of-mouth intentions.
Journal of Service Management, 21(1), 25-44.

Fullwood, R., Rowley, J., & Delbridge, R. (2013). Knowledge sharing amongst
academics in UK universities. Journal of knowledge management, 17(1),
123-136.

Funder, D. C. (2001). PERSONALITY. Annual review of psychology, 52(1), 197-
221. doi: doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.197

Geisler, E., & Wickramasinghe, N. (2009). Principles of knowledge management.

Theory, practice, and cases. ME Sharpe, New York.



99

Gibbert, M., & Krause, H. (2002). Practice exchange in a best practice marketplace.
Knowledge management case book: Siemens best practices, 89-105.

Goh, S. K., & Sandhu, M. S. (2013). Knowledge Sharing Among Malaysian
Academics: Influence of Affective Commitment and Trust. The Electronic
Journal of Knowledge Management, 11(1), 38-48.

Goldberg, L. R. (1993). The structure of phenotypic personality traits. American
psychologist, 48(1), 26.

Gourlay, S. (2006). Conceptualizing knowledge creation: a critique of nonaka's
theory*. Journal of management studies, 43(7), 1415-1436.

Grant, R. M. (1996). Toward a Knowledge-Based Theory of the firm. Strategic
management journal, 17(S2), 109-122.

Green, S., & Salkind, N. (2005). Using SPSS for Windows and Macintosh:
Understanding and analysing data: Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Gupta, A. K., & Govindarajan, V. (2006). Knowledge management's social
dimension: lessons from Nucor Steel.

Gupta, B. (2008). Role of personality in knowledge sharing and knowledge
acquisition behavior. Journal of the Indian Academy of Applied Psychology,
34(1), 143-149.

Gyensare, M. A., & Asare, J. (2012). Enhancing innovation and productivity through
Knowledge management: The case of unique Trust Bank in Ghana. Journal
of Knowledge Management practice, 13(1), 1-15.

Hair, J. F. (2009). Multivariate data analysis.

Hair, J. F., Tatham, R. L., Anderson, R. E., & Black, W. (2006). Multivariate data
analysis (Vol. 6): Pearson Prentice Hall Upper Saddle River, NJ.

Halder, S., Roy, A., & Chakraborty, P. (1970). The influence of personality traits on
information seeking behaviour of students. Malaysian Journal of Library &
Information Science, 15(1).

Haldin-Herrgard, T. (2000). Difficulties in diffusion of tacit knowledge in
organizations. Journal of Intellectual capital, 1(4), 357-365.

Hansen, M. T., & Haas, M. R. (2001). Competing for attention in knowledge
markets: Electronic document dissemination in a management consulting
company. Administrative Science Quarterly, 46(1), 1-28.

Harari, O. (1994). The brain-based organization. Management review, 83(6), 57-60.



100

Harari, O. (1997). Ten reasons TQM doesn’t work. Management review, 86(1), 38-
44,

Hendriks, P. (1999). Why share knowledge? The influence of ICT on the motivation
for knowledge sharing. Knowledge and process management, 6(2), 91-100.

Hsieh, H.-L., Hsieh, J.-R., & Wang, I.-L. (2011). Linking personality and innovation:
The role of knowledge management. World Transactions on Engineering and
Technology Education, 9(1).

Hsu, M.-H., Ju, T. L., Yen, C.-H., & Chang, C.-M. (2007). Knowledge sharing
behavior in virtual communities: The relationship between trust, self-efficacy,
and outcome expectations. International Journal of Human-Computer
Studies, 65(2), 153-169.

Ibragimova, B., Ryan, S. D., Windsor, J. C., & Prybutok, V. R. (2012).
Understanding the Antecedents of Knowledge Sharing: An Organizational
Justice Perspective. Informing Science: the International Journal of an
Emerging Transdiscipline, 15.

Ibrahim, F., & Reid, V. (2009). What is the value of knowledge management
practices? Paper presented at the Proceedings of the 6th International
Conference on Intellectual Capital, knowledge Management and
Organisational Learning.

Ipe, M. (2003). Knowledge sharing in organizations: a conceptual framework.
Human Resource Development Review, 2(4), 337-359.

Jarvenpaa, S. L., & Staples, D. S. (2001). Exploring perceptions of organizational
ownership of information and expertise. Journal of Management Information
Systems, 18(1), 151-184.

Jones, G. R.,, & George, J. M. (1998). The experience and evolution of trust:
Implications for cooperation and teamwork. Academy of management review,
23(3), 531-546.

Jorna, R. (1998). Managing knowledge. Semiotic review of books, 9(2), 5-8.

Kaiser, H. F. (1974). An index of factorial simplicity. Psychometrika, 39(1), 31-36.

Kalantzis, M. (2003). Cope. B.(2003). Linking trust values and perceived benefits.
Paper presented at the International Conference on Knowledge Management.



101

Kankanhalli, A., Tan, B. C., & Wei, K.-K. (2005). Contributing knowledge to
electronic knowledge repositories: an empirical investigation. MIS quarterly,
113-143.

Kemp, F. (2003). Applied multiple regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral
sciences. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series D (The Statistician),
52(4), 691-691.

Kogut, B., & Zander, U. (1992). Knowledge of the firm, combinative capabilities,
and the replication of technology. Organization science, 3(3), 383-397.
Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size for research

activities. Educ Psychol Meas.

Kumar, R. (2005). Research methodology: A step-by-step guide for beginners
Frenchs Forest: Pearson Education.

Lam, A. (2000). Tacit knowledge, organizational learning and societal institutions:
an integrated framework. Organization studies, 21(3), 487-513.

Lee, C. K., & Al-Hawamdeh, S. (2002). Factors impacting knowledge sharing.
Journal of Information & Knowledge Management, 1(01), 49-56.

LePine, J. A., & Van Dyne, L. (2001). Voice and cooperative behavior as contrasting
forms of contextual performance: evidence of differential relationships with
big five personality characteristics and cognitive ability. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 86(2), 326.

Liao, H., & Chuang, A. (2004). A multilevel investigation of factors influencing
employee service performance and customer outcomes. Academy of
Management Journal, 47(1), 41-58.

Liao, L.-F. (2006). A learning organization perspective on knowledge-sharing
behavior and firm innovation. Human Systems Management, 25(4), 227-236.

Liebowitz, J. (2001). Knowledge management and its link to artificial intelligence.
Expert systems with applications, 20(1), 1-6.

Liew, A. (2007). Understanding data, information, knowledge and their inter-
relationships. Journal of Knowledge Management practice, 8(2).

Lin, H.-F. (2007). Knowledge sharing and firm innovation capability: an empirical
study. International Journal of Manpower, 28(3/4), 315-332.

Lin, H.-H., & Wang, Y.-S. (2012a). Investigating the Effect of University Students’
Personality Traits on Knowledge Withholding Intention: A Multi-theory



102

Perspective. International Journal of Information and Education Technology,
2, 354-357.

Lin, H.-H., & Wang, Y.-S. (2012b). Investigating the Effect of University Students’
Personality Traits on Knowledge Withholding Intention: A Multi-theory
Perspective. 2, 354-357.

Maddi, S. R. (1989). Personality theories: A comparative analysis: Dorsey Press.

Malhotra, Y. (1998). Knowledge management for the new world of business. Journal
for Quality & Participation, 21(4), 58-60.

Marakas, G. M. (1999). Decision Support System in the Twenty first Century:
Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Matthews, G., Deary, I. J., & Whiteman, M. C. (2009). Personality Traits (3rd ed.):
Cambridge University Press.

Matzler, K., & Mueller, J. (2011). Antecedents of knowledge sharing—Examining the
influence of learning and performance orientation. Journal of Economic
Psychology, 32(3), 317-329.

Matzler, K., Renzl, B., Muller, J., Herting, S., & Mooradian, T. A. (2008).
Personality traits and knowledge sharing. Journal of Economic Psychology,
29(3), 301-313.

Mitchell, R., Nicholas, S., & Boyle, B. (2009). The role of openness to cognitive
diversity and group processes in knowledge creation. Small Group Research.

Mohammad, A., & Nasim, G. T. (2011). Knowledge creation in an operational
setting: A case study in an auto manufacturing firm. African Journal of
Business Management, 5(19), 7828-7835.

Moon, Y. J., Kim, W. G., & Armstrong, D. J. (2014). Exploring neuroticism and
extraversion in flow and user generated content consumption. Information &
Management, 51(3), 347-358.

Mount, M. K., Barrick, M. R., & Stewart, G. L. (1998). Five-factor model of
personality and performance in jobs involving interpersonal interactions.
Human performance, 11(2-3), 145-165.

Naaranoja, M., & Sandhu, M. (2007). Challenges in Knowledge Management
Sharing in Project Business. Paper presented at the Proceeding at the 2nd
International Conference on  Knowledge Management in Organization
(KMO2007), University of Salento, Italy.



103

Nicolas, R. (2004). Knowledge management impacts on decision making process.
Journal of knowledge management, 8(1), 20-31.

Nonaka, 1. (1994). A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation.
Organization science, 5(1), 14-37.

Nonaka, 1., & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge-creating company: How
Japanese companies create the dynamics of innovation: Oxford university
press.

Nonaka, I., Umemoto, K., & Senoo, D. (1996). From information processing to
knowledge creation: a paradigm shift in business management. Technology in
society, 18(2), 203-218.

Pervin, L. A. (2003). The science of personality: Oxford University Press.

Polanyi, M. (1967). The tacit dimension.

Probst, G., Raub, S., & Romhardt, K. (2001). Managing knowledge-Building blocks
for success. ORGANIZATION STUDIES-BERLIN-EUROPEAN GROUP
FOR ORGANIZATIONAL STUDIES-, 22(1), 186-186.

Quigley, N. R., Tesluk, P. E., Locke, E. A., & Bartol, K. M. (2007). A multilevel
investigation of the motivational mechanisms underlying knowledge sharing
and performance. Organization science, 18(1), 71-88.

Rahab, & Wahyuni, P. (2013). Predicting Knowledge Sharing Intention Based on
Theory of Reasoned Action Framework: An Empirical Study on Higher
Education Institution. American International Journal of Contemporary
Research, 3(1), 138-147.

Riege, A. (2005). Three-dozen knowledge-sharing barriers managers must consider.
Journal of knowledge management, 9(3), 18-35.

Rivera-Vazquez, J. C., Ortiz-Fournier, L. V., & Flores, F. R. (2009). Overcoming
cultural barriers for innovation and knowledge sharing. Journal of knowledge
management, 13(5), 257-270.

Ryckman, R. (2004). Theories of personality. Thomson/Wadsworth, Belmont, CA.

Scarbrough, H. (2003). Knowledge management, HRM and the innovation process.
International Journal of Manpower, 24(5), 501-516.

Schulz, M. (2001). The uncertain relevance of newness: Organizational learning and

knowledge flows. Academy of Management Journal, 44(4), 661-681.



104

Sekaran, U. (2003). Research methods for business : a skill-building approach (4th
ed.). New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Sharratt, M., & Usoro, A. (2003). Understanding knowledge-sharing in online
communities of practice. Electronic Journal on Knowledge Management,
1(2), 187-196.

Soto, C. J.,, & John, O. P. (2009). Ten facet scales for the Big Five Inventory:
Convergence with NEO PI-R facets, self-peer agreement, and discriminant
validity. Journal of Research in Personality, 43(1), 84-90.

Souto, P. C. N. (2011). Innovating through sense-making interactions: practices and
competencies that innovators need to reach the insightfulness of the tacit
dimension of knowledge. University Nineof July (Uninove), PMDA, Working
Paper.

Souto, P. C. N. (2013). Beyond Knowledge, Towards Knowing: The Practice-Based
Approach To Support Knowledge Creation, Communication, And Use For
Innovation And Strategies. Revista de Administracdoe Inovacgdo, 10(1), 58-
78.

Spender, J. C. (1996). Making knowledge the basis of a dynamic theory of the firm.
Strategic management journal, 17(S2), 45-62.

Teece, D. J. (1998). Capturing value from knowledge assets. California management
review, 40(3), 55-79.

Teh, P.-L., Yong, C.-C., Chong, C.-W., & Yew, S.-Y. (2011). Do the Big Five
Personality Factors affect knowledge sharing behaviour? A study of
Malaysian universities. Malaysian Journal of Library & Information Science,
16(1).

Thoms, P., Moore, K. S., & Scott, K. S. (1996). The relationship between
self-efficacy for participating in self-managed work groups and the big five
personality dimensions. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 17(4), 349-362.

Tiwana, A. (2000). The knowledge management toolkit: practical techniques for
building a knowledge management system: Prentice Hall PTR.

Tsai, M.-T., Chen, K.-S., & Chien, J.-L. (2012). The factors impact of knowledge
sharing intentions: the theory of reasoned action perspective. Quality &
Quantity, 46(5), 1479-1491.



105

Tsui, L., Chapman, S. A., Schnirer, L., & Stewart, S. (2006). A Handbook on
Knowledge Sharing: Strategies and Recommendations for Researchers,
Policy Makers and Service Providers: Community-University Partnership for
the Study of Children, Youth, and Families Edmonton.

UTM. (2013). about Universiti Teknologi Malaysia. from http://www.utm.my/.

Van den Hooff, B., Elving, W., Meeuwsen, J. M., & Dumoulin, C. (2003).
Knowledge sharing in knowledge communities. Paper presented at the
Communities and technologies.

Verburg, R. M., & Andriessen, E. J. (2011). A typology of knowledge sharing
networks in practice. Knowledge and process management, 18(1), 34-44.

Virtanen, I. (2010). Epistemological Problems Concerning Explication Of Tacit
Knowledge. J. Knowl. Manag. Pr, 11.

Walczak, S. (2005). Organizational knowledge management structure. Learning
Organization, The, 12(4), 330-339.

Wang, C.-C., & Yang, Y.-J. (2007). Personality and intention to share knowledge:
An empirical study of scientists in an R&D laboratory. Social Behavior and
Personality: an international journal, 35(10), 1427-1436.

Wang, S., & Noe, R. A. (2010). Knowledge sharing: A review and directions for
future research. Human Resource Management Review, 20(2), 115-131.

Wang, S., Noe, R. A., & Wang, Z.-M. (2014). Motivating Knowledge Sharing in
Knowledge Management Systems A Quasi—Field Experiment. Journal of
Management, 40(4), 978-1009.

Yaakub, K., Shaari, R., Panatik, S. A., & Rahman, A. (2013). Towards an
Understanding of the Effect of Core Self-Evaluations and Knowledge Sharing
Behavior. International Journal of Applied Psychology, 3(1), 13-18.

Yang, H.-L., & Wu, T. C. (2006). Knowledge sharing in an organization-Share or
not? Paper presented at the Computing & Informatics, 2006. ICOCI'06.
International Conference on.

Yang, S.-C., & Farn, C.-K. (2009). Social capital, behavioural control, and tacit
knowledge sharing—A multi-informant design. International Journal of
Information Management, 29(3), 210-218.

Yusof, Z. M., & Ismail, M. B. (2010). The impact of awareness, trust and personality
on knowledge sharing practice. Paper presented at the Information Retrieval


http://www.utm.my/

106

& Knowledge Management,(CAMP), 2010 International Conference on
Information Retrieval & Knowledge Management.

Zack, M. H. (1999). Developing a Knowledge Strategy. California management
review, 41(3), 125-145.





