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Abstract 

"If you know the enemy and yourself, you need no fear of a hundred battles. If you know yourself 

but not your enemy, you will suffer a defeat for every victory gained. If you know neither the 

enemy nor yourself, you will succumb in every battle" Sun Tzu, The Art of War (roughly 5th 

century BC). 

These phrases bring a strong vision for knowledge reputation in the most understandable shape. 

Knowledge is awareness of what is within one's scope and what is imposed from beyond, which 

helps overcome the challenges. Knowledge is this fact in organisation life—the critical tool for 

surviving in the battle of "market" with the rigid competitiveness rules and plays a critical role in 

organisations' business strategy. Therefore, it is essential to manage knowledge processes and 

consider their drivers. Moreover, when the environment features are set beside the knowledge, the 

importance of the knowledge management role becomes double because knowledge is not only a 

single-scale of the individual or group understanding. Accordingly, in three published papers, this 

study will consider the knowledge's fundamental role in an organisation by evaluating its main 

drivers and how some factors drive knowledge sharing. 

Through focusing on knowledge sharing in family businesses, the first paper analyses drivers' 

impact, which is more critical for small family firms in the restaurant and fast-food industry. 

Accordingly, this study asks; what are the fundamental drivers for knowledge sharing in small 

family firms performing their business in the restaurant and fast-food sector? This research is 

conducted by performing two studies; exploratory through the Delphi method and conformity by 

confirmatory factor analysis. The findings indicate that 23 indicators in three groups, individual, 

organisational and technological drivers are critical for KS in small FBs in the studied industry. 

The second paper analyses the role of organisational democracy (OD)and its principles in 

facilitating the knowledge-sharing (KS) process. Through an organised data collection (254 

employees at private universities and colleges) and applying the structural equation modelling 

(SEM) technique, the relationship between the OD's principles and KS were analysed, leading to 

findings that show a direct and significant direct effect on KS. 

The third paper, which is performed in a unique environment of cross-cultural considers the social 

capital (SC) effects on knowledge sharing and creation and sets out to develop an understanding 

of the importance of the impact of the cross-cultural environment on this relationship. This 
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research applied the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyse for recognising and confirming 

the items in KM and SC and the structural equation modelling (SEM) technique for finding the 

relationships. The findings indicated a significant relationship between SC dimensions and KM in 

the cross-cultural setting. 

 

Keywords: Knowledge management, Knowledge sharing, SMEs, Family business, Organisational 

democracy, Universities, Social capital, Cross-cultural environment
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1.1 Introduction 

During the last two decades, researchers and specialists have tried to explain how and why 

knowledge can be vital in paving the path to success for an organisation (Rzakhanov, 2012; Del 

Giudice and Maggioni, 2014; Santoro et al., 2017). Knowledge positively correlates with reducing 

production costs (Oyemomi et al., 2016), accelerating production process and project completion, 

increasing team and firm performance and enhancing innovation (Akhavan and Mahdi Hosseini, 

2016). Moreover, the fundamental impact of knowledge on the beginning steps of founding a 

business and its effects on the performance scales, e.g., production rate, and financial indicators, 

e.g., profit and loss, in financial statements, have made its importance double in organisational 

studies (Ali et al., 2019). Knowledge is strongly intertwined with enhancing a firm's operational 

efficiency (Scuotto et al., 2017; Ferraris et al., 2019), value creation, and sustainable development 

(North and Kumta, 2018; Rossi et al., 2020). Accordingly, as Rezaei et al. (2021) mentioned, 

knowledge is critical for the organisational strategy and provides many advantages to enterprises; 

this is a common fact in business. Nevertheless, many SMEs do not receive these benefits; why? 

The response to this question should be found in an unclarity on factors and drivers which 

significantly impact KM, beginning from the acquisition and ending with its use.  

These drivers are essential factors that support organisations in promoting business performance 

and market-oriented purposes, such as short-term, mid-term or long-term strategy designing and 

improving the daily procedures. In addition, they are vital in encouraging (or forcing) enterprises 

to run the KM policies (Du Plessis, 2005). In some aspects, drivers are defined as catalysts for KM 

implementation, which can maintain or improve the organisation's competitive market position 

(Jafari-Sadeghi et al., 2022). In addition, managing the knowledge processes and its dimensions, 

such as sharing, creating and acquiring, have always been influential drivers in some scopes, such 

as organisational learning, human resource management, organisational performance, operational 

performance and long-term planning (Hussinki et al., 2017; Kasemsap, 2018).  

Meanwhile, prior research has suggested that knowledge sharing (KS) in different forms (e.g., 

intra-organisational communication and information sharing) is an essential dimension in a KM 

system (Mokhtarzadeh et al., 2021). KS is positively associated with a wide range of organisational 

activities, from production and performance to innovation capabilities and employee 

empowerment (Kremer et al., 2019; Cillo et al., 2019; Singh et al., 2021). A well-managed KS 
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process simplifies the flows of knowledge, experiences, and thoughts and improves the strategy-

making associated with the organisation in designing and developing activities. 

Edwards (2011) believes KS is the most critical complex activity affected by individual, 

organisational, and technological factors. According to Lin (2013), KS is a conveyance behaviour 

in which the individual, organisational and technological factors are essential dimensions; 

therefore, challenges to promoting the KS processes are directly connected to weaknesses in one 

or more of these dimensions. Heisig (2009) classified studying the drivers in KS into three groups; 

human-related, technology-related and organisation-related factors. Kukko (2013) organised 

studying the drivers in KS into three groups; human-related, technology-related and organisation-

related factors. On the flip side, although it is proven that the advent of new technology makes KS 

smooth and efficient, it is operators (individuals) who use these new communication tools; 

therefore, even new technologies' effectiveness is still heavily dependent on the socio-human 

factors. Therefore, the effects of socio-human factors on KS can be a critical pattern for identifying 

the successes and failures of the implementation of KM in organisations (Zhang and Jasimuddin, 

2012; Del Giudice and Maggioni, 2014). The drivers such as workplace climate (Alzghoul et al., 

2018), organisational and managerial structure (Mahmoudsalehi et al., 2012) and the level of 

democracy in the workplace (Moglen, 2013), individual characteristics, motivation and social 

capital, have been the matter of interest in KM studies. This study will assess the drivers, and their 

impacts, that are critical in the process of KM and KS in different kinds of firms and environments. 

1.2 Research problem, gap and questions 

As mentioned, important essential factors regulate the KM and KS in organisations. These factors 

which broadly conduct KM and KS practices come in different categories. Some of them are raised 

from the individual features; therefore, they drive the knowledge in an individual framework. 

Therefore, some depend on organisational characteristics, influence knowledge in corotational 

elements scopes, and some relate to the tools, instruments, and technology, which improve the 

process by facilitating organisational functions or personals. Furthermore, the firm's specific 

structures and features have broadly shadowed the different impacts. So, for example, although it 

is proven organisational structure, full centralised or less centralised, is vital in evaluating the 

motivators for knowledge procedures, it is also a matter of considering that on which kinds of 
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firms we are focusing, is it a large firm or SME, is the emotional norms such as family ties 

considerable in the studied firms? 

Moreover, despite the significant roles of various internal and external drivers on KM and KS that 

influence the knowledge flow in an organisation, there are some dark sides to how they might be 

influences the knowledge processes in the workplace. For example, how do some factors such as 

social capital and organisational democracy drive knowledge? Additionally, as a matter of 

consideration, culture is a flowing spirit that handles the relationships and communication, 

personal or in the group, in organisations and certainly impacts the KM and KS procedures driving. 

A multi-cultural or a cross-cultural setting has inherent features, which KM and KS drivers can be 

affected differently than the single-cultural environment.  

Besides all mentioned gaps in research, a lack of exploratory study also is felt on potential 

differences in the influence of drivers on KS because we cannot suppose all drivers have the same 

impact on KS in all firms and environments. Therefore, in three papers and as whole integrated 

research, we conducted this study to fill the gaps in investigations by answering these questions 

respectively; 

First, what are the influential KS drivers in small FB in the food industry? Do these drivers treat 

the same on KS processes? Are there particular ranking and specific differences compared to other 

kinds of SMEs? 

Second, what is the role of OD in improving KS within an organisation?' how do the major OD 

principles affect KS? and which one is more crucial in enriching the KS?  

Third, how do the SC dimensions drive the KM and KS? What is the role of a cross-cultural 

environment in KM and SC interactions? 

1.3 Methodology 

For conducting this research, we applied three methodologies for each study separately. 

For the first paper, in the second chapter, the combined exploratory and confirmatory analysis is 

applied in two studies. Accordingly, in the first study, by the Delphi method, the 22 experts 

consisting of managers, FB owners and academic professors explore and forecast significant items 
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and drivers. The second study is confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for validating the first study's 

indicators using the survey collected amongst 218 restaurants and fast-food employees. 

In chapter three, the second study is based on data extracted from a distributed Likert-scale 

questionnaire in a sample of 254 employees at private universities and colleges for analysing the 

OD and KS relationships. The data were analysed using the structural equation modelling (SEM) 

approach. 

Finally, in the fourth chapter, through a descriptive and correlational method, the impact of various 

dimensions of SC on KM in a cross-cultural setting has been investigated. Data has been acquired 

through questionnaires consisting of 30 items on the Likert scale in a sample of 232 people. For 

analysing the data, the exploratory factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and 

structural equation modelling (SEM) approach. 

1.4 Research contributions 

This research enriches the concepts in KM and KS, straightly and generally. Moreover, by 

considering the drivers and their different impacts on KM processes, the prior knowledge in the 

literature on KM will be enhanced, concluding in a more comprehensive understanding of the 

knowledge pros and cons and the essentiality of conducting a well-defined KM system. Besides, 

as every paper presented in three separate chapters has been conducted in a different environment 

and is different in the firm size and scope of activity, they also have their separate particular 

contributions that help various stakeholders.  

For instance, the first study contributes to the three-line research streams of KS and FB in the 

restaurant and fast-food industry. First, by analysing the stimuli of KS in the small FB and its 

essential effects through multiple empirical perspectives, it will improve prior studies and respond 

to current needs for more exploratory analysing of the influential factors in the KS domain. It 

makes a second related contribution by recognising and ranking the most critical factors in KS that 

can facilitate the knowledge stream in the FB. Therefore, findings add to the ongoing discussion 

on KS in FB by highlighting the different intensity of drivers' effects that affect KS positively. 

Third, it will raise the level of understanding about the impact of a factor on KS and will study the 

different effects of the elements in facilitating the KS in the FB by considering the experts' 

experiences. The findings also aid family firm owners in shaping and managing a knowledge-

sharing system to expand the knowledge inside the organisation empirically. Governmental 
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managers and managerial and economic macro planners can also apply the results to identify 

strategies needed to increase the sustainability of FB activities. 

The second study (chapter three) contributes differently to the KM and OD research streams. First, 

it improves prior knowledge and responds to current needs for a more exploratory analysis of the 

influential factors of democracy in the KM domain (e.g., Harrison and Freeman, 2011; Verdorfer 

et al., 2015). It also recognises and evaluates the most influential factors in OD that can facilitate 

KS in an organisation, thus providing some important managerial recommendations and action 

priorities. Next, the findings add to the ongoing discussion of employee participation in KS by 

individuating a specific feature in an organisational context and highlighting the different 

intensities of the OD subdimensions effects that positively affect KS behaviours (e.g., Razmerita 

et al., 2016; Ganguly et al., 2019). Finally, findings come to the aid of stakeholders, such as 

managers, in empirically shaping and managing a democratic organisational system to expand 

knowledge inside the organisation. In an overview, the paper has presented theoretical and 

practical implications that, by considering reference points in the OD factors, set up formatting for 

developing environmental and managerial indicators in KS and implicitly design an efficient 

relational plan and methodology for facilitating the KS process. 

Furthermore, the fourth chapter's study specifically and empirically analyses the cross-cultural 

environment and its effects on knowledge management process applications and correlations 

between KM and SC. This investigation explains how companies can use SC to enhance the 

effectiveness of KM by considering cultural diversity impacts. It recognises and evaluates the most 

influential factors in SC that can facilitate KM, thus providing some important managerial 

recommendations and action priorities. It comes to the aid of stakeholders, such as managers, in 

empirically managing SC norms in their cross-cultural firms to expand knowledge inside the 

organisation



 
 

 
 

 

 CHAPTER TWO: First Study, “What are the fundamental knowledge-

sharing drivers of small family businesses in the restaurant and fast-food 

industry?”1

 
1 Published paper in British food Journal (AIDEA A, ABS 1) 

Rezaei, M., Giovando, G., Rezaei, S. and Sadraei, R. (2022), "What are the fundamental knowledge-sharing drivers of small 

family businesses in the restaurant and fast-food industry?", British Food Journal, Vol. ahead-of-print No. ahead-of-

print. https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-08-2021-0948 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Mojtaba%20Rezaei
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https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/0007-070X
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2.1 Abstract 

Purpose – Despite the undoubted role of knowledge in the small family business (FB) in the 

restaurant and fast-food industry, there are some main challenges in the knowledge-sharing (KS) 

orientation for promoting their business. This study tries to recognise and explore the drivers 

influencing these enterprises' KS processes. 

Design/methodology/approach – The authors applied combined exploratory and confirmatory 

analysis in two studies. In the first study, by the Delphi method, the 22 experts, consisting of 

managers, FB owners and academic professors, explored and forecasted significant items and 

drivers. The second study is confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for validating the first study's 

indicators using the survey collected amongst 218 restaurants and fast-food employees. 

Findings – The findings indicate that 23 indicators in three main individuals, organisational and 

technological drivers are critical for KS in small FBs in the investigated industry. 

Originality/value – This research supports the understanding of knowledge management and FB 

and contributes to recognising the factors for KS amongst small and medium-sized family 

businesses in the food-related industry. Also, by identifying and ranking the most significant 

factors, this research will help entrepreneurs facilitate FB entrepreneurship. Finally, the results 

provide practical implications for current and future KM and FB decision-makers. 

Keywords Knowledge management (KM), Knowledge sharing (KS), Family business (FB), Small 

and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), Restaurants and fast-foods 

1.1  Introduction, research gap and questions 

Food and its related segments are among the most attractive tourism and hospitality sectors, 

consisting of about 4% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in countries with developed tourism 

systems. It is also shared in more than 20%of total service industry revenues and 17 to 20% of 

household consumption per year (Henderson, 2009). According to the Food Travel Association 

report, in 2019, tourists allocated approximately 25%of their budget to food (this figure fluctuates 

between 15% for affordable destinations and 35% for expensive destinations, depending on how 

luxurious their choices are). Therefore, these attractive figures led to more growth in the food and 

beverage industry and the emergence and extension of many large, small and medium-sized 

enterprises such as fast foods and restaurants (Wolf, 2020). 

More than any other motivation, satisfying the most basic human requirement–eating– has 

expanded the restaurant and dining industry. Nevertheless, the role of financial motivations and 

the simplicity of planning, implementing and establishing a restaurant or fast food is also 
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influential. Beyond all features, the family members' participation possibility, particularly females, 

has developed this industry's position in FB. As a result, running a restaurant and fast food has 

become the first practical family idea for starting a business (Watson et al., 2018). On the other 

hand, tight competition is the unpleasant consequence of mentioned advantages leading to the 

gradual weakening and bankruptcy of businesses that cannot bear competitiveness, even with 

adequate financial and non-financial resources and a long history of work. Therefore, business 

owners must consider new plans and strategies that enhance the current process and optimise their 

in-hand resources and tools to maintain their market share, e.g. by developing innovations and 

improving processes and quality of service (Mokhtarzadeh et al., 2020). Although this potential is 

conceivable for all firms, SMEs have more limited access to financial resources to maintain 

competitiveness than large firms, so they must rely more on their other capacities, e.g. knowledge. 

Therefore, these firms require further attempts to create, transfer and share the experiences, ideas 

and thoughts in their business strategies frameworks (Rezaei, 2018).  

Meanwhile, knowledge sharing (KS) is more critical in applying the required knowledge in 

organisations amongst the knowledge management (KM) dimensions (Rezaei et al., 2020). KS has 

a positive relationship with reducing costs of production (Oyemomi et al., 2016), increasing the 

process of completion of new products and projects, team performance, innovation (Akhavan and 

Mahdi Hosseini, 2016) and firm performance (Zhang, 2018). A well-managed KS process 

simplifies the flows of knowledge, experiences, and thoughts and improves the strategy-making 

associated with the organisation in designing and developing activities.  

Moreover, the fundamental impact of knowledge for the beginning steps of founding a business 

and its effects on the performance scales, e.g. production rate, and financial indicators, e.g. profit 

and loss, in financial statements, have made the KS importance double in organisational studies 

(Abdelwhab Ali et al., 2019). Accordingly, considering the causes of KS barriers and drivers has 

become an exciting topic for research (Killingsworth et al., 2016; P_erez-Lu~no et al., 2019). 

These studies have clarified the effects of various factors on the KS process, mainly in large family 

firms. For instance, Zahra et al. (2007) and Karra et al. (2006) studied the impact of the altruistic 

nature of familial influence. They discussed internal family relationships influencing the KS 

process and concluded that trust is the first and critical cause of emerging FB; therefore, drivers 

can be classified based on their positive or negative effects on trust. Some scholars have raised 

behavioural issues and considered its consequences on the KS in family firms (Poza et al., 2014; 
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Le Breton-Miller and Miller, 2016). Some investigators analysed the individual impacts and 

argued on the members' personality traits that facilitate the KS process, considering intimate 

relationships in the family (Dotsika and Patrick, 2013). According to Durst and Runar Edvardsson 

(2012), management awareness of knowledge advantages uniquely influences the KS process. 

Managers are responsible for designing KM strategies and orientations in organisations, 

particularly in centralised organisations; therefore, KS promotion is tied to their awareness of the 

usefulness of its results. Duh et al. (2010) assigned a significant role for the culture in shaping KS 

facilitating behaviours. Some studies considered individual factors (i.e. trust, self-confidence and 

personal motivation, cognition, etc. Furthermore, explained that people with outstanding 

personality characteristics are more willing to share their experiences (Mooradian et al., 2006; 

Riege, 2007; Casimir et al., 2012; Wendling et al., 2013). 

However, these studies did not fully cover KS in FBs for two reasons. First, they mainly focussed 

on large FB and SMEs, specifically small FB, have attracted fewer enquiries while are essential in 

the economy and entrepreneurship. Second, these studies mainly have examined the factors 

affecting the transfer across multiple family generations, and KS in the FB has received less 

attention (Giovannoni et al., 2011; Boyd and Royer, 2012; Hatak and Roessl, 2015). Therefore, 

we cannot be sure about the impact of these challenges on the small FB due to the lack of complete 

information on the consequences. On the other hand, while it is essential to identify the challenging 

factors, revealing which ones are more important is also critical for FB. We do not have complete 

comparative information on the probable varied effects of drivers on KS in small FBs and how 

and to what extent these effects can vary in various dimensions. 

Given the literature gap and the practical importance of small FB, this exploratory study considers 

the influential drivers of KS in small FB in the food industry. To meet this end, we conduct two 

studies. In the first study, Delphi analysis helps us predict and explore key factors in KS. We utilise 

survey data collected from professionals for the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to validate the 

findings of the Delphi test in the second study. 

Our study contributes to the three-line research streams of KS and FB in the restaurant and fast-

food industry. First, by analysing the stimuli of KS in the small FB and its essential effects through 

multiple empirical perspectives, we improve prior studies and respond to current needs for more 

exploratory analysing of the influential factors in the KS domain. We make a second related 

contribution by recognising and ranking the most critical factors in KS that can facilitate the 
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knowledge stream in the FB. Therefore, findings add to the ongoing discussion on KS in FB by 

highlighting the different intensity of drivers' effects that affect KS positively. As the third 

contribution, we want to raise the level of understanding about the impact of a factor on KS and 

will study the different effects of the elements in facilitating the KS in the FB by considering the 

experts' experiences. The findings also aid family firm owners in shaping and managing a 

knowledge-sharing system to expand the knowledge inside the organisation empirically. 

Governmental managers and managerial and economic macro planners can also apply the results 

to identify strategies needed to increase the sustainability of the FB activities. 

For the rest of the paper, we review the literature and analyse the initial drivers for the KS process 

in SMEs and FBs. Then, we conduct study one, using the Delphi method for exploring the critical 

incentives in KS. In study two, we conduct a CFA of survey data. Finally, we conclude the study 

by discussing our findings, implications, limitations and future lines for research. 

2.2 Literature review 

2.2.1 Family business and knowledge 

Depending on viewpoints and criteria, there are different descriptions for defining the FB term 

(Astrachan and Shanker, 2003; Sharma and Nordqvist, 2008; Zellweger and Astrachan, 2008; 

Zellweger et al., 2012). Generally, FB is recognised as family members' involvement in business 

activities for continuous growth and income generation. The FB is the combination of two almost 

separate systems, business and family, in which family relationships are integrated into the 

business environment that lead to the running of a business enterprise by a family (Harris and 

Wheeler, 2005; McKelvie et al., 2014; Frank et al., 2017). Bettinelli et al. (2017) define FB as a 

system composed of three components; the controlling family with its history, traditions and life 

cycle; the firm, which includes the resources and structures for generating wealth and the 

individuals and their interests and skills. Therefore, "family ownership" is the most highlighted 

difference between these businesses and non-FBs. 

Moreover, some features such as managing and controlling, ownership continuity, management 

continuity, being an intergenerational activity and a combination of some or all of the above 

characteristics are still a matter of discussion for recognising a business activity under the FB 

categories (Zellweger and Nason, 2008). Despite differing views on the definition of the FB, many 

studies still rely on Chua et al.'s (1999) definition that defined family firms as dominant and 

sustainable coalition across generations in the same family or amongst a small number of different 

families. Therefore, business continuity and sustainability are the necessities for FB. Accordingly, 
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organisations have two significant tangible and intangible resources based on the resource-based 

view (RBV), which considers resources as the essential tools for keeping a business activity 

sustainable and continuing. Certainly, SMEs are more limited in benefiting from tangible resources 

(due to their dependence on the financial source) than large firms; therefore, the intangible 

resources such as intellectual capital and, particularly their potential knowledge, will have a 

particular function. 

Moreover, according to the knowledge-based view (KBV), organisations are communities of 

knowledge and innovation by creating, storing, transferring and transforming it into a sustainable 

competitive advantage. Therefore, the knowledge lets organisations pioneer business competition 

by creating a key and differentiating advantage. Accordingly, SMEs, FBs mainly, depend more on 

intangible resources to the extent that their most significant risk for dissolution is lacking or 

improper management of applying these sources. The flip side of knowledge efficiency, as an 

intangible asset, is its inherent potential to provide SMEs with initiatives for overcoming the 

problems where they have restrictions in affording required tangible assets (Desouza and Awazu, 

2006). Cabrera-Su_arez et al. (2001) believe FBs are wealthy in intangible sources of contextual 

information, experience, beliefs, values, insights, and skills generated through the complex 

interactions of family members. They assert these sources have the inherent characteristics of 

knowledge (are difficult to understand, observe and copy) and comprise up to 80% of the intangible 

resource in FBs. Habbershon (2006) points to these sources as a unique package shaped and created 

through interactions as the "familiness" of the firm. Sirmon and Hitt (2003) showed that small 

family firms could improve their ultimate competitiveness advantage by adopting a proper internal 

system for using knowledge. Likewise, Carnes and Ireland (2013) argued that recombining and 

developing knowledge can increase SMEs' capabilities. 

The organisation needs to regulate the knowledge processes by relying on the workforce and 

constant training system to empower employees with unique abilities and skills to benefit more 

from the knowledge and, more importantly, for continuous business activities (Amoozad Mahdiraji 

et al., 2021). While large companies have a long history in KM, SMEs pay less attention, especially 

in the early stages of business when they have limited access to financial resources and their 

achievement is tied to utilising this resource (Baptista Nunes et al., 2006). Even though the 

importance of all KM dimensions, sharing has a more meaningful role in developing resources and 

capabilities. It is hard to find a universal interpretation for KS. For example, some researchers have 
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defined it as a transferring process (e.g. Alavi and Leidner, 2001; Singh et al., 2021), and some as 

a flowing process (e.g. Gaviria-Marin et al., 2019; McLeod, 2020) and some as an exchanging 

process (e.g. Davenport and Prusak, 1998; P_erez-Lu~no et al., 2019). Also, some scholars know 

it as a set of behaviours in information-sharing or helping others (Connelly and Kevin Kelloway, 

2003). However, there is a strong consensus that KS is the most critical step to the success of KM 

initiatives (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Al-Alawi et al., 2007). 

KS is influenced by many factors which complicate running its processes in organisations. 

However, due to FBs' unique characteristics stemming from intertwined kinship relationships, 

these complexities are more notable, and drivers may influence dissimilar to what is experienced 

in other SMEs. For instance, internal trust is an essential and valuable factor in the KS process that 

increases the information and knowledge flow, mutual learning culture and communication for 

organisations. Therefore, organisations arrange their strategies to increase mutual trust. However, 

FBs have the highest acceptable levels of trust by default because it is the primary basis for 

establishing a FB (Karra et al., 2006; Mooradian et al., 2006; Matzler et al., 2008; Rezaei et al., 

2020). The instance is rooted in the social capital dimension. The norms and values have an 

impressive impact on improving the relationships and communication networks, which is found in 

the strongest and deepest form in a FB (Pearson et al., 2008; Mart_ın-Santana et al., 2020), which 

improves the relationships and communication networks (Mokhtarzadeh et al., 2021). Leadership 

also is another effective characteristic of the FB. A generous, friendly and not-complicated 

leadership emanated from kinship improves self-confidence, develops communication and 

facilitates KS (Cunningham et al., 2017). Leadership also significantly shapes the organisational 

culture (OC), which directly and indirectly impacts KS (Muhammed and Zaim, 2020). The deep 

desire to maintain family knowledge, i.e. business skills, experiences and information, amongst 

members is the fourth specific feature of FBs, which stems from a sense of kinship. Family 

members know the value of knowledge inherited from their ancestors as a great asset to preserve 

and pass on to future generations. Hence, highlighted efforts to share this inherited knowledge 

distinguish them from similar non-FBs. 

2.2.2 The KS drivers 

Knowledge is critical for the long-term organisational strategy and provides many advantages to 

enterprises; this is a fact in business (Rezaei et al., 2021b). Nevertheless, many SMEs do not 

receive these benefits; why? The response to this question should be found in a process weakness 
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in KM, beginning from acquiring knowledge and ending with its use. Drivers for KS are essential 

factors that support organisations in promoting business performance and market-oriented 

purposes, such as short-term, mid-term or long-term strategy designing and improving the daily 

procedures. In addition, they are vital in encouraging (or forcing) enterprises to run the KS policies 

(Du Plessis, 2005). In some aspects, drivers are defined as catalysts for KM implementation, which 

can maintain or improve the organisation's competitive market position (Jafari-Sadeghi et al., 

2022). Edwards (2011) believes KS is the most critical complex activity affected by individual, 

organisational and technological factors. According to Lin (2013), KS is a conveyance behaviour 

in which the individual, organisational and technological factors are essential drivers; therefore, 

challenges to promoting the KS processes are directly connected to weaknesses in one or more of 

these drivers. Heisig (2009) classified studying the drivers in KS into three groups; human-related, 

technology-related and organisation-related factors. Kukko (2013) organised studying the drivers 

in KS into three groups; human-related, technology-related and organisation-related factors. 

Individual drivers (ID), related to personal characteristics, such as personal intention, mutual trust, 

relationship and motivation, effectively promote the KS processes (Holste and Fields, 2010; Seba 

et al., 2012). For example, Abdelwhab Ali et al. (2019) considered the "enjoyment" impact on KS 

and found it as an individual factor driving KS. According to their findings, if individuals 

experience enjoyment while participating in the sharing process, they will increase their 

participation for more pleasure. In addition, some studies consider the employees' attitudes, age, 

education and experience, and supervisor and team support (e.g. Buch et al., 2015; Chae et al., 

2019; Thuan, 2020). These investigations concluded that age and education effectively determine 

the quality of communication and individual relationships, which are essential for the KS process. 

Some scholars regarded the origins of the KS process drivers (Garousi et al., 2021; Jafari- Sadeghi 

et al., 2020a). They discussed the improving factors of KS practices and summarised the results 

into two categories, individual and technology. According to this view, the KS processes are 

controlled by two main factors: first, drivers known as accessories such as tools and infrastructure 

technologies and drivers related to personal-social features such as motivation, culture, shared 

values and trust and training. Tamjidyamcholo et al. (2013) analysed self-efficacy, trust, 

reciprocity and shared language and concluded these factors strongly correlate with the KS 

promotion. Sedighi et al. (2016) showed that reputation, reciprocity, and altruism positively 

connected KS participation. Heisig and Kannan (2020) conducted a systematic review on KM, and 
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their results suggested that the KS process might be influenced by gender in an organisation. 

Finally, Van Den Hooff and De Ridder (2004) studied culture and personality and described KS 

as a process of mutually exchanging knowledge to generate new knowledge. Accordingly, they 

explained the individuals' inherent culture of "KS" and "knowledge hoarding" influences the KS 

process. 

Technological drivers (TD) are fundamental for improving KS (Popkova et al., 2021; Rezaei and 

Heydari, 2021) and are associated with the new technologies, tools and techniques in storage, 

codifying and converting, transferring, delivering and distributing the knowledge. Inkinen et al. 

(2015) believe new technologies improve KS because they facilitate codifying the process of tacit 

knowledge into explicit. According to Oyebisi Oyefolahan and Dominic (2013), new technologies 

develop the KS processes because they directly and positively enhance staff learning and 

experience sharing. These new technologies can be in the constructs of Web 2.0, including the 

Internet, through freeware, cross-platform, cloud-based instant messaging (IM) service, 

organisational portals and weblogs. Also, knowledge sharing systems (KSS), e.g. databases, are 

another technology construct that facilities employees' accessibility to their required knowledge 

(Pandya et al., 2021). Saghapour et al. (2018) know organisational portals as vital tools that 

increase organisations' innovations by sharing experiences and skills. According to Smirnova et 

al. (2020), a corporate portal can extend cooperation, openness, trust, team spirit and creativity, 

ultimately increasing KS. Benbya et al. (2004) and Al-Debei et al. (2013) emphasised the various 

portal's effectiveness, such as internal portals and web-based portals, as channels for facilitating 

the connections and increasing the KS. According to Ghobadi and Mathiassen (2016), databases 

and repositories are critical tools in making knowledge accessible for all, which lets employees 

access their required information timely and quickly. 

Meanwhile, they believe that databases and repositories are necessary for sharing process but not 

adequate. Paroutis and Al Saleh (2009) considered the Web 2.0 role on KS and concluded that 

Web 2.0 provides considerable opportunities for KS in social networking and blogs as new 

community-driven technology. Qi and Chau (2018) demonstrated that enterprise social networking 

systems usage influences KS and enhances organisational learning. In an empirical study, 

Chatterjee et al. (2020) observed that when employees have already experienced the use of social 

media, they will quickly deal with using this tool for knowledge exchange. 
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Organisational drivers (OD) are organisation-related features, such as structure, culture, governing 

and managing system, leadership behaviours and managers support. (Abdelwhab Ali et al., 2019). 

OC is a compound of symbols, languages, beliefs and ideologies founded in an organisation, 

tangible or intangible. The OC impacts can be traced to the employees' willingness or 

unwillingness to participate in the KS (Lee et al., 2016). In the OC frame, the organisation is 

described as a "social community" with social values such as supportive behaviour and 

collaborative mood that shape the cultural behaviour of the members (employees). Chen and 

Cheng (2012) believe supportive management will increase the KS participation tendencies. 

According to Wang and Noe (2010), if employees receive, or even feel, the managers' support, 

they will be encouraged to participate in practising the KS. Lee et al. (2016) define management 

support as the inspiring power to share experiences and comments that improve the KS practice. 

Employees resist sharing their knowledge naturally; therefore, motivators (in every shape, 

financial or non-financial) are a fundamental encouraging factor for KS (Barner-Rasmussen and 

Aarnio, 2011; Abdelwhab Ali et al., 2019). Hislop et al. (2018) argued on motivations effects and 

concluded that although sharing is a voluntary action, persuading personnel to participate in KS 

practices is vital for organisations. Titi Amayah (2013) studied motivation's role and concluded 

that motivating employees by motivating factors such as personal benefits, and normative supports 

are effective leverages for promoting KS. The organisational structure (OS) is also seen as 

significantly impacting KS. More than mechanistic and bureaucratic forms, decentralised 

management and governing encourage employees to share their knowledge (Farooq, 2018). 

However, the effect of business on different OS cannot be ignored. For example, organisations 

engaging in information technology and marketing often have a structure emphasising employee 

freedom and creativity, which is different from, e.g. banks and financial institutes that tend towards 

more structured cultures. Therefore, concerning the type of business, OS drives the knowledge 

flow inside the organisations (Rezaei et al., 2021a). 

In a few investigations, some researchers explored KS drivers in FBs, both large and SMEs. For 

example, Shao et al. (2012) studied OC and found its essential impacts on KS in Chinese 

companies consisting of FBs. Lin (2013) examined the incentive rewards system and its effects on 

KS in Chinese family and non-family firms (almost SMEs) and concluded that personal rewards 

are not a fundamental driver for KS promotion in the FB. Zahra et al. (2007) considered family 

firms' KS and technological capabilities (including SMEs family firms). They found that family 
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firms' technical capabilities are vital drivers that positively correlate with formal and informal KS 

practices. Therefore, the KS process does not run correctly by inadequate capabilities, and the FB 

will face barriers in applying the knowledge. According to the KBV, Zahra et al. (2007) also 

mentioned that tight familial ties enhance formal and informal sharing of knowledge, and 

jealousies, unnecessary rivalries and concentration of power decline it. Van Esch et al. (2018) 

analysed the 164 successor-founder in Chinese FBs. They found that emotional ownership reduces 

KS barriers and increases successors' motivation to run the family firms. Finally, although the 

particular impact of each driver on the KS is undeniable, influences are more multiple and 

networked rather than singular and specific; therefore, the drivers' impact should be considered as 

a whole, not separately and uniquely; e.g. individuals (employees) are affected by the workplace 

culture and environment (organisational driver-OD). These factors are also influenced by the 

personality of the organisation members (individual driver-ID). In addition, the efficiency of TD, 

such as Web 2.0, depends on the operators' skills. Therefore, although these factors affect KS, their 

effects will not be independent. Table 2.1 illustrates the summary of studies on drivers for KS. 

Table 2.1 Summary of critical drivers for KS 

Authors ID
 

T
D

 

O
D

. Focus Area 

(Factors) 

Muhammed and Zaim (2020)    Management support 

Kim and Park (2020)    Leadership Style, Organisational Climate 

Heisig and Kannan (2020)    Gender 

Javaid et al. (2020)    Trust, Reward System and OC 

Rezaei et al. (2020)    Trust, social capital 

Al-Kurdi et al. (2020)   Organisational leadership and Culture, Trust 

Swanson et al. (2020)    Leadership Qualities and Capacities 

Nguyen et al. (2019)    Age, Gender, Organisational Setting, Open System, IT  

Ali et al. (2019) 
Intention, Reciprocity, Motivation, Management Support, 

Rewards, OC and Structure, KSS, Web 2.0 

Van Esch et al. (2018)    Leadership  

Farooq (2018) 
OC, Structure, Rewards, Motivation, Trust, Management 

Support, Information Technology 

AlShamsi and Ajmal (2018)   leadership, culture, strategy, structure, employee engagement  

Mirzaee and Ghaffari (2018)    Information service quality, system quality and technology 

Fullwood and Rowley (2017)    Individual beliefs 

Lee et al. (2016)    
Support, Organizational Culture, Employees' Willingness and 

Behaviour 

Razmerita et al. (2016)    
Enjoyment, Rewards, Management Support, Management 

Encouragement and Motivating Behaviour 

Killingsworth et al. (2016)   
Trust, Reciprocal Benefits, Enjoyment, Age, Nationality, IT 

and Computer Experience, Gender, Affiliation, 

Al Saifi et al. (2016)    Social Networks, Training 

Andreeva and Sergeeva (2016)    Rewards 
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Rodrigues et al. (2016)    Web 2.0, IT 

Zhao et al. (2016)    Personal Ability 

Mueller (2015)    Personal benefit 

Patil and Kant (2012)    Rewards 

Arif et al. (2015)   Trust, management and communication 

Park and Lee (2014)    Organisational leadership 

Rahim (2014)    Personal Ability 

Ma et al. (2014)    Individual features, Culture, Organisational Environment  

Gonzalez and Martins (2014)    Individual factors and OS 

Nooshinfard and Nemati-

Anaraki  (2014) 
  

motivation, tendency, Trust, ability, IT, cooperation, structure, 

culture and organisational environment, leadership, rewards 

Kukko (2013)  Individual, Technological and Organisational 

Amayah (2013)   
Social interactions, rewards and support, Personal Benefits, 

Motivation 

Hau et al. (2013)    Enjoyment, Reciprocity, Social capital, Trust, Reciprocity 

Goh and Sandhu (2013)    Intention, Trust 

Chen and Cheng (2012)    Organisation Structure and Culture, Support, Training,  

Wickramasinghe and 

Widyaratne (2012) 
   Trust, Rewards 

Shao et al. (2012)    Organizational Culture  

Fathi et al. (2011)   Social Networks, Trust, Shared Goals, Incentive Systems, 

Holste and Fields (2010)    Trust, Type of the Knowledge 

Wang and Noe (2010)    Organisation Structure, culture, Motivation, Individual factors 

Paroutis and Al Saleh (2009)   Web 2.0, management support and trust 

Zahra et al. (2007)    Technological Capabilities 

 

2.3 Study one: Delphi for an exploratory analysis 

2.3.1 Delphi method 

Delphi is a practical technique that assists scholars with advantages for forecasting and predicting 

challenges and dynamics associated with technology applications (Heiko, 2012; Fritschy and 

Spinler, 2019; Kattirtzi and Winskel, 2020). The valuableness and usefulness of the Delphi method 

are raised in its several unique features (Rowe et al., 1999; Rezaei et al., 2021c), which make it 

appropriate for this study. First, Delphi provides the prediction and judgment opportunities for 

experts; they can use their significant expertise to estimate what is more likely to happen in the 

future and what is more effective for a process or subject. Second, the Delphi experts are informed 

about the others' viewpoints anonymously. Anonymity reduces the risk of conformity biases and 

socio-psychological pressures; thus, they can modify their evaluations in the subsequent phases of 

Delphi without fear of losing their reputation and credibility (Nielsen and Thangadurai, 2007; 

Steurer, 2011). 

2.3.2 The panel of experts 

The critical parameters of the Delphi method are the panellists or experts of the study scope and 

their selection strategy, the panel size and continuous engagement throughout the participation 
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process (Rikkonen et al., 2019). In selecting and inviting the panel members, we applied snowball 

sampling to identify and choose the members (Rezaei et al., 2021c). Our preliminary step has been 

started by searching and identifying a shortlist of 19 publicly well-known professors in SME 

studies, entrepreneurship, FB and KM, and restaurant industry managers. 

The experts' invitation process for participation in this project has been managed through 

individual visits, emails and phone calls. Regardless of accepting or refusing the invitation, we 

asked them to introduce three people with similar academic or industry positions and experiences. 

If the proposed people have already been on our primary list, we immediately send our request for 

participation (De Lo€e et al., 2016). Accordingly, 13 experts have been introduced and added to 

the initial list. Finally, amongst 32 names, 22 people (16 panellists of the initial list and six from 

the introduced list) accepted our invitation and were placed into two groups. The first group is 

academic experts who have experience teaching and researching SME studies, entrepreneurship 

and the FB. The second group comprises owners and managers in the restaurant industry with a 

minimum of five years of experience. Table 2.2 displays the demographic statistics of the Delphi 

panel members. 

Table 2.2 Descriptive of the panel members 

 Education Level Experience (over ten years) 

B. S Master PhD Teaching Research Executive 

Academic experts (professors) 0 0 14 13 1 0 

experts (managers/owners) 4 4 0 0 0 8 

Total 4 4 14 13 1 8 

 

2.3.3 The procedure 

In the pre-round of Delphi, we reviewed the prior studies on KS drivers for identifying and 

extracting the critical factors, which led to recognising 33 items in three individual, technological 

and organisational drivers to create the questions and arrange the Delphi questionnaire. We asked 

participants to share their opinions on the importance of items on a 5-point Likert scale. For 

example, we questioned participants: "To what extent do you agree or disagree that gender is an 

important driver for KS?”. We also developed our questionnaire into an open-ended question and 

allowed the responders to add other indicators not included in the primary questions (just for the 

first round). Therefore, participants were asked: "What would be other possible indicators that are 

not listed here and you believe are relevant to effective factors for the KS process?".  
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After collecting the first-round questionnaires, the scores of the variables were determined, and 

their mean, standard deviation and Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance (i.e. Kendall's W) were 

analysed. Next, we set an acceptance scale for mean values; accordingly, we removed all less than 

3.5 and, for a new round, asked participants to reassess the remaining items. Based on the prior 

experiences, the Delphi can be concluded after three or four steps (Hsu and Sandford, 2007) (see 

Figure 2.1). 

 

Figure 2.1 The steps of the Delphi method 

2.3.4 Consensus 

The study reached a consensus after conducting the third round of Delphi analysing. According to 

Table 2.3, since the variety of standard deviations has decreased in successive phases, we can 

conclude that the panellists had a reasonable agreement for each of the three steps (Rikkonen et 

al., 2019) and reached a reliable convergence of the result. Moreover, assessing the consensus 

amongst the Delphi experts' ratings is vital that can be calculated by Kendall's W test (Schmidt, 

1997). Kendall's W is a nonparametric test is ranged between 0 and 1, which reflects "no 

agreement" and the "complete agreement", respectively (De Jesus et al., 2019). However, 

achieving a "complete agreement to some extent is unreachable; therefore, if Kendall's W 

coefficient is more than 0.5, that means consensus is reached (Okoli and Pawlowski, 2004; De 

Jesus et al., 2019). Kendall's W test in the third round reveals a consensus (Kendall's W equal to 

0.616 means over 60% consensus between experts on the critical factors in the KS process has 

been reached). Table 2.4 summarises the Delphi results, indicators development and Kendall's W. 

3rd Round 

• distribution of 3rd Round 
survey 

• receiving and analyzing data

• summarizing the responses

• final report 

2nd Round

• distribution of 2nd Round 
survey 

• receiving and analyzing data

• summarizing the responses

• interim report 2 

• formulate the 3rd round 
questionnaire 

1st round

• distribution of 1st Round 
survey 

• receiving and analyzing 
data

• summarizing the responses

• interim report 1

• formulate the 2nd round 
questionnaire 

pre-start

• Identifying the experts and 
making the panel team

• Preparing the Questionnaire
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Table 2.3 Descriptive statistics of Delphi rounds 

Key 

indicators 
Items 

1st Round 2nd Round 3rd round 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Individual 

drivers 

Q01: Personal Reputation 3.77 .790 3.80 .724 4.00 .640 

Q02: Intellectual Benefit 3.09 .578 - - - - 

Q03: Mutual Sharing as a moral duty 3.12 .863 - - - - 

Q04: The Sense of Being Useful to Others 3.52 .496 3.47 .496 - - 

Q05: Competent and Reliable People 3.70 .496 3.77 .432 4.04 .326 

Q06: Caring and Concerning to People  3.82 .710 3.93 .614 4.13 .451 

Q07: Enjoying of Sharing 3.55 .485 3.90 .485 3.96 .402 

Q08: Being Confident in Personal Abilities 3.64 .734 3.90 .688 4.09 .510 

Q09: Blood or In-Law Relationship (BRI) 3.52 .496 3.47 .496 - - 

Q10: Gender (Ge) 3.52 .515 3.37 .410 - - 

Technological 

drivers 

Q11: Using of Databases and Repositories 3.52 .706 3.70 .485 3.57 .410 

Q12: Organisation's Knowledge Portal 3.52 .834 3.47 .788 - - 

Q13: Experts’ Profiles System 3.70 .637 3.93 .637 4.17 .510 

Q14: Weblogs and messenger apps 4.45 .496 4.60 .466 4.70 .445 

Q15: Computer Network Infrastructure (Intranet) 3.76 .814 4.03 .714 4.13 .640 

Q16: Virtual/ Online Communities 3.91 .485 4.33 .425 4.43 .396 

Organisational 

drivers 

Q17: Increasing the Payment and Salary 4.52 .485 4.63 .425 4.91 .414 

Q18: Bonus Rewards for Sharing 4.15 .496 4.63 .326 4.65 .315 

Q19:  Job Promotions 4.39 .510 4.57 .424 4.65 .346 

Q20: Organisational Acknowledgement and Respect 4.52 .485 4.53 .401 4.57 .374 

Q21: Feedback Resulted of Employee’s Idea 3.67 .834 3.43 .788 - - 

Q22: Empowering and Encourage Employees in Public 4.12 .637 4.17 .487 4.26 .410 

Q23: Continuously Encourage Employees’ System 3.88 .640 3.47 .496 - - 

Q24: Managers Support of KS Activities 4.30 .510 4.30 .504 4.39 .484 

Q25: Respect and Response to Employees’ Viewpoints 3.88 .402 3.90 .385 4.00 .365 

Q26: Promotes Experience Sharing by Management 3.55 .790 3.43 .724 - - 

Q27: Personnel Informal Meetings 3.97 .578 4.17 .510 4.39 .501 

Q28: Open Space Policy 3.82 .863 4.20 .706 4.30 .571 

Q29: Job Rotation Policy 3.30 .485 - - - - 

Q30: Considering KS As Part of The Job Description 3.97 .547 4.07 .514 4.13 .451 

Q31: Accepting the Employees’ Mistakes 3.79 .485 4.00 .435 4.22 .402 

Q32: Team Working 3.64 .834 3.77 .788 4.04 .594 

Q33: A Continuous Learning Culture 4.00 .637 4.23 .607 4.26 .576 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2.4 Summarise the Delphi rounds 
Delphi 

rounds 
Summarise activities and results 

Chi-

Square 
Kendall W 

First-

round 

1. 22 panellists were invited to participate in this round. 

2. Initially, 33 items (indicators) were sent to participants, and in this 

phase, they were allowed to add items related to the study. 

3. All invited experts have participated. 

4. Panellists offered No more items, and initial indicators have 

continued the Delphi 

232.426 .415 
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5. 30 received indicators had a mean of 3.5 and higher. 

6. Kendall W scale has been checked for continuing the rounds 

Second-

round 

1. 22 panellists were invited to participate in this round. 

2. 30 indicators were presented to the panellists 

3. All invited experts have participated. 

4. 23 items had a minimum of 3.5 mean 

5. Kendall W scale has been checked for continuing the rounds 

289.412 

 

 

.521 

 

 

Third-

round 

1 22 panellists were invited to participate in this round. 

2 23 indicators have been sent to participants 

3 21 invited experts have participated. 

4 All 23 items have received a mean score of 3.5 or more. 

5 The Kendall W scale received the acceptable value; therefore, the 

Delphi rounds have finished. 

410.282 
 

.743 

 

 

 

2.4 Second study: survey data for CFA 

2.4.1 Industry context 

In the second research, we analysed the conceptual model using CFA. To this end, we designed 

the questionnaire based on the items recognised in the first study and previous complete studies 

and models on KS drivers (Killingsworth et al., 2016; Farooq, 2018; Abdelwhab Ali et al., 2019) 

(see Figure 2.2). The questionnaire consists of questions that let participants express their 

agreement with the extracted factors; for example, we asked, "How much do you consider an 

incentive system drives the KS? Accordingly, respondents expressed their opinions by rating from 

1 (very low) to 5 (very high). We selected our population from the restaurants and fast foods 

industry. Restaurants and fast foods are part of the economic and vital bases in any culture and 

country's turnover. The importance of this industry in labour employment is such that more than 

22.2% of the employment share belongs to this service group. According to official statistics, 2.1% 

of the annual gross expenditure and 2.2% of the net Iranian spending are allocated to restaurants 

and fast foods (Central Bank of IRI, 2018).  

Before the advent of restaurants, places such as today's "coffee bar" were for spending time and 

drinking in Iran, but the first restaurant was established in a hotel in Tabriz (East Azerbaijan 

province) in 1903. The recorded history of modern restaurants dates back to about one hundred 

years ago, in 1927, when a Russian immigrant established the first restaurant called "Cafe Naderi" 

in Tehran. Following the boom in restaurant management after Second World War and the mid-

1950s, fast foods also entered the Iranian food market (Kitchentech, 2020). 
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Figure 2.2 Conceptual Model 

 

Meanwhile, Khorasan Razavi province and its capital, Mashhad, have a unique feature that has 

accelerated the development of the restaurant and fast-food industry development in Iran. Mashhad 

is a city of tourists and pilgrimages that receives many travellers throughout the year. As a result, 

the unofficial number of annual visits to this city has reached 30 million, of which 5 million are 

foreign tourists (Asriran, 2016). Consequently, the food and restaurant industry is an essential 

pillar of the Mashhad economy as 400 restaurants and 1200 active fast foods are registered 

(Mashhadfastfood, 2021). Although there are no official statistics on the FB of restaurants and fast 

foods operating in this city, by preparing the list, we checked their ownership conditions by phone 

and in person (whether it is a FB or not). Consequently, out of 1500 units surveyed, 992 units were 

respondents, of which 473 units had the minimum conditions of being a FB, of which 244 units, 

according to the definition of small enterprises in Iran, were categorised in this group. 



23 
 

Therefore, the target population is around 492 employees (chefs, commis chef, waiters and 

waitresses, cashiers, servers) and managers in restaurants and fast foods in Mashhad, Khorasan 

province in Iran. The appropriate sample size was determined "n=200" (according to the Cochran 

formula at the error level of 0.05 (d=0.05)). Therefore, we distributed 450 copies of printed 

questionnaires in the workplaces. Finally, 218 complete responses (reflecting an over 48% 

response rate) have been accepted and applied for final testing (see Table 2.5).  

 

Table 2.5 Descriptive of the second survey community 
  Education Level Gender Total 

middle school high school diploma bachelor master M F  

Owner/ managers 1 8 10 12 6 23 14 37 

Chefs 14 22 32 5 5 48 30 78 

Waiters/ waitresses 12 21 35 9 0 37 40 77 

cashiers 0 2 10 14 0 6 20 26 

Total 27 53 87 40 11 114 104 218 

 

2.4.2 Assessment of multivariate normality and multicollinearity 

Before further analysis, it is required to ensure the data normality. Therefore, we applied the 

skewness and kurtosis approach, which is more suitable for the Likert scale (Keller, 2015). The 

results between _2 and 2 for skewness and kurtosis indexes prove the normality of the data 

(Garson, 2012). Therefore, the data normality is confirmed according to the results (Table 2.6). 

We should also be sure about the independence of the descriptive variables; therefore, we applied 

the variance inflation factors (VIF) to analyse the multicollinearity. The acceptable values for VIF 

are less than 10, but less than five give more confidence (Field, 2013). According to the results, as 

R2 values for indicators are up to 0.8 (the tolerance values are less than 10.2), the VIF values are 

less than five, indicating that multicollinearity is not a problem with data. 

 

 

 

Table 2.6  Mean, SD, Skewness, Kurtosis and Factor loading Values 

Factors/ items Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Factor 

Loading 

Individual drivers      

Q01: Personal Reputation 3.43 1.11 .340 -.654 0.74 

Q02: Competent and Reliable People 3.32 1.35 -.213 -.425 0.74 

Q03: Caring and Concerning to People 3.49 1.18 -.145 -.844 0.78 
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Q04: Enjoying of Sharing 3.22 1.29 -.135 -.243 0.73 

Q05: Being Confident in Personal Abilities 3.34 1.29 -.140 -.783 0.75 

Organisational drivers      

Q06: Increasing the Payment and Salary 3.84 1.35 -.315 -.729 0.97 

Q07: Bonus Rewards for Sharing 3.80 1.35 -.411 -.625 0.96 

Q08: Job Promotions 3.78 1.32 -.242 -.712 0.95 

Q09: Organisational Acknowledgement and Respect 3.72 1.22 -.256 -.754 0.91 

Q10: Empowering and Encourage Employees in Public 3.64 1.32 -.432 -.946 0.85 

Q11: Managers Support of KS Activities 3.68 1.28 -.245 -.689 0.89 

Q12: Respect and Response to Employees’ Viewpoints 3.51 1.22 .216 1.03 0.71 

Q13: Personnel Informal Meetings 3.62 1.29 -.156 -.352 0.88 

Q14: Open Space Policy 3.64 1.33 -.415 -.545 0.86 

Q15: Considering KS As Part of The Job Description 3.60 1.19 .151 -.451 0.81 

Q16: Accepting the Employees’ Mistakes 3.51 1.28 -.312 -.234 0.81 

Q17: Team Working 3.41 1.30 .256 .412 0.71 

Q18: A Continuous Learning Culture 3.62 1.15 -.415 -.946 0.84 

Technological drivers      

Q19:  Using of Databases and Repositories 3.32 1.24 -.256 -.855 0.70 

Q20: Experts’ Profiles System 3.40 1.25 .115 .432 0.79 

Q21: Weblogs and messenger apps 3.81 1.28 .275 .414 0.96 

Q22: Computer Network Infrastructure (Intranet) 3.32 1.24 -.279 -.554 0.76 

Q23: Virtual/ Online Communities 3.77 1.16 -.266 -.396 0.90 

 

2.4.3 Common method bias 

In studies conducted on questionnaires and participants' beliefs, the fundamental bias (variances) 

is always a matter of concern because these variances can negatively affect the relationships in 

structures and contaminate the results. Therefore, we applied Harman's single-factor test in SPSS 

to assess the common method bias (CMB) (Sreen et al., 2021), in which items (measuring latent 

variables) are loaded into one common factor. If single-factor explains more than 50% of the 

variance of all variables, it can be claimed that there is CMB (Kock et al., 2021). Harman's single-

factor test was about 37%, which indicates that CMB is not a problem in this research. 

 

2.4.4 Assessing reliability and validity 

The reliability analysis assures researchers to construct reflectivity based on the questionnaire 

(Field, 2013). Accordingly, we applied Cronbach's alpha to measure internal reliability (values 

above 0.7 are acceptable). Also, we used the composite reliability (CR) and average variance 

extracted (AVE) for the reliability and consistency of a latent construct (values above 0.5 are 

accepted for CR, and the minimum recommended value for AVE is 0.5 (Field, 2013)). 
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We analysed the convergent validity to measure the internal correlation and items alignment in a 

category by measuring the AVE and CR (values more than 0.5 and 0.7 are acceptable for AVE 

and CR, respectively, and CR should be more than AVE; see Table 2.7 (Field, 2013)). The 

uniqueness of constructed measures for analysing is vital in scientific research, recognised by 

discriminant validity. Discriminant validity assures researchers of differences in the questions of 

a factor to other factors' questions. The values less than 0.9 of the Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio 

(HTMT) indicate that discriminant validity is acceptable (Field, 2013) (see Table 2.8). 

Table 2.7 Construct Reliability and Convergent Validity 

Construct /Indicators C. Alpha CR AVE construct reliability  convergent validity 

ID .741 .725 .604 established established 

OD .948 .882 .511 established established 

TD .882 .747 .537 established established 

 

Table 2.8  Discriminant Validity 
indicators ID OD TD 

ID    

OD .316   

TD .328 .324  

 

2.4.5 Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

According to the first study outputs, panellists recognised the most significant factors which drive 

the KS in the small FBs in the restaurant and fast foods industry. Therefore, for the second study, 

we analyse the validation of the critical indicators for KS by performing in the second-order CFA 

that the results are shown in Figure 2.3. The second-order factor (i.e. KS drivers) is reflectively 

measured by three first-order factors measured by 35 items, namely Individual driver (ID), 

Organisational driver (OD) and Technological driver (TD). The results clarify that the range of the 

three coefficients is from 0.74 (ID) to 0.95 (OD) and indicates acceptability in high effect sizes 

and factor loadings. The t-value output (between 5.44 and 8.27) shows that KS drivers' concept is 

significantly associated with its three indicators. Furthermore, R square values indicate KS drivers 

are mainly explained through TD than ID (see Table 2.9). 
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Figure 2.3 Measurement model analysis* 

1. χ2=321.9, df=227, RMSEA=0.044 

 

Table 2.9 Second-order confirmatory factor analysis (standardised solution) 

Second-order 

variable 

First-order 

factors 
Item 

λ 

coefficients 

δ (measurement 

errors) 
t-value R2 

KS. D 

Individual 

drivers 
Q1-Q5 0.74 0.45 5.46 0.55 

Organisational 

drivers 
Q6-Q18 0.95 0.10 8.27 0.90 

Technological 

drivers 
Q19-Q23 0.88 0.23 7.54 0.77 

 

 

2.4.6 Model fit 

We should also determine how well a model fits a set of observations statistical model using the 

"goodness of fit indicators" (Marsh et al., 2005; Marshall, 2015). Therefore, we applied some 



27 
 

indexes such as the Chi-square test (x2/df), the goodness of fit index (GFI), adjusted goodness of 

fit index (AGFI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI) 

and non-normed fit index (NNFI) (Jafari-Sadeghi et al., 2020b). The leading model fitness indices 

analysing suggest a good model fit (Table 2.10 shows the results). 

Table 2.10 Fitness Indices 

Fit indices Reference value Model value Comments 

χ2/df χ2 /df<3 1.4181 Achieved 

P‐Value P‐Value <0.05 0.0415 Achieved 

RMSEA RMSEA<0.05 0.042 Achieved 

GFI. More than 0.90 0.90 Achieved 

AGFI More than 0.90 0.91 Achieved 

NNFI* More than 0.90 0.90 Achieved 

CFI More than 0.90 0.91 Achieved 

*  Almost accepted 

 

2.5 Discussion of the results 

The restaurant and fast-food industry is a complicated competitive industry that includes many 

food-related businesses in multi-culture, inter-culture and cross-culture environments. As this 

industry closely relates to human life's inherent need, it has always been at the forefront of start-

up ideas in FBs. There are a lot of instances in families-run restaurants and fast food, which are 

classified as the most successful business worldwide. These FBs even have been passed down 

from generation to next. However, what is notable about the most successful restaurants and fast 

foods, especially intergeneration firms, is their achievement in managing the practices in 

transferring and sharing the experiences and ideas. One of the most significant reasons for KS's 

success is identifying the effective drivers of the sharing processes, which also have, in turn, a 

particular influence on organisational growth, cost-reducing and intangible advantages. This study 

aims to investigate and find more effective drivers to increase and facilitate KS processes in FB. 

The outcomes illustrate factors in three groups; ID, TD and OD. 

Moreover, according to findings, the ODs driver impacts on the KS in FB are more influential than 

the other two drivers. OD is more related to rewards, management support and OS and OC. The 

reward drivers consist of intrinsic and extrinsic organisation rewards. In extrinsic rewards, 

including financial incentives such as salary and bonuses, employees are encouraged to enjoy these 

rewards based upon the KS. Although financial incentives are always considerable, our outputs 

also show that employees have a remarkable reaction to intrinsic rewards, including 
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acknowledgement and recognition. Many studies have confirmed the impact of the rewards system 

on promoting the KS processes (e.g. Titi Amayah, 2013; Asrar-ul-Haq and Anwar, 2016; 

Henttonen et al., 2016; Muhammed and Zaim, 2020). However, some researchers like Hau et al. 

(2013) believe rewards increase the explicit KS more than tacit KS. 

Findings on OS also show its fundamental role in promoting the KS. In a less centralised 

managerial system, members' communication, relationships and interactions\ increase, and they 

feel more opportunities for sharing and flowing their knowledge. In addition, OS has significant 

impacts on KS willingness actions, in which organisations known as decentralised, due to 

democratically features, employees are more desire to participate in KS practices. The other aspect 

of a less complicated structure is the shaping of an open workplace that increases informal 

meetings, improves employees' daily social interactions and facilitates the KS in the organisation. 

Informal meetings allow employees to easily exchange their insights and ideas and discuss 

technical problems while not feeling any pressure, which is common in a formal meeting. 

Furthermore, considering the KS as a part of the job description will create this scene in employees 

whose participation in KS is not an ultra-function and luxury perform but also a duty and routine 

function. 

Our findings indicate that OC is another OD influential driver impacting KS. Organisations that 

nurture social norms such as teamwork, supportive culture and learning culture will be prone to 

increase employees' participation and communication for KS. Our findings support the previous 

result on the impact of supportive OC on KS (Park et al., 2004; Shao et al., 2012; Borges, 2013). 

One of the crucial issues in the KS is knowledge access, i.e. employees have equal recognised 

rights to knowledge resources. If an organisation provides and facilitates staff access to databases 

and repositories, it helps them explore and share explicit knowledge. Our finding proves the vital 

role of KSS in the KS. Although some studies emphasise the organisational portal system parallel 

with KSS, our results do not show it in the FB (Oyebisi Oyefolahan and Dominic, 2013; Kosalge, 

2015; Ali and Dominic, 2018). 

Our results show that Web 2.0 platform capacities impacting the KS are also significant. This vital 

role is as much that some researchers such as Nonaka and Toyama (2015) believe some types of 

knowledge could be shared only by these platforms. Another positive function of Web 2.0 is its 

virtual feature that fills the blanks that traditional communication ways do not support. Even with 

all equipment, the actual space cannot support all communication; consequently, Web 2.0 
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(online/virtual CoPs, weblogs) and intranet allow this communication to occur. Therefore, Web 

2.0 improves communication in size and time. Our findings complete earlier investigations and 

emphasise the strong impact of Web 2.0 technology in increasing the KS practice (Oyebisi 

Oyefolahan and Dominic, 2013; Aljuwaiber, 2016). The foundation of FB is on the trust between 

family members or amongst families, so trust is a common issue in FB. Our results show that 

employees tend to share their experiences and ideas with co-workers who seem competent and 

reliable to share their knowledge with colleagues they favour. These outcomes align with research 

that empirically proves the positive role of interpersonal trust on the KS (e.g. Titi Amayah, 2013; 

Ahmad et al., 2019; Talebizadeh et al., 2021). 

2.6 Theoretical and managerial implications 

First, our study contributes to the KM and FB studies by conceptualising KS drivers in the 

literature, which are essential for the small FB in the food-related industry. It helps understand the 

knowledge role in small FB by providing insights into the underlying motives and drivers of KS 

and, as a scale, e.g. performance and organisational efficiency support future studies. 

The outstanding component of this study is the involvement of a wide range of stakeholders, from 

university faculty members to managers, experts and founders of the food industry and local heads 

and experts of restaurants and fast-food businesses. As the third implication, this extensive 

participation helps scholars have a comprehensive pattern for theoretically and empirically 

enhancing their research. Finally, the findings will fix the gap of inadequate discussions on factors 

influencing the KS in the FB when the lack of exploratory studies of KS incentives for small FB 

was evident, and researchers did not provide a clear view. Therefore, this study opens a new 

window to FB and KM studies. 

Our findings also provide practical implications for management and governance policy 

supporting small FBs. This study emphasises the importance of the KS as the critical forerunner 

that enhances the business. Therefore, our results by considering the ranging the drivers for KS 

assist family entrepreneurs in having a clear vision about knowledge role and taking their proper 

emergent actions for its facilitating. Developing indicators of KS drivers help to detect the 

inefficient practices in sharing the knowledge. Family firms' managers can use these findings as a 

plan for tracing the causes of problems in their internal KS system or for empowering it. 

Furthermore, the findings help organisational policymakers, such as local authorities and decision-

makers, make informed decisions on essential business metrics policies. Finally, the results can 
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help food-related family firms' managers and owners to understand the cause of their current 

position in the competitive market and offer them an awareness of why some of their same business 

competitors perform better. In other words, our results frame a roadmap for evaluating the 

mechanism for the FB, in which entrepreneurs can identify weaknesses and obstacles to improve 

their business and eliminate the internal shortcomings of the KS process. 

2.7 Limitations and future lines of research 

This paper faces limitations that shade up the findings and conclusions. First, since there is not 

enough background in drivers on KS research in the food-related small and medium-sized FB, our 

results may cover only some aspects of factors in KS; thus, we cannot be sure about its 

inclusiveness. Second, we have reduced the inherent risk of CMB by applying statistical tests and 

methods, indicating its acceptable level, but this reduction does not mean elimination. Third, the 

research sample is restricted to a specific community; thus, changing the sample size or society 

may result in different outputs; therefore, survivorship bias is another limitation. 

Accordingly, for future research, we suggest conducting more comprehensive investigations on 

different samples and communities to compare the differences between influential factors of KS 

for a complete FB model in various industries.
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3.1 Abstract 

Purpose: This study aims to examine the role of organisational democracy (OD) in facilitating the 

knowledge sharing (KS) process within companies and thereby consider the effect of different OD 

principles. 

Design/methodology/approach: We used a questionnaire to collect data from a sample of 254 

employees at private universities and colleges to test the relationship between OD and KS. The 

data were analysed using the structural equation modelling (SEM) technique. 

Findings: Overall, OD directly and significantly affects KS within organisations. The results also 

show different degrees and intensities among OD's principles (sub-concepts) and their impact on 

KS. 

Implications: The findings highlight the critical role of democracy in an organisation to enhance 

the organisational climate and employees’ behaviour, thus leading to higher KS outcomes. In 

addition, the results allow managers to consider enhancing democracy in an organisation to 

improve the effectiveness of internal collaboration in KS.  

Originality/value: This paper sheds light and adds new knowledge to embryonic studies directed 

toward integrating democracy within the main concept of knowledge management (KM). This 

emphasises the need to employ and stimulate OD and its principles to improve the effectiveness 

of KM practices with specific attention to KS. 

Keywords: Organisational democracy, knowledge management, knowledge sharing 

Paper type: Research paper 

 

3.2 Introduction, Research Gap and Questions 

During the last two decades, researchers and specialists have tried to explain how vital knowledge's 

role can be in paving the path to success for an organisation (Rzakhanov, 2012; Del Giudice and 

Maggioni, 2014; Santoro et al., 2017). Knowledge Management (KM) provides several advantages 

if its processes and practices that are strongly intertwined with the enhancement of a firm’s 

operational efficiency (Scuotto et al., 2017; Ferraris et al., 2019), its value creation and its 

sustainable development (North and Kumta, 2018; Rossi et al., 2020). Similarly, KM and its 

dimensions have always been influential drivers in some scopes, such as knowledge creation, 
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organisational learning, human resource management, organisational performance, operational 

performance and long-term planning (Hussinki et al., 2017; Kasemsap, 2018).  

Previous research has suggested that knowledge sharing (KS) in different forms (e.g., intra-

organisational communication and information sharing) is an essential dimension in a KM system 

(Mokhtarzadeh et al., 2021). Moreover, KS is positively associated with a wide range of 

organisational activities, from production and performance to innovation capabilities and 

employee empowerment (Kremer et al., 2019; Cillo et al., 2019; Singh et al., 2021). On the flip 

side, while it is proved that the advent of new technology makes KS smooth and efficient, it is 

individuals who apply and use these new communication tools that make them efficient, meaning 

that they are heavily dependent on the socio-human factors. Therefore, the effects of socio-human 

factors on KS can be a critical pattern for identifying the successes and failures of the 

implementation of KM in organisations (Zhang and Jasimuddin, 2012; Del Giudice and Maggioni, 

2014).  

The socio-human drivers, such as workplace climate (Alzghoul et al., 2018), organisational and 

managerial structure (Mahmoudsalehi et al., 2012) and the level of democracy in the workplace 

(Moglen, 2013), are of great interest in KM studies in particular in the digital transformation era. 

Democracy is generally known as a political and social subject, and almost everything is 

understood about its domain, effects, and definitions from the lengthy studies and discussions over 

the centuries (Grandori, 2017). From an organisational point of view,  democracy has been 

described as dividing power through the decision-making transition from workplace owners and 

managers to employees (Mokhtarzadeh et al., 2020). From an organisational point of view, 

democracy has been described as dividing power through the decision-making transition from 

workplace owners and managers to employees (Holmer Nadesan and Cheney, 2017a). Also, it has 

been developed with other features such as participation, engagement, and regular and coherent 

communication. Moreover, some features, such as being broad-based, institutionalised, and 

written (rules and regulations), also have an essential role in its structure (Timming and Summers, 

2020). Recently, management and business studies have opened doors to investigations of the 

effects of democracy by proving the positive impact of organisational democracy (OD) on different 

outcomes, such as commitment (Chen, 2013; Safari et al., 2018), trust (Johnson, 2006), 
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information flow and communication (Holtzhausen, 2002) and employees’ motivation (Cheung 

and Wu, 2011).  

Regardless of what indicators configure the democracy level in the organisation, the final purpose 

of OD is laid in employees’ participation in organisational affairs (Deutsch, 2005). This 

participation could be in a simple contribution to routine duties of employees or involvement in 

complicated decision-making of long-term strategies. The other side of employees’ involvement 

is the opinion expressing opportunities, in which members share their ideas, thoughts, and 

experiences to smooth the decision-making process (Holtzhausen, 2002). Also, from a managerial 

aspect of view, OD decentralises the organisation's governance. This means that sub-managerial 

parts, e.g., mid-level managers and even employees personally, have the decision-making 

authority when there is a need for decisions, without any top-level manager interfering, considering 

their responsibilities. Moreover, OD expands the basis of transparency in the organisation, which 

leads to an indirectly increased level of trust and a sense of belonging to the organisation as a 

whole component, where success and defeat of organisation are considered personal success and 

defeat of members (Fenton, 2012). 

On the flip side, the consequences of OD's presence in the organisation influence the knowledge 

flow. Various studies have similarly proved the direct relationship between KS and increased 

intraorganisational communication, improved mutual trust, enhanced transparency, and 

strengthened the sense of belonging to the group. However, despite emphasising the prominent 

role of OD, the concept of ‘organisational democracy’ has received less independent attention 

within the KM literature, and little information is available about the function of democracy 

components in KS. In other words, KM studies prove that further communications lead to more 

KS, transparency increases trust and information flow, and a well-arranged participation system 

positively affects KS, but what about phenomena such as OD as a complete concept? Previous 

studies are silent in answering this question, and there is not enough study that can explain, by a 

deep analysing, the influences of OD on KS; therefore, this study attempts to fill this gap.  

Therefore, this research tries to trace the consequences of organisational democracy (OD) in 

knowledge flows to determine workplace democracy principles’ different impacts by relying on 

previous studies. Accordingly, the study’s purpose is to explore the effects of OD on KS. To make 

this possible, we aim to determine how OD principles, as a human-social factor, can facilitate KS 
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by answering the following research question: ‘What is the role of OD in enhancing KS within an 

organisation?’ Moreover, we will unpack the main principles of OD and separately examine the 

potential effectiveness of the subdimension analytical aspects of OD on KS. The sample consists 

of 254 employees at private universities and colleges, with the data analysis conducted by the SEM 

technique with LISREL and SPSS software. As the findings show, the structural equation model 

explains to a great extent the favourable convergence of the OD principles in the improvement of 

KS. 

Our study contributes to the KM and OD research streams in different ways. First, by analysing 

democracy in the workplace and its essential effects on KS, we improve prior knowledge and 

respond to current needs for more exploratory analysis of the influential factors of democracy in 

the KM domain (e.g., Harrison and Freeman, 2011; Verdorfer et al., 2015). We also recognise and 

evaluate the most influential factors in OD that can facilitate KS in an organisation, thus providing 

some important managerial recommendations and action priorities. Next, the findings add to the 

ongoing discussion of employee participation in KS by individuating a specific feature in an 

organisational context and highlighting the different intensities of the OD subdimensions effects 

that positively affect KS behaviours (e.g., Razmerita et al., 2016; Ganguly et al., 2019). Finally, 

findings come to the aid of stakeholders, such as managers, in empirically shaping and managing 

a democratic organisational system to expand knowledge inside the organisation. In an overview, 

the paper has presented theoretical and practical implications that, by considering reference points 

in the OD factors, set up formatting for developing environmental and managerial indicators in KS 

and implicitly design an efficient relational plan and methodology for facilitating the KS process.  

Against this backdrop, the next section of the paper depicts the theoretical background of OD and 

the KS concept, followed by hypotheses’ development on the relationships among the main 

principles in OD and KS. Then, the material and methods are introduced in the methodology 

section, and the presentation and discussion of the results are developed. Finally, the paper is 

finalised by the conclusions, theoretical and managerial implications, limitations and future lines 

of research. 
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3.3 Literature Review 

3.3.1 Knowledge management and the relevance of knowledge sharing 

Based to Davenport and Prusak (1998), “knowledge is a fluid mix of experiences, values, 

information, and specific insight” (Rezaei et al., 2020). Hislop et al. (2018) defined knowledge as 

every kind of information, experience and idea that employees have and know, both inside or 

outside the organisation. Karl Wiig (1986) was the first researcher to focus on managing 

knowledge at the organisational level. He introduced the term “knowledge management”, which 

has become more popular due to subsequent research (Dalkir, 2017). KM is a set of processes for 

understanding and deploying the strategic resources of knowledge formed in a structured approach, 

including identifying, evaluating, organising, storing and applying to meet the needs and goals of 

the organisation (Dalkir, 2017; Saulais and Ermine, 2019). Some authors describe KM as “a 

combination of technological and social practices”, with particular attention to individuals, culture, 

organisational structure, and information technology (Schiuma et al., 2012; Dalkir, 2017; Santoro 

et al., 2018). In some studies, ‘KM’ is considered as the process of acquiring ‘team expertise’ in a 

company from the exchange of data, documents, information and even human thought to generate 

the highest yield and value (Spies et al., 2005; Nousala et al., 2009; Ouriques et al., 2019).  

Among the KM dimensions, sharing stands at the core of importance in the organisation. This is 

why top managers and executives have consistently traced the practices that effectively facilitate 

generated and acquired knowledge, transforming it into a more potential to create competitive 

advantages (Johannessen and Olsen, 2003). Several definitions of KS have been interpreted in 

various ways depending on the context in which KS is considered. For example, Van Den Hooff 

et al. (2004) defined it as the process of mutually exchanging implicit and explicit knowledge to 

create knowledge. From other points of view, it has been portrayed as a culture of social 

interactions involving exchanging employees' information, experiences, and skills (Intezari et al., 

2017; Men et al., 2019). Regardless of the variety of keywords used in defining KS, what is very 

important is participation in the KS process so that the process is known as the source of 

knowledge. Employees are the prominent participants in the knowledge process; they acquire 

knowledge directly and indirectly and expand it consciously or unconsciously (Kang and Sung, 

2017; Rezaei and Heydari, 2021). Therefore, factors affecting employee participation, such as 

personality, leadership style, work environment atmosphere and financial and non-financial 

incentives, play a vital role in employee willingness to participate in the KS process. Human 
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resource studies in KS highlight those factors that target the capacity and ability of individuals, 

namely adequate knowledge, training and sufficient authority to cultivate individual characteristics 

for participation in KS practices (Hislop et al., 2018).  Environmental drivers are related to the 

effects of the organisation’s environment and governing structure and highlight the possibility of 

participation in KS (Dalkir, 2017; Esmaeelinezhad and Afrazeh, 2018). 

Some researchers have considered participation a voluntary act (Gibbert and Krause, 2002), 

making participation and voluntary presence the two prerequisites for KS. Therefore, we should 

pursue the KS development's ups and downs in the stimuli assessment that impacts individuals.   

As a result, the questions that arise in the development of KS include: How can an organisation 

improve the abilities to share, transfer and distribute knowledge? What factors motivate employees 

to participate in enhancing the KS management process? Which of these factors have individual 

impacts, and which of these factors have environmental impacts?  

3.3.2  Organisational democracy 

Many internal environmental factors in an organisation affect an employee’s performance. 

Democracy in the organisation is one of the weighty factors that can have a significant and 

comprehensive impact on highlighting the role of employees (Bal and de Jong, 2017). The 

workplace organisational climate impacts both physically and mentally employee communication 

and participation. In a dynamic and secure environment, staff performance becomes more rational 

and can help manage and stabilise the knowledge in an organisation (Holmer Nadesan and Cheney, 

2017b).  

The first argument for organisational democracy (OD) can be drawn from liberal democratic 

thinkers. In their view, democracy is more than just a way of monitoring and governing (Franck, 

1992). It includes and promotes individual freedom and independence and is closely linked to 

education and empowerment in all social contexts. Various terms are used to describe democracy 

in the organisational literature; some researchers have defined it as ‘democracy at work’, while in 

other research, it is equal to ‘democratic organisation’, ‘organisational democracy’ or a ‘freedom-

based company’ (Foley and Polanyi, 2006; Pevehouse and Russett, 2006; Donno, 2010). Some 

studies consider it an antibureaucratic issue and have created a ‘post-bureaucratic organisation’ in 

which the decision-making procedure is based on dialogue and consensus rather than on authority 

and command (Kellogg et al., 2006; Pollitt, 2009). In some studies, democracy has been 

considered as a “leadership and collaboration” point of view; therefore, the term ‘leaderless 
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organisation’ or ‘labour-cooperative company’, which is based on an election management system, 

has been presented (Nielsen, 2011; Sullivan et al., 2012). This diversity in defining democracy 

stems from the variety of researcher viewpoints. Therefore, different principles, values, and even 

characteristics have arisen to recognise a workplace as a democratic organisation. 

Many scholars identify the attributes of OD as principles, but there is still some debate around 

whether they are ‘principles’ or ‘practices. OD is an organisational type of democracy used as a 

tool for policymaking and management. It also refers to employees' continuous and extensive 

involvement (Weber et al., 2009). Harrison and Freeman (2011) argued that OD is a kind of 

participation that makes employees involved in organising; they also defined it as any action, 

structure or function that enhances the group's power over individuals in influencing the decisions 

and activities of an organisation. In workplace democracy, as a different form of participatory 

management, lower-level employees are allowed to offer their opinions to upper-level 

management (Cameron et al., 2003). In some studies, it has been recognised as more than just 

participation and involves understanding and enforcement of the standards of a democratic society 

within organisations (Fine, 2017). Hatcher (2007) referred to workplace democracy as a 

multidimensional international concept composed of political, economic, sociological, 

psychological and historical concepts. Wegge et al. emphasised that the participation of employees 

should be ongoing, broad-based and institutionalised with a pervasive and continuous nature rather 

than one that is ad hoc and occasional. They also explained that a sole institutionalised and 

observed form of participation could not completely meet the OD condition. Employees should, 

in reality experience and practise OD and show their practical influence by participating, directly 

or indirectly, in making the significant decisions on strategic organisational issues (Weber et al., 

2020). 

Many scholars have attempted to define a normative basis for democracy in an organisation 

(although whether or not it is a ‘principle’ or a ‘practice’ of the attributes of democracy is also a 

subject of debate). In some studies, the principles of OD are explicitly presented in a structured 

manner, while in others, these principles are not specified and must be extracted from the context 

of the material. Fenton (2012) formulated OD dimensions in a coherent list composed of ten 

principles. She believed that if an organisation wants to enjoy OD successfully, it should employ 

all of its principles. She also redefined the leader role in this new form of the workplace, 
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transforming it from being a director to a visionary, coach and facilitator for people’s ideas and 

talent. Peterson (2012) categorised these principles into 14 scales. Based on Hamel and Breen 

(2008), OD scales are more than principles (as a luxury dimension); they are necessary for today’s 

companies to succeed in market competition. Yazdani (2010) considered the role of organisational 

structure and strategic leadership style in successfully implementing democratic principles and 

mentioned participative management and the right to vote as two principles of OD. Although the 

accepted, or at least consensus, principles of OD have not yet been formulated, it is possible to 

consider and compare research on this topic and highlight the main issues and scales, irrespective 

of minor differences, as the main principles of OD. These can generally be concluded to be 

transparency (Hamel, 2006; Hamel and Breen, 2008; Fenton, 2012; Peterson, 2012; Hamel and 

Zanini, 2018), communication (Holtzhausen, 2002; Hamel and Breen, 2008; Fenton, 2012; 

Peterson, 2012; Hamel and Zanini, 2018), decentralisation (Hamel and Breen, 2008; Viggian, 

2011; Fenton, 2012; Peterson, 2012; Hamel and Zanini, 2018), vision and meaning (Hamel and 

Breen, 2008; Hamel, 2011; Fenton, 2012; Peterson, 2012) and involvement and participation 

(Hamel and Breen, 2008; Yazdani, 2010; Viggian, 2011; Hamel, 2011; Fenton, 2012). 

3.4 Hypotheses Development 

3.4.1 The effect of organizational democracy on knowledge sharing 

Regardless of the variety of goals and methods, organisations have two main tools – technology 

and individuals (or human resources) – which act as two wings in implementing the KS process. 

In the technology area, new advances in IT communication tools have eroded the physical 

boundaries and social distances among individuals and groups and have placed more potential in 

the hands of organisations to facilitate knowledge flows. 

On the flip side is human resources, giving companies an advantage in using and sharing 

knowledge resources. An optimal combination of these two tools contributes a lot to the successful 

implementation of a KS process. However, human resources face many challenges due to the 

dependence of people's behaviour on internal and external factors, such as personality, work 

environment, organisational structures and culture, while barriers to technology, in particular, are 

limited to access to financial resources.  

As already argued, workplace democracy has been structured based on some values, including 

freedom, equality and openness. However, some barriers, such as hierarchies, control mechanisms, 

power structures, and bureaucracies, still impede OD development in an organisation (Hamel, 
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2011). Therefore, it is fundamental in workplace democracy implementation that all employees 

are involved in the decision-making process and organisational practices, leading to the 

empowerment of members to engage in all corporate affairs (Gao et al., 2011; Bal and de Jong, 

2016). 

According to Weber et al. (2009), OD directly and positively affects organisational identification 

and commitment. Han et al. (2010) argued there is a positive relationship between organisational 

commitment and KS. Cheung and Wu (2011) asserted that OD increases employee participation 

opportunities. Razmerita et al. (2016) considered employee participation an essential factor in KS. 

In another study, Geckil and Tikici (2016) considered the relationship between OD and citizenship 

behaviour and found that OD positively impacts the sense of belonging to the organisation as a 

community. Finally, Rezaei et al. (2020) considered the association between identity in an 

organisation, which refers to the belonging sense, and the KS. They argued that increasing 

employee identity in the organisation would improve employees’ desire to be involved in KS 

practices. 

It has been argued in some studies that by increasing openness in the organisation, mutual trust 

among individuals will be improved (e.g., Kelloway et al., 2012; Kovač and Jesenko, 2017). Also, 

some investigations have analysed the impact of trust on KS (e.g., Rezaei et al.,2020) and have 

found that increasing KS is associated with improving trust in the organisation. 

According to Wegge et al. (2011), OD is interpreted as employee participation and includes 

employee decision-making involvement. Through OD implementation, the level of involvement 

will grow, and creative staff can move the organisation on the path of development by conveying 

pure ideas. Further, OD provides employees with more space and opportunity for participation and 

improves their sense of belonging as well as how much they care about the values, mission and 

goals of a more extensive community (Verdorfer et al., 2013). Consequently, the rise of democracy 

in the workplace has increased the desire for participation among employees (Pircher Verdorfer 

and Weber, 2016; Ahmed et al., 2019), and the spread of knowledge throughout the organisation 

will thereby be facilitated. Therefore, it seems OD has a direct relationship to the facilitation of 

KS in an organisation, and we assert the following as our main hypothesis: 

H:  Organisational democracy will positively affect KS. 
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3.4.2 The effect of decentralisation on knowledge sharing 

Organisations can be divided into two categories based on the criterion of management: centralised 

and decentralised. In recent years, especially in the wake of the ‘globalisation’ phenomenon and 

the rapid development of new technologies, decentralised organisations have grown significantly.  

Centralised organisations have a particular system.  Their success depends on adhering to a defined 

framework shaped by a hierarchy classified by coherent leadership at the top.  The main pillars of 

centralised organisations can be plotted using an organisational chart to illustrate the organisation’s 

general nature (Velez et al., 2010). 

Decentralised organisations are in contrast to centralised organisations, but this does not mean 

‘decentralisation’ is equal to unstructured. Among the most prominent pioneers in explaining this 

theory are Brafman and Beckstrom, whose book, The Starfish and the Spider: The Unstoppable 

Power of Leaderless Organisations, was published in 2006, and who played a constructive role in 

familiarising the public with the concept of decentralised organisations (Brafman and Beckstrom, 

2006). Many organisations have considered decentralisation an indispensable tool and method for 

continuous improvement. Accordingly, various definitions and interpretations related to this 

subject have been developed. In Hage's (1995) view, decentralisation is staff participation in an 

organisation's decision-making. He asserts that members of the organisation ‘must’ be involved in 

this process. Fenton (2012) believes that decentralisation directly relates to the proper distribution 

of power within an organisation; thus, she considers decentralisation to be a proportionate sharing 

of power within an organisation and among its members. The term ‘appropriate’ rather than ‘equal’ 

stands out in this definition. The wide range of decision-makers is also an essential factor in 

decentralisation (Bardhan, 2002). Viggian (2011) stated that a reduced hierarchy directly affects 

decentralisation. She believed decentralisation was a crucial element in establishing democracy 

within a company. Harrison and Freeman (2011) considered the pros and cons of democracy in 

many organisations and emphasised that decentralised companies are much more successful in 

decision-making.  Yazdani (2010) demonstrated that less vertical hierarchies and decentralisation 

would be much more suited to the practice of democratic principles than would a large and tall 

bureaucratic organisation.  

Willem and Buelens (2009) emphasised the usefulness of decentralisation in an organizational 

structure. They argued that a horizontal form of decentralisation is preferable for applying the 

practice of KS. Chen et al. (2010) indicated a positive association between a decentralised 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rod_Beckstrom
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organisational structure and KM activities. According to some scholars, decentralisation is not 

only helpful but is also a necessity that lets employees explore and experiment with creative 

process improvement ideas (Zheng et al., 2010; Jeong et al., 2019). Claver‐Cortés et al. (2007) 

considered all aspects of the impact of organisational structure on KM. Their results indicated that 

hierarchy is less in companies with flat organisational forms; therefore, interpersonal 

communication is more fluent, teamwork has led to more success, and employees' mutual 

interactions flow smoothly. They concluded that this kind of managerial structure leads to more 

space and freedom and that staff can have a better advantage in improving the KM process. Based 

on the output of various studies, increasing participation level is the first and significant impact of 

decentralised management (Jung et al., 2018; Bao et al., 2019; Terlizzi, 2019). In decentralised 

structured management, members are eager and excited to transmit and express their beliefs, and, 

therefore, they are more encouraged to share ideas, personal knowledge, experiences and skills. It 

can thus be concluded that decentralisation helps improve KS in an organisation. Finally, by 

considering the practical results of decentralisation in the organisation, and as our sub-hypothesis, 

we examine the effect of decentralisation as one of the main factors of OD on the KS process in 

an organisation. Consequently, we state our second hypothesis as: 

H1: Decentralisation will positively affect knowledge sharing. 

3.4.3 The effect of transparency on knowledge sharing 

As a cornerstone of organisation management (Brun-Martos and Lapsley, 2017), transparency 

means perceiving the quality of information that the sender consciously shares. It is not a one-

dimensional construct but a combination of features, such as information disclosure, information 

clarity and accuracy of information (Schnackenberg and Tomlinson, 2016). In organisations, 

transparency is usually known as free access to information. Flyverbom and Albu (2017) defined 

organisational transparency as ensuring accountability through the timely disclosure of 

information. According to the most straightforward definitions, transparency is a conscious effort 

to make disclosable details available. Fenton (2012) described transparency as the free flow of 

ideas and information and the range of shared responsibility. In Peterson’s (2012) view, 

transparency is not only the ability to access information but is also a willingness to share 

information, an idea the author called openness. Hamel and Zanini (2018) extended this idea, 

indicating that people know the rightness, but finding out what is proper needs more information; 

therefore, they need a free flow of information known as transparency. According to Hwang et al. 
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(2018), transparency is a willingness to disclose information that a person wants to share about the 

job experience. These authors also mentioned that transparency is helpful for workers to acquire 

appropriate skills, enhance overall information management effectiveness, and help build 

organisational friendship networks. In another study, Hwang et al. (2015) found that transparency 

positively influenced commitment toward KM and was associated with trust, fairness and 

openness. 

Some scholars have examined the impact of transparency on employee engagement. They have 

analysed factors such as ‘organisational silence’, which refers to an unwillingness to participate 

and is a barrier to engagement in internal organisational affairs. They found that a lack of 

transparency led to ‘the organisational silence’ and that this is rooted in the lack of true freedom 

of communication within the organisation (Shojaie et al., 2011; Zehir and Erdogan, 2011). 

Therefore, with a decrease in openness, transparency falls. Consequently, organisational silence 

will increase, meaning that employees are less willing to participate in organisational affairs and 

communicate with their colleagues and managers (Nikolaou et al., 2011; Acaray and Akturan, 

2015). This decrease in participation will directly impact the knowledge flow in the organisation 

so that information and KS in the organisation can be expected to fall (Fard and Karimi, 2015).  

Some studies have shown that transparency has a direct and positive effect on job satisfaction and 

that with an increase in employee job satisfaction, employee participation, engagement and 

relationships also improve. It can also be concluded that job satisfaction facilitates sharing of 

information and knowledge (Tan, 2014; Fard and Karimi, 2015). Some scholars have argued that 

transparency has a direct association with trust and, parallel with this issue, trust has been proved 

to be one of the most critical requirements for facilitating the knowledge flow in an organisation. 

Thus, it is conceived that transparency affects the KS process (Tulubas and Celep, 2012; 

Dedahanov and Rhee, 2015). Transparency increases trust, engagement, and association in the 

organisation's corporate culture (Jiang and Luo, 2018; Boudlaie et al., 2020). 

In examining the role of these factors, it can be expected that transparency of information in an 

organisation is one of the criteria of OD that can directly impact the sharing of knowledge in the 

organisation. Consequently, as the second sub-hypothesis, we propose: 

H2:  Transparency will positively affect knowledge sharing.  
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3.4.4 The effect of vision and meaning on knowledge sharing 

Organisational vision determines the organisation’s direction and path within the scope of its 

activity (Lattuch and Dankert, 2018). An organisational vision is the desired situation that the 

organisation intends to achieve and represents an outcome or endpoint towards which the 

organisation’s efforts are made (James and Lahti, 2011; Aithal, 2016). The vision creates a 

common destination, integrates various and even different goals and keeps the focus of the 

members' efforts on the right track (Haque et al., 2016).  

The meaning indicates the reason for the firm’s existence. If we consider the organisation as a two-

dimensional element, then in addition to the physical and material dimension of economic and 

material activities, a second dimension can be imagined, which is the organisation’s psychological 

dimension(Iedema, 1999). Meaning is one of the spiritual dimensions of the company that has 

been created to answer the philosophical challenge of “why this company exists”. For an 

organisation that wants to succeed in its economic affairs, it is essential to consider “vision and 

meaning” as a vital pillar for KS. Organisations can improve the path to success by increasing the 

alignment and convergence of these indicators in the workplace and among employees (Friedman 

and Lipshitz, 1994). As a critical principle of OD, the meaning and the vision determine the 

employee’s alignment with the company’s movement and recognise whether the employee is 

involved. By increasing the alignment between the organisation's vision and meaning and the 

employees, the efficiency of the democratical values in the organisation rises (Deetz and Simpson, 

2004). When members experience a full and sensible degree of ‘vision and meaning’, they assume 

and interpret themselves as an essential part of the corporate structure, and this organisational 

affiliation will be improved by increasing the degree of democracy (Fenton and Dynamics, 2002). 

Therefore, empowering a sense of belonging will increase the mutual trust between the 

management and the employees and among the employees (Kelly, 2011). In an organisation where 

the atmosphere is full of confidence and mutual trust, knowledge will be adequately and efficiently 

shared between different parts and segments. This is because the meaning and vision have 

convinced all employees that whatever knowledge is produced or acquired by them belongs to the 

entire organisation and that sharing it will lead to individual and collective benefits (Cartwright 

and Holmes, 2006) . Considering the studies conducted in the scope of OD and KM indicate no 

particular issue that investigated the impacts of vision and meaning on KM despite its appeal.  
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Accordingly, it is assumed that “vision and meaning” facilitate the KS practices. Therefore, the 

third hypothesis examines the relationship between ‘vision and meaning’ as a principle of 

organisational democracy and KS, thus: 

H3: Vision and meaning in the organisation will positively affect knowledge sharing. 

 

3.4.5 The effect of involvement and participation on knowledge sharing 

One parameter that can be effective in realising the main characteristics of democracy in the 

workplace is the “involvement and participation” policy so that employees with a common goal 

can be involved in running the organisation and freely working together. The philosophy of 

“involvement and participation” is increasingly intertwined with the notion of ‘equality’, which is 

the fundamental pillar of political democracy (Ljungholm, 2017). The concept of participation is 

as essential as that sometimes workplace democracy is known as worker participation. (Beirne and 

Ramsay, 2018). In fact, for these scholarly texts, the most critical criterion of democracy is 

participation. Therefore, participation is the OD's cornerstone; somehow, in most attempts to 

create a standard definition of democracy in the workplace, participation has been highlighted 

along with other characteristics, such as equality and co-decision making. According to 

Holtzhausen (2002), participation is more than the simple form known as routine duties; it involves 

involvement in top general activities. Davenport and Völpel (2001) focused on the employees’ 

role in KS and found that employee involvement is significant in shaping an effective KS system. 

Sallis and Jones (2002) believed that sufficient staff involvement is essential for KM strategies, 

and without employee involvement, organisations should not expect to have a smooth flow of KS. 

Stankiewicz and Moczulska (2014) analysed the form of individual involvement on a quality and 

quantity scale and found it was possible to rate the success of KS in an organisation. According to 

Marchington and Wilkinson (2005), in a workplace where there is proper employee involvement, 

employees are committed to themselves and the organisation to replace ‘pure obedience’ with 

creativity and commitment. Han et al. (2010) showed that expanding employee participation in 

decision-making facilitates the sharing process of knowledge in an organisation. Flinchbaugh et 

al. (2016) found a positive impact from high involvement teamwork practices on enhancing KS in 

an organisation. 

After examining the role in the organisation as one of the foundations of democracy, it seems that 

the extent of employee participation and involvement reflects the extent of democracy's influence 
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in the organisation and the growth and expansion of the KS process. Therefore, considering the 

importance of employee participation and involvement in organisational affairs and the critical 

role employee participation and involvement play in improving KM practices, our fourth sub-

hypothesis focuses on the relationship between KS in the organisation and employee participation 

as one of the criteria of OD. 

 H4: Employee involvement and participation will positively affect knowledge sharing. 

 

3.4.6 The effect of communication on knowledge sharing 

Communication refers to human interactions through conversations orally and by body language 

for exchanging ideas, emotions, thoughts and understandings (Spencer, 2020). Keyton (2017) 

defined it as a process for information transmission and sharing common understandings between 

two or more people or groups. A continuous communication network among members is vital for 

fulfilling organisational tasks". This claim has discussed that without appropriate communication, 

managers cannot fulfil their duties of coordination, planning, organising and controlling, and 

employees are not able to perform their tasks efficiently. (e.g., Stohl and Cheney, 2001; Rajhans, 

2012; Muscalu et al., 2013). According to Stohl and Cheney (2001), democracy and participation 

are special drivers for communication to the extent that the level of communication within the 

organisation is considered an indicator of democracy and participation. There is a close link 

between participative decision-making, openness, trust and supportiveness strategies. Cheney was 

critical of the idea of consensus, mainly when parties of unequal power are involved. 

Communication is a cornerstone in establishing democracy in an organisation that has been linked 

through the processes of participation and ‘effective presentation’ (Holmer Nadesan and Cheney, 

2017b). Deetz and Simpson (2004) argued that while aiming for OD, an essential structure is 

necessary. Without persuading the management to change attitudes on the necessity of a 

communication network, democratic values cannot be established. Harrison and Freeman (2011) 

found that the participation of subordinates is associated with the staff’s quantity and quality of 

communication with superior levels in an organisation. According to Holtzhausen (2002), as a 

democratic principle in an organisation, communication positively increases the trust level and 

eventually improves the sharing of personal experiences, skills, and thoughts. Flinchbaugh et al. 

(2016) reached the same result and found that the level of communication in an organisation is 

related to the level of trust among employees and that by increasing mutual trust, communication 
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and KS will increase. Communication is a crucial variable in explaining the quality of a KS 

implementation (Van Den Hooff, Ridder and De Ridder, 2004) and is strongly related to 

employees’ KS behaviours; therefore, increasing communication within the organisation will raise 

the employees’ tendencies for engagement, participation and KS (Taylor and Kent, 2014; Walden 

et al., 2017).  

Based on these previous research findings on the role of communication, it seems that an open 

communication climate in the organisation can promote the flow of information; in other words, 

the spread of democracy in the workplace is an influential element in promoting KS. Thus, the last 

sub-hypothesis considers the relationship between communication as a fundamental of OD with 

KS, thus: 

H5: Open communication in the organisation will positively affect knowledge sharing. 

 

3.5 Methodology 

For this research, we applied a qualitative analysis method to extract, evaluate, and analyse the 

relevant components and sub-components and the relationships among the main variables and their 

relationships with the dependent variable. We started with a documentary method by studying and 

reviewing previous works and extracting the variables and relevant indicators. Our next step was 

to prepare a questionnaire (in two parts) to evaluate each indicator on a five-point Likert scale 

based on these variables and indicators. Finally, we confirmed the face validity of the questionnaire 

with experts to ensure the reliability and normality of the data (using SPSS software). 

We analysed the extracted data by applying Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to confirm the 

latent and observable variables. We also used Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) to test the 

hypotheses. SEM examines the adaptation degree of the research data and the conceptual model 

and whether it has the goodness of fit (Rezaei et al., 2021). Some of the goodness of fit indexes 

are the Chi-square test (χ2/df), Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index 

(AGFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) (Rezaei et al., 2021).  

 

 

3.5.1 Sample size determination 

Universities are an essential part of economic competitiveness and the sustainability of economic 

growth, particularly in the “knowledge society”(Ardito et al., 2019; Ferraris et al., 2020; Frank 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sample_size_determination
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sample_size_determination
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and Meyer, 2020).  Many studies proved the economic impact of universities on labour and 

economic growth (Gyimah-Brempong et al., 2006; Benos and Zotou, 2014; Agasisti and Bertoletti 

so that the top 10 most developed countries owed their success to their high-qualified higher 

educational system. Universities also have an essential role in developing democracy, citizenship 

and social values (Suspitsyna, 2012; Chan, 2016). Furthermore, they are a source of national pride 

that encourages all countries worldwide to do their best to have the best universities. Meanwhile, 

as a developing country with a strategic position in the Middle East, universities in Iran 

significantly improve their economic and social indexes (Habibi and Zabardast, 2020). 

Universities are also the best communities in a growing knowledge society for various opinions; 

they exhibit many characteristics of democratic organisations and play a key role in knowledge 

transfer (CHUGH, 2013; Fullwood et al., 2013).  

To meet the research purposes, we selected universities located in the city of Mashhad (the second-

largest city in Iran). Consequently, we prepared a list of universities and higher education 

institutions in the Mashhad metropolitan area (50 universities and colleges), then adjusted and 

screened this list by considering public or private universities, number of students, and number of 

employees. Furthermore, since we wanted to examine the level of democracy in the organisation, 

the sample was selected among employees with no middle or senior management positions to 

avoid hierarchical interventions and the interests of senior managers.  

Although there is no general agreement on the sample size required for factor analysis and 

structural modelling, determining the minimum sample size is still vital (McQuitty, 2004). 

According to many researchers, the minimum required sample size is 200 (Taherdoost, 2017; Kock 

and Hadaya, 2018). Since this methodology is very similar to the multivariate regression method, 

the principles of sample size determination in multivariate regression analysis can help determine 

the sample size for SEM (Mueller and Hancock, 2018). On the one hand, it is assumed that each 

variable should be supported by 5 to 15 samples in the multivariate regression method. On the 

other hand, some statistics experts, such as Kline (2015), believe each variable requires 10 to 20 

samples, but the minimum sample size of 200 is defensible in exploratory factor analysis (EFA). 

Moreover, in confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the minimum sample size is determined by 

factors, not variables, and about 20 samples are needed for each factor (latent variable). 

Consequently, we selected a targeted group of 850 employees in 12 universities and higher 
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education institutions, remained in the primary screened list and distributed 545 questionnaires. 

After initial refinement and evaluation, we accepted 254 questionnaires (47%) and sent them for 

final analysis. Table 3.1 shows the sample's composition, age, gender and tenure classes. 

The questionnaire consists of two separate sections with items set up on five-point Likert scales 

(see Table 7.1 in the Appendix). The first part measures the OD scales and principles with 21 

questions extracted from previous studies on the workplace and OD. The second part aims to 

analyse the KS within the organisation with five questions. 

Table 3.1 Demographic characteristics of the sample 

Variable Category Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male 135 53.15 

Female 119 46.85 

Age 20-30 134 52.76 

31-40 73 28.74 

41-50 32 12.60 

51-60 15 05.90 

Tenure 

(Job experience) 

1 to 3-year 118 46.46 

4 to 8-year 102 40.16 

9 to 14-year 19 07.48 

Above 15-year 15 05.90 

 

3.5.2 Normality test for statistical data 

3.5.2.1 Assessment of multivariate normality and multicollinearity 

Before further analysis, the normality test should be performed to detect whether data come from 

a normal distribution. There are several methods, but assessing the skewness and kurtosis is the 

best for Likert-scale data (Keller, 2015). Skewness is a measure of the symmetry of the distribution 

function. According to Garson (2012), if the skewness and kurtosis are not in the range (2, -2), the 

data will not have a normal distribution. The skewness and kurtosis test results confirm a normal 

distribution (see Table 7.2 in the Appendix). It is also necessary to consider the independence of 

the descriptive variables (independent variables). We applied the variance inflation factors (VIF) 

index to analyse multicollinearity (Rezaei, 2018; S. Talwar et al., 2020). The results ranged from 

2.35 to 3.16; thus, multicollinearity is not a problem with this data (Zuur et al., 2010). 

3.5.2.2 Common method bias 

Common method bias (CMB) happens when variations in responses are caused by the instrument 

rather than the actual context of the respondents (Kaur et al., 2020). Therefore, it is necessary to 
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consider the fundamental bias (variances) streaming of common methods in gathering information 

because these variances effectively weaken the relationships in structures and lead to 

contamination of the outcomes. To investigate CMB, we used Harman’s Single-Factor Test in 

SPSS (Sreen et al., 2021; Tandon et al., 2021). According to this technique, all items (measuring 

latent variables) are loaded into one common factor. If the single factor explains more than 50% 

of the variance of the total variables, it can be claimed that there is CMB (Kock et al., 2021). The 

results showed that the obtained common factor explains only 31.2282% of the total variance of 

the variables. Therefore, CMB is not a problem in this research. 

3.5.2.3 Assessing reliability and validity 

According to Field (2013), reliability assures researchers that a concept measured through a 

research instrument or questionnaire consistently reflects the construct. Internal reliability, 

composite reliability (CR) and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) are helpful indicators to assess 

the reliability of the measurement model. Cronbach's Alpha index measures internal reliability; if 

the values exceed 0.7, it can be concluded that internal consistency is achieved (M. Talwar et al., 

2020; Talwar et al., 2021). It is also necessary to measure a latent construct's reliability and internal 

consistency when the CR indicator illustrates this feature (values above 0.5 are accepted for CR). 

AVE indicates the average percentage of variation explained by measuring items for a latent 

construct; its minimum recommended value is 0.5 (Table 3.2).  

Validity is a criterion that compares a scale or set of measures with what already has been 

interested (Field, 2013). Validity analyses the accuracy of a measure and is vital because 

inappropriate measurements make the outputs of the scientific study worthless. Convergent 

validity measures the extent of internal correlation and alignment of the items in a category. In 

other words, whenever a construct (latent variable) is represented based on several items 

(observable variable), convergent validity reflects the correlation among the items. This 

assessment can be verified by computing the AVE and Composite Reliability (CR) together 

(AVE>0.5, CR>0.7 and CR>AVE) (Table 3.2).  

Table 3.2 Construct Reliability and Convergent Validity 
Construct 

/Indicators 
SRW C. Alpha CR AVE 

construct 

reliability  

convergent 

validity 

OD  - .837 .905 .723 established established 

DEC .94 .736 .664 .441* established established 

TRA .85 .689 .847 .537 established established 

V&M .80 .742 .788 .560 established established 
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INV .90 .713 .834 .506 established established 

COM .75 .651 .794 .500 established established 

KS  - .858 .872 .671 established established 
* Although the value obtained is below 0.5, it is acceptable given the other criteria. 

It is also necessary to ensure the uniqueness of a constructed measure. Discriminant validity helps 

researchers theoretically find how different the questions of one factor are from the questions of 

other factors. We followed the Henseler et al. (2015) method and computed the Heterotrait-

Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) to find the divergence. This index is calculated through SPSS and Excel 

software, and values less than 0.9 indicate that discriminant validity is acceptable (Table 3.3). 

Table 3.3 Discriminant Validity 
Indicators DEC TRA V&M INV COM 

DEC      

TRA .368     

V&M .506 .433    

INV .215 .514 .064   

COM .015 .315 .198 .654  

 

3.6 Data Analysis and Results 

3.6.1 Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

As an advanced statistical method, we applied the factor analysis method that meets three general 

targets: data reduction, structure detection and measurement of the validity and reliability of the 

questionnaire. With data reduction, researchers are not faced with many variables, while structure 

detection recognises the optimally structured relationships among categorised variables (called 

factors).  Finally, by measuring the validity and reliability of the questionnaire, researchers find 

whether the items are placed inside the factors (Bandalos and Finney, 2018). Therefore, we 

analysed the primarily collected data to confirm the factors of OD and KS. In this study, the final 

analysis was performed by LISRL software. 

The first and second CFA was used to test the model of OD, which had five latent variables 

(transparency, decentralisation, communication, vision and meaning and involvement) and 21 

items. By applying second-order CFA, we wanted to find the structure of the variables. In second-

order factor analysis, it is assumed that the latent variables share the common variance caused by 

one or more higher-order factors. Therefore, the second-order CFA can explain the relationships 

between primary factors obtained in the first-order factor analysing. For example, the chi-square 

value, df, p-value and RMSEA are 294.86, 184, 0.00001 and 0.038, respectively (Table A in the 
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appendix shows the path diagram values). Table 3.4 illustrates the fitness indices of second-order 

CFA. For KS, we also applied CFA to analyse the latent variable (KS) model with five items. 

Table 3.4 Fitness Indices –Second-order factor analysis – OD 
Fit measure χ2 /df P‐Value RMSEA GFI AGFI 

Good fit χ2 /df<3 P‐Value <0.05 RMSEA<0.05 More than 0.9 More than 0.9 

Model value 1.358 0.00001 0.038 0.92 0.91 

 

3.6.2 Analysing the hypotheses  

To examine the research hypotheses, we applied the Structural Equation Model. With SEM, we 

verified the causal relationship among variables and analysed the appropriateness of observed data. 

Table 3.7 shows the respective values of the standard model and t-value model for H (baseline 

hypothesis) (chi-square= 47.84, df= 34). The outputs shown in Table 3.5 indicate the goodness of 

fit of the structural model.  

Table 3.5 Fitness Indices  – H 
Fit measure χ2 /df P‐Value RMSEA GFI AGFI 

Good fit χ2 /df<3 P‐Value <0.05 RMSEA<0.05 GFI>0.9 AGFI>0.9 

Model value 1.407 0.00000 0.040 0.93 0.92 

 

SEM also analysed the relationship between transparency, decentralisation, communication, vision 

and meaning, and involvement with KS, explained as H1 to H5 (sub-hypotheses). Table 3.7 

displays the standard model and the t-value model values for H1-H5. The values in Table 3.6 

illustrate the goodness of fit. 

Table 3.6 Fitness Indices  – H1 to H5 
Fit measure χ2 /df P‐Value RMSEA GFI AGFI 

Good fit χ2 /df<3 P‐Value <0.05 RMSEA<0.05 More than 0.9 More than 0.9 

Model value 1.214 0.00005 0.029 0.94 0.91 

 

The results support our prediction of the main Hypothesis (OD has a direct and positive impact on 

KS), where the path coefficient is 0.65. Our study's outputs (Table C in the appendix) confirm the 

sub-Hypotheses (H1 to H5). The first hypothesis is supported by the path coefficient of 0.57 for 

decentralisation. This means increasing the decentralisation leads to the KS and transferring 

improvement. Consistent with this finding, our research's empirical results also show a correlation 

between transparency and KS by a path coefficient of 0.59. Our analysis also supports H3, H4 and 
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H5, confirming the correlation among vision and meaning, involvement and communication with 

KS by path coefficients 0.43, 0.47 and 0.53, respectively. The summary of the results is included 

in Table 3.7. 

Table 3.7 Results summary 
Description of path Coefficient t-value* Conclusion 

OD →KS 0.65 12.63 H is accepted 

Decentralisation →KS 0.57 5.83 H1 is accepted 

Transparency →KS 0.59 5.89 H2 is accepted 

Vision & meaning →KS 0.43 5.39 H3 is accepted 

Involvement →KS 0.47 5.53 H4 is accepted 

Communication →KS 0.53 5.82 H5 is accepted 

               *p < 0.05 

3.7 Discussion  

This study was motivated by a desire to understand the relationship between organisational 

democracy and the development of KS. It is expected that democracy would facilitate KS 

behaviour and increase employees' motivation to take advantage of KS practices in the 

organisation. The findings illustrate strong evidence of the effects of OD principles on KS, which 

means that the traces of democracy in the organisation facilitate the process of KS. According to 

the results, transparency has the highest correlation with KS (hypothesis H2). In an organisation 

with an acceptable democratic value, it could be helpful to leverage a high level of transparency 

in facilitating KS. Transparency is the foundation of trust in the organisation(Porumbescu, 2017). 

By increasing the trust level, individuals tend to participate more in tacit or explicit information 

exchanges, facilitating information flow and improving the KS (Ahmed et al., 2019). Our findings 

complete some studies that have examined the indirect impacts of transparency, trust, 

organisational silence, job satisfaction, corporate culture, and employee participation on KS. 

However, these investigations have not analysed the OD as independent drivers that we considered 

in the first place hypothesis (e.g., Morrison and Rothman, 2009; Nikolaou et al., 2011; Shojaie et 

al., 2011; Zehir and Erdogan, 2011; Tulubas and Celep, 2012; Tan, 2014; Acaray and Akturan, 

2015; Dedahanov and Rhee, 2015; Fard and Karimi, 2015; Jiang and Luo, 2018).  

The outputs of the first hypothesis show a positive and acceptable correlation between 

decentralisation and KS. Our finding confirms some outcomes that considered the relationship 

between a decentralised decision-making system (or decentralisation) in some scopes, such as 
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organisational culture and organisational effectiveness, with KM (Douglas and Judge, 2001; Jones 

et al., 2006; Zheng et al., 2010; Jeong et al., 2019). Results of the fifth hypothesis confirm the vital 

role of communication in developing the process of KS in an organisation. Regardless of the 

different scopes of previous attempts, our results are close to other research studies (e.g., Van Den 

Hooff et al., 2004; Taylor and Kent, 2014; Razmerita et al., 2016; Walden et al., 2017).  

The findings related to the impact of involvement and participation on KS are also parallel to 

conducted research outcomes (e.g., Davenport and Völpel, 2001; Sallis and Jones, 2002; Han et 

al., 2010; Stankiewicz and Moczulska, 2014; Nonaka and Toyama, 2015; Flinchbaugh et al., 2016) 

and illustrate the fundamental role of OD and the importance of employee involvement and 

participation in the managing and decision-making procedures of the organisation. The lowest 

correlation with KS among the principles of OD in this study is seen in the third hypothesis. 

Regarding this hypothesis, we did not find specific evidence in previous studies that investigated 

‘vision and meaning’ effects as an OD’s principle in improving KS, but our finding completes the 

studies that proved the role of socio-environmental factors in promoting KS. Therefore, the outputs 

complement the investigations of some management concepts, such as social capital (Mooradian 

et al., 2006; Akhavan and Mahdi Hosseini, 2016; Rezaei et al., 2020), employee learning 

(Calantone et al., 2002; Ardichvili, 2008), organisational culture and structure (Al‐Alawi et al., 

2007; Caimo and Lomi, 2015)(Al‐Alawi, Al‐Marzooqi and Mohammed, 2007; Caimo and Lomi, 

2015) and innovation (Bontis et al., 2009; Akhavan and Mahdi Hosseini, 2016). 

3.8 Theoretical and Managerial Implications 

3.8.1 Theoretical implications 

This paper provides some theoretical implications and expands our understanding of KS by 

providing significant evidence regarding an under-investigated socio-political issue, 

organisational democracy. The main theoretical contribution of this study is the contextualization 

of OD. This research distinguished about different influences of the principles of OD on the KS to 

shed light on why OD and its most essential principles might be more or less connected with the 

increasing sharing practices of knowledge within organisations (Ferraris et al., 2017; 2018). In 

addition, our research showed that OD is crucial in solving main problems related to insufficient 

KS as well as in helping us identify the differences, effects and intensities in the relationships. In 

this regard, prior literature in this domain concentrated mainly on single aspects of OD; for 
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example, Willem and Buelens (2009) and Chen et al. (2010) refer to decentralisation, while Tan 

(2014) and Fard and Karimi (2015) refer to transparency. Also, Rezaei et al. (2020) focused on 

the vision and meaning, while Han et al. (2010) and Flinchbaugh et al. (2016) on the involvement 

and participation and Flinchbaugh et al. (2016) and Van Den Hooff et al. (2004) on the 

communication aspects. We thus extend this literature by integrating all these concepts into an 

OD-KS framework and empirically demonstrating heterogeneous effects.  

In addition, Van Den Hooff et al. (2004) argued that KS is a process of mutually exchanging 

implicit and explicit knowledge to create knowledge. According to some authors ( i.e., Intezari et 

al., (2017)), KS is a culture of social interactions involving exchanging information, experiences 

and skills of employees. From an organisational democratic perspective, we posit that exchanging 

experiences, ideas, information, etc., as volunteered actions, will require a free-structured 

workplace. The principles of OD would lie at the apex of creating such an environment. A careful 

literature review explains that there are few, if not any, significant theories in the KM and 

organisation studies area that include hypothesised or confirmed principles of OD. This study has 

provided additional knowledge to integrate fragmented pieces of research in the KM domain. The 

finding is innovative and novel by considering an interactive relationship. In an interactive 

relationship study, by adopting various OD principles that interact with each other, the direct effect 

of one principle on KS may be enhanced by the indirect impact of the other tenets as a whole on 

the KS.  

Finally, from a methodological point of view, this study solves some weaknesses recognised in the 

earlier studies. There are just a few empirical studies in extant literature that measure OD 

principles, especially in a KM setting. This study adapted existing measures and developed a new 

scaling assessing OD principles. These measures have distinctly captured the nature of democracy 

in organisations. With these improvements in theory and methodology, our findings have 

potentially significant implications for understanding the KM and the role of OD in improving KS, 

which can be used in future studies in different cultural and organisational contexts. 

3.8.2 Practical implications 

Our findings have a significant practical implication and can promote KS among employees, 

especially regarding management, government policy, and human resource departments. Our 

results give an alternate perspective to managers and stakeholders regarding a more inclusive look 
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into the dimensions of democracy in an organisation, along with its practical implementation, 

which can improve the quality and quantity of knowledge flow. In this regard, democratic practices 

in both administrative processes and interpersonal relations, especially in managing the 

educational institutions, have a mutual relationship with the effectiveness and efficiency of KM 

dimensions. In a democratic organisation, both management and employees can focus on fulfilling 

their tasks in a free, fair and indiscriminate environment and share their knowledge, experiences, 

skills and ideas. This causes a harmonisation in achieving the goals both in individual and 

organizational scope. Organisations, including universities, need to manage the knowledge flow 

in the workplace in such a way that the processes of producing, distributing, sharing and applying 

are carried out in the best and most effective way. On the flip side, employees need an environment 

where they can freely express and share their implicit and explicit knowledge while ensuring that 

any discrimination does not possess them. We believe that democracy in the workplace shapes the 

environment and enhances the virtues of individuals. 

Our results reveal that OD principles such as increasing transparency, participation rights by 

increasing communication, and decentralization of management in decision-making effectively 

improve KS. Therefore, our developed and validated indicators assist managers in considering OD 

impacts in their upcoming actions whenever the organisation needs vital decisions for KS. Thus, 

in addition to taking advantage of factors such as new communication tools such as Web 2.0 and 

new technologies, the democratization of organisations has a decisive role in sharing knowledge 

as well as in developing a digital transformation culture (Bresciani et al., 2021; Popkova et al., 

2021). Furthermore, our results suggest a roadmap for evaluating the effectiveness of the KS 

system in the organisation; hence, managers can analyse the level of OD principles to identify 

weaknesses and obstacles to improve the flow of knowledge and reduce the internal shortcomings 

of the organisation. Overall, we provide practical suggestions for managers to consider democracy 

as leverage to improve internal effectiveness. As an of the positive effects, OD contributes to 

increasing the co-operational behaviours and will effectively reduce bureaucratic behaviour 

resulting from the organisational inharmony. Therefore, we suggest how democracy may aid in 

growing relationships and interpersonal connections and eliminate bureaucratic rules and 

hierarchy in the service industries such as universities. 
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Consequently, OD enhances communication networks in the organisation. Finally, in a democratic 

workplace, by increasing the sense of democratic values, managers will spend less financial and 

non-financial resources on improving KS. Therefore, universities can widely allocate the potential 

existing facilities for the organisation’s current, short-term and long-term prospects. 

3.9 Limitations and Future Lines of Research  

This paper has some limitations. Our most important limitation is the type of community selected 

for testing and measuring the relationship between variables. Since universities and higher 

educational institutions have almost different conditions from other organisations in terms of work 

environment, activity (being a service), and the type of administration and management, the 

consequences cannot be conclusively generalized to other kinds of organisations. However, we 

screened intensely to eliminate the weaknesses in selecting the sample to test the hypotheses. 

Although testing CMB did lighten bias concerns to some extent, we cannot reject the possibility 

of such bias in our research. Survivor bias is another limitation of this research. 

Furthermore, our sample is limited to Iranian universities, which may lead to limited 

generalisability of the results; results may change with different sample sizes or societies. Since 

we do not have adequately reliable literature on the OD principles, which consists of both the 

characteristics of comprehensiveness and completeness, we are limited in exploring the principles 

of OD. Although our analysed OD principles are the most accepted principles extracted from the 

relevant texts and research on OD, they do not cover all aspects of the impact of OD on KS. 

Therefore, for future research and to provide a clearer perspective on the effects of OD on KM, 

more comprehensive studies on other principles of OD and the different dimensions of KM should 

be conducted. In addition to this, examining the effects of the principles of organisational 

democracy and the role of controlling factors such as personality, fair promotion, and reward 

systems cannot be ignored.
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4.1 Abstract 

Purpose – This paper aims to consider the role and influence of social capital (SC) on knowledge 

management (KM) and sets out to develop an understanding of the importance of the impact of 

the cross-cultural environment on this relationship. 

Design/methodology/approach – According to the notion, in this study, the relationship between 

two essential aspects in management and business literature, SC on KM practices, has been 

analysed. By applying a descriptive and correlational method, the impact of various dimensions of 

SC on KM in a cross-cultural setting has been investigated, and required data has been obtained 

through questionnaires consisting of 30 items prepared for a sample of 232 people. 

Findings – Although the findings are varied, the results indicated an important relationship 

between SC dimensions and KM in the research environment, which is cross-cultural. Research 

limitations/implications – First, as the data is derived from different branches of a big company in 

Iran, its results cannot be easily extended to other contexts. Therefore, future research streams can 

expand this paper's scope into other contexts with different characteristics. Moreover, the sample 

of this paper is taken from different communities (branches), which increases the variety of 

personality features in distinct cultures. Thus, further research can stress a particular organization/ 

branch to avoid the problem of cultural variation and focus on a more homogenous sample. Finally, 

this study targeted a large organization in the IT sector. However, future studies can investigate 

another type of firm (e.g. small and medium firms) in different sectors (e.g. manufacturing, food 

sector, etc.). 

Practical implications – In this research, using scientific and practical methods, the impacts have 

been examined carefully and deliberately to assist the managers of organizations theoretically and 

managerially as these outcomes contribute to the development of a new concept called cross-

cultural in knowledge management and social capital, and support organizations to cope with the 

implications of this concept. 

Originality/value – There is not much empirical research on cross-cultural settings and their effects 

on management, finance and business, especially on correlations between KM and SC. This 

investigation tries to fill this gap and explain how companies can use SC to enhance the 

effectiveness of KM by considering cultural diversity impacts. 

Keywords – Knowledge management, cross-cultural environment, social capital dimension 

Paper type – Research paper 
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4.2 Introduction, Research Gap and Questions 

Current information technology advances have significantly reduced data management costs 

(Karagouni, 2018). These signs of progress have introduced new concepts such as knowledge 

management (KM) in the organisation literature. Knowledge value is in its potential ability that 

helps organisations enhance their assets' value and, consequently, their capital. Moreover, 

knowledge is a critical source for increasing sustainable competitive advantages (Reich, 1991; 

Quinn, 1992; Drucker, 2012) that organisations can use to improve intellectual capital efficiency, 

innovate their processes, promote business activities and reduce the production cost. Therefore, 

identifying the causes affecting organisational KM is one of the primary measures for effectively 

using the organisation's intellectual capital. 

Notwithstanding various factors' impacts, social contexts, such as social capital (SC), hold 

significant consequences and, compared to the economic and human resources, have a more 

extended effectivity domain. SC refers to the networks of relationships and connections among 

members that create shared norms and mutual that directly and indirectly are associated with a 

wide range of organisational issues. Therefore, SC and its impact on organisation and business 

have always been an interesting subject for researchers in human resources, organisational 

performance analysing, entrepreneurship, internationalisation, KM etc. (Widén-Wulff and 

Ginman, 2004; Hoffman et al., 2005; Smedlund, 2008; Manning, 2010). 

Besides these drivers, another factor has implicit and explicit effects on all issues related to human 

relationships. Culture affects human behaviour, feelings, reactions and interactions, individually 

or collectively. Many detailed and meaningful research has been done on the role of culture and 

its dimension impacts on organisations. In the meantime, cultural diversity effects are a prominent 

issue seen at the highest level in a cross-cultural environment. Therefore, studying organisational 

matters, such as KM and SC relationships, considering the cross-cultural settings, has become an 

interesting topic for researchers by raising such questions: What is the role of a cross-cultural 

environment in KM and SC interactions? In this chapter, we study the effects of SC on KM in an 

organisation by considering the impact of the cross-cultural environment. 

Our study contributes to the KM and SC research streams in different ways. First, by analysing SC 

impacts on KM in the cross-cultural setting, we improve prior knowledge and respond to current 

needs for more exploratory analysis of the influential factors of SC and KM in cross-cultural 

settings (e.g., Harrison and Freeman, 2011; Verdorfer et al., 2015). We also recognise and evaluate 
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the most effective SC dimensions impacts that can facilitate knowledge sharing in organisations 

with a cross-cultural environment, thus providing some important managerial recommendations 

and action priorities. Next, the findings add to the ongoing discussion of employee participation 

in KS by individuating specific features in a cross-cultural organisation and highlighting the 

different intensities of the SC dimensions' effects that positively impress KS and KM. Finally, 

findings come to the aid of stakeholders, such as managers, owners and founders, in empirically 

shaping and managing the social capital in a cross-cultural workplace to expand knowledge inside 

the organisation. 

In an overview, the paper has presented theoretical and practical implications that set up formatting 

for developing environmental and managerial indicators in a cross-cultural setting by considering 

reference points in the SC factors that drive KS. This paper implicitly designs an efficient relational 

plan and methodology for facilitating the KS process in this environment. 

Against this backdrop, the next section of the paper depicts the theoretical background of SC and 

the KM concept considering the cross-cultural setting features, followed by hypotheses 

development on the relationships among the main principles in SC, KM and KS. The material and 

methods for conducting empirical research are then introduced in the methodology section. 

Moreover, from this, the presentation and discussion of the results are developed. Finally, the paper 

is finalised by the conclusions, theoretical and managerial implications, limitations and future lines 

of research. 

4.3 Literature Review 

4.3.1 Social capital and knowledge management 

Organisational knowledge is everything employees know about the organisation's processes, 

products, services, customers, the market, and competitors (Civi, 2000). Davenport and Prusak 

(1998) defined knowledge as "a flow of experiences, values, information and insight which 

provides a coherent and integrated framework for evaluating and acquiring new experiences and 

skills." In Chinying Lang's (2001) view, the human is the main element in creating knowledge. 

Knowledge is shaped through circulation and sharing (informally) among people who come 

together through shared interests and remain in the organisation (Liao et al., 2004).  

In a general classification, knowledge includes unique information originating in the individual's 

minds through organisational communication, developed by interactions between technology, 

techniques and individuals in an organisation and exists in two types; explicit and tacit knowledge 

(Smith, 2001).  
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Explicit knowledge is organised knowledge with content that can be modified, compiled, and 

published using information technology (Johannessen et al., 2001). This knowledge as the upper 

part of the "iceberg" is a visible section of the organisation's knowledge resources found in 

databases and reference books in organisations. However, an "iceberg" has another invisible part, 

known as tacit knowledge (Haldin-Herrgard, 2000). This part of knowledge is personal, cognitive, 

and affiliated with the text that lies in individuals' minds, behaviour, and perception. Values, 

beliefs, insights and intuition are examples of this type of knowledge in organisations. Such 

definitions of organisational knowledge explain the importance of the human element and the 

relationships among individuals in organising the creation and sharing of organisational 

knowledge. 

According to Teece (1998), knowledge is fundamental to sustained competitive advantage. 

Malhotra believes that KM involves the organisational process, seeking to find a synergistic 

combination of information technology's data and information processing capacity and individuals' 

capacity for creativity and innovation. Also, KM is considered a process in which an organisation 

generates value and wealth through its intellectual property and knowledge (Bukowitz and 

Williams, 2000). Chang Lee et al. (2005), in their experimental research, considered KM as the 

process of applying and providing skills and expertise of individuals in the organisation supported 

by information technology, while Bhatt (2001) explained it as the process of creating, presenting, 

distributing and applying in the organisation by individuals. However, KM is regarded as a process 

for the flow of knowledge among individuals as an instrument for innovation in processes, 

products and services, effective decision-making and adapting the organisation to a dynamic and 

competitive marketplace (Stevenson et al., 2018). Therefore, it can contribute to the refinement of 

business strategy that exploits opportunities in challenging new markets. 

The concept of KM provides a more comprehensive understanding of the processes and essential 

foundations of an organisation (Hislop et al., 2018). KM is an approach directly associated with 

developing and facilitating the organisational learning process by smoothing the exchange and 

dissemination of knowledge (both implicitly and explicitly) (Jafari Sadeghi et al., 2014; Pucci et 

al., 2018). There are many physical and non-physical drivers for KM practices in an organisation 

that by any change in their effectiveness, KM procedures will affect. Technology infrastructures, 

known as IT tools (including hardware and software), provide electronic forms of organisational 

knowledge, facilitating exchanging and sharing (Naqshbandi and Jasimuddin, 2018). 
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Organisational structure (OS) is a defined framework in which staff interact with each other within 

groups and teams. Members in OS follow a series of instructions and purposes in association with 

the defined strategy for the organisation (Zheng et al., 2010). Organisational culture (OC) contains 

shared values, norms, ethics, and behavioural forms. Therefore, organisations need to prepare and 

expand a culture and atmosphere that encourages communication and interaction to improve KM 

practices. Effective communication and interaction in an organisation and creating and improving 

mutual trust are associated with another concept in organisation sciences, known as SC (Prieto-

Pastor et al., 2018; Holdt Christensen and Pedersen, 2018). The SC term was primly raised in the 

sociology literature. Coleman (1988), Portes (1998) and Adler and Kwon (2002) define SC as an 

accumulation of potential and actual resources that are linked with integrated networks of 

institutionalised relationships based on mutual understanding (Zhang and Fung, 2006). According 

to Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998a), "SC is all resources and values derived from a network of people 

through organisational relationships". In other words, communication networks are considered a 

value-creating resource (capital) for individuals or organisations. Van Engelen et al. (2006) argue 

that SC is a mixed concept of knowledge and organisational resources, which improves the 

potential of individual and group activities in human social systems. SC could be interpersonal or 

inter-organisational. Interpersonal SC is created in communication networks between individuals, 

while inter-organisational is due to communication networks between organisations (Hoffman et 

al., 2005; Ganguly et al. (2019). It is also a mechanism to transfer knowledge within and between 

organisations (i.e., via membership in specific social networks) (Rhodes et al., 2008). Stone (2001) 

believes that interpersonal SC includes existing organisational resources supported by trust and 

collaboration within human networks. 

Moreover, SC explains the capacities of mutual benefits, which are exchanged due to membership 

in a social network or other social structures (Coleman, 1998). However, in early literature, 

Fukuyama (1995) described SC as an ability individuals achieve by cooperation in common 

objectives in groups and organisations. Francis (2002) believes SC can be derived from mutual 

trust, mutual interaction, social groups, collective identity, the feeling of a shared vision of the 

future and teamwork in a social system. Hence, the "network of trust" and "radius of trust" are two 

fundamental concepts in which the network of trust includes relationships based on mutual trust; 

individuals practice the same information, norms and values in their interchange (Hoffman et al., 

2005; Rossi et al., 2019). Thus, mutual trust will play a crucial role in facilitating processes, 
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increasing benefits and reducing the costs associated with such human exchanges, while the radius 

of trust means the extent of the circle of cooperation and the mutual trust of the members in a 

group (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998a; Rossi et al., 2019). 

Therefore, it is arguable that KM, through SC's dimensions, will be run more effectively due to its 

potential capacity for influencing conditions vital for knowledge creation and sharing (Hoffman et 

al., 2005). More precisely, SC facilitates variety, enabling organisations to create more value 

through innovative practices (Tsai, 2018; Kanter, 1988; Kogut and Zander, 1993). 

4.4 Hypotheses Development 

4.4.1 The impact of social capital on knowledge management in a cross-cultural environment 

Social values, culture, personality, and workplace conditions are vital in creating and sharing 

information and knowledge at the micro and macro levels (Levy et al., 2003). If an organisation 

enhances effective interactions among its staff, within the groups or organisational components, 

the reliability of the effectiveness of exchanged information will increase and can take more 

advantage of knowledge (Hardaker et al., 2004; Donate and Sánchez de Pablo, 2015). Adler and 

Kwon (2002) noted that the correlation between SC and knowledge sharing is vital. Amara et al. 

(2002) have found a noticeable link between SC and KM. However, they have considered KM in 

its general concept, without distinction in different dimensions. Tymon and Stumpf (2003) 

illustrated the association between SC and KM to achieve higher organisational performance. 

Lioukas and Reuer (2015) have presented that SC in the organisation affects KS among members 

of the networks. However, there is a gap in these studies, where they ignore the role of the cross-

cultural environment.  

Studies mainly focus on technology factors' impacts on KM development and have less attention 

on human-related aspects. Nonaka and Toyama (2015) considered the role of organisational 

leadership, cultural structures, and OS in KC and KS and found their effectiveness in creating and 

sharing processes of KM. Darroch (2005) investigated KM as a coordinating mechanism, revealing 

a significant positive relationship between KM capability and innovation. Zhang (2018) examined 

the role of OC in KM and illustrated that flexible OS, adequate information systems, designing the 

appropriate reward system, and ultimately attracting people's trust, are the strategic factors in KM. 

These researches are some examples of efforts to create a link between SC and KM without 

considering the role of a cross-cultural setting. 

Nahapiet and Ghasal (1998b) expanded the SC concept and specified three dimensions; structural, 

cognitive, and relational. The tangible structural dimension includes the impersonal linkage 
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between members of a group or social component and consists of three factors: network ties, 

network configuration, and appropriable organisation (Liao and Welsch (2005). The network ties 

involve specific methods in that social unit members are interconnected. Network configuration 

describes the patterns of relationships between members of a social group. The cognitive 

dimension consists of shared language and codes, cultural and social beliefs, and concepts shared 

by common concepts, memories and narratives (Pearson et al., 2008). The most straightforward 

interpretation of the relational dimension can be related to the degree of shared feeling of trust 

among members. Finally, the relational dimension describes the personal relationships in an 

organisation that influence an individual's respect and friendship behaviours. 

Bhatt (2001) considered the KM process in five-step phases: creation, validation, presentation, 

distribution (sharing), and application of knowledge. He explains that creation includes activities 

to develop fresh and valuable ideas and solutions to gain novel understanding. Knowledge 

validation refers to how a firm can reflect on knowledge and evaluate its effectiveness for the 

existing organisational environment. How knowledge is displayed to the corporate members is 

deemed a knowledge presentation. In the distribution step, knowledge is shared throughout the 

organisation. The interactions in all organisation sections, such as technologies and people, directly 

involve knowledge distribution. The final destination of this procedure is the application, which 

argues that knowledge needs to be used in production, processing and servicing. 

Although cultural features are essential factors in the organisational processes, it has been less 

investigated in literature in SC and KM. Culture is significant by affecting thinking, attitudes, 

interests, and behaviours, both organisational and personal dimensions (Hofstede, 1998). 

According to Edgar Schein (2013), culture can be considered a phenomenon surrounding people 

and impacting their behaviours and social reactions. In Schein's view, when a person brings culture 

into an organisation or a group, he can obviously understand its impacts in creating, capturing and 

developing, and ultimately influencing, managing, and then changing. In general, the concept of 

culture is the quality of life of a group of human beings that passes from generation to generation 

(Schein, 2013). Hofstede defines culture as; "[. . .] the collective programming of the human mind 

that distinguishes the members of one human group from those of another. Culture, in this sense, 

is a system of collectively held values" (Karin Andreassi et al., 2014). He also adds, "Nevertheless, 

no one has ever been able or cannot establish a one-to-one and straightforward relationship 

between each aspect of culture and the organisation's operational elements". 
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However, there is no doubt that culture can influence the organisation's performance and, over a 

long time, can have a decisive impact on the organisation's survival in the market. Culture is a 

blend of values, principles, and beliefs that individuals have achieved from their childhood 

environment (idem). This combination can vary from person to person in a community, and these 

differences can create a variety of decisions at the same time and place in different people. 

Sociologists call these cultural distinctions in society "cultural diversity, " a contextual and 

comprehensive word in organisation literature (Eriksson and Hägg, 2016). It is also a vital topic 

of concern for managers considering its effects on organisation performance have grown. Cultural 

diversity is defined as essential differences distinguishing one individual from another (Ogbu, 

1992). This definition covers many apparent qualities and hidden capabilities (Slavova, 2013).  

In a diverse cultural environment, personal differences in thinking, attitude, action and reaction 

can be effective in the role of individuals in a larger society, such as an organisation. The cross-

cultural setting is a simple instance where cultural diversity can be defined and observed (Jelavic 

and Ogilvie, 2010). In business, cross-culture is described as a corporation's efforts to improve its 

staff's ability by increasing cooperation effectively with employees from different backgrounds 

and nationalities. That is why exploring the role of cross-cultural behaviours in organisational 

issues has become the recent concern of researchers in organisation management (Hejase et al., 

2013). Moreover, organisations need an optimal combination of financial and non-financial 

resources, such as human resources, to fulfilling their business and performance purposes. 

Therefore, with a profound impact on individuals, cultural variety can influence the organisation's 

performance yield (Rossi et al., 2017; Jafari Sadeghi and Biancone, 2017b).  

In this research, we investigate the role of SC on KM. We identified five of the different SC 

dimensions: trust, shared language and codes, network ties, identity and obligations, and 

expectations. Therefore, for the primary hypothesis, we assert:  

H. SC positively affects KM practices in a cross-cultural environment. 

4.4.2 The impact of trust on knowledge management in a cross-cultural environment 

Trust is a set of beliefs that a person has toward people, making them feel optimistic about the 

other's behaviours and reactions (Dierks, 2005). Trust is the source of communication and 

discourse, which comes in different forms, such as trust as a belief, a decision and an action (act) 

(Dietz and Den Hartog, 2006). In Fukuyama's definition, trust is a presumption within a traditional 

and honest society and cooperative behaviours based on shared norms (Fukuyama, 1995). 
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Fukuyama knows trust as a behaviour’s predictor concerning commitments that enhance the 

predicting possibility of negotiations outputs considering its opportunistic. In addition, he argued 

that trust could facilitate the creation of intellectual capital (Caputo et al., 2016; Ferraris et al., 

2016). Trust is an influential factor in SC that promotes the relationships between individuals in a 

community (Li et al., 2019). 

According to Jones and George (1998), there is a mutual relationship between trust and 

cooperation. Therefore, collaboration improves by increasing interpersonal confidence, and when 

mutual trust enhances, the individuals' collaboration will increase. Consequently, the ultimate yield 

of employees' cooperation and mutual trust is strengthening the confidence in the whole 

organisation. 

In many studies, the trust impacts on KM activities have been discussed, concluding that 

employees tend to be more willing to create and share knowledge in a more secure environment 

(Blaas-Franken et al., 2016; Ho et al., 2018; Le and Lei, 2018). Trust also increases interpersonal 

interactions. If people ensure on each other, they dare to talk more about their thoughts and hear, 

propagating novel thoughts and new ideas and ultimately creating and sharing knowledge.  

In an empirical study, Zhu et al. (2004) examined the relationship between SC and knowledge 

sharing in various companies. The results show that social trust does not directly impact the sharing 

of organisational KM. Paliszkiewicz et al. (2014) examined the trust effects on organisational 

performance in 469 managers in 278 top companies selected by Forbes as a basis for knowledge 

sharing. They found that trust is the precondition for knowledge sharing among employees. 

Finally, Hajidimitriou et al. (2012) showed that trust is a prerequisite for transferring implicit and 

explicit knowledge.  

Meanwhile, considering all mentioned studies, no specific investigation has been conducted in a 

cross-cultural setting, which let researchers be ensured of the results from the impacts of this kind 

of environment. Therefore, considering the conducted research, it is expected that there is a 

positive relationship between trust, as a feature of SC, and KM. Hence, we propose: 

H1. trust positively influences KM practices in a cross-cultural setting. 

 

4.4.3 The impact of shared language and codes on knowledge management in a cross-cultural 

environment 

The cognitive dimension provides group members a shared vision of objectives and values (Chiu 

et al., 2006). This dimension involves how staff members share a social network on a shared vision 
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or shared understanding, including language and codes and narratives (Claridge, 2018). At the 

organisational level, especially in large organisations, creating a shared vision among the members 

and bringing their thoughts and views closer are effective methods to develop the cognitive 

dimension (Pee and Kankanhalli, 2016). Shared language and codes influence the KS and KC in 

many ways (Chua, 2002). First, language has a vital role in social relationships. Language provides 

people with communication and lets them express and exchange views (Halliday, 1994). With the 

common language, they can capture and analyse each other's information and employ it to provide 

new information or knowledge (Reiche et al., 2017). Moreover, language affects human 

perceptions—the greater the linguistic distribution of people, the more they understand each other. 

Increasing mutual understanding leads to a suitable environment for KS and KC (Büchel and Raub, 

2002). 

On the other hand, shared codes, i.e. a specific framework and reference for analysing and 

interpreting information, also have the same effect (Carroll and Swatman, 2000). By creating a 

shared thought manner, these frameworks will set ideas in the form of information and knowledge 

and ultimately facilitate KS(Akhavan and Mahdi Hosseini, 2016). Commons language and codes 

enable converting new ideas into knowledge. Given the cultural diversity and differences in a 

cross-cultural environment, shared codes and languages can affect KM specifically. In other 

words, more verbal communication through the common language and codes leads to more KS 

(Ritala et al., 2015). Therefore, as the second hypothesis: 

H2. Shared language and codes positively impact KM practices in a cross-cultural setting. 

 

4.4.4 The impact of network ties on knowledge management in a cross-cultural environment 

Network ties are one of the most critical parts of the structural dimension in SC that facilitate 

access to resources (such as knowledge) (Aldrich and Meyer, 2014). This SC dimension shapes 

the overall configuration of a social structure, such as an organisation, and affects the development 

of intellectual capital and KM and their performance (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998b; Claridge, 

2018). For example, in an organisation, individuals (as the primary KS and KC operators) will be 

able to access resources (such as knowledge) with a coherent network of relationships (Miller and 

Read, 2013). Network ties also reduce the time to access information by creating information 

channels and, finally, the cost of KC and KS (Hoffman et al., 2005). In addition, by making 

structured networks, these simple interconnections can increase methods of emerging and 
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exchanging ideas and ultimately transforming them into knowledge (Horvat et al., 2003). Weber 

and Weber (2007) indicated that networks and employee interactions in the organisation provide 

opportunities for KS. In this regard, Merlo et al. (2006) point out that the information flow in the 

organisation is associated with the relationships network extension among individuals. Karkoulian 

et al. (2010), while pointing out the effect of employees' personality, believe that interpersonal 

sharing is the most effective way of enhancing KS among employees.  

On the other hand, the quality and quantity of the relationships among individuals in the 

organisation are also essential aspects of SC that affect the KS (Omar Sharifuddin Syed- Ikhsan 

and Rowland, 2004). Therefore, a suitable communications network and an effective cooperation 

system will increase the KS (Nguyen et al., 2016). Mu et al. (2008) found that internal and external 

relationships expanding and preparing the requirements for facilitating the individuals' 

communication would strengthen the KS capacities and smooth the organisation's path to success. 

According to Hejase et al. (2013), the individuals' relationships are related to the cultural 

characteristics of the hosted community.  

The primary consequence of the diminution of varieties in society is the closer members' 

relationships and the strength of social links. In this regard, studying the impact of the cross-

cultural environment features on the correlation between network ties and KM is vital (Hejase et 

al., 2013). Consequently, it seems essential to analyse the role of network ties and KC in a cross-

cultural environment. Therefore, the third hypothesis would be: 

H3. The network ties positively influence KM practices in a cross-cultural setting. 

 

4.4.5 The Impact of identity on knowledge management in a cross-cultural environment 

Identity is the process in which an individual feels belonging to a group with a person or a group 

of people (Hopkins, 2011). Identity modifies one's concerns and cares from "personal" to "group" 

(Boutilier, 2017). In other words, individuals in a "group identity" assign themselves responsible 

for the consequences of group function and, as a result, do their best to promote group success. 

Hoffman et al. (2005) illustrated that raising the identity sense increases the opportunity for 

information exchange and teamworking. In contrast, where there is no such joint feeling, sharing 

knowledge and information faces many barriers. According to Mu et al. (2008), identity in the 

organisation increases individuals' awareness of themselves as a part of the whole; therefore, they 

sacrifice more to improve organisational efficiency. Thus, this improvement will strengthen 
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interpersonal relationship ties, and KS and KC will grow. Identity as "collectivism" creates the 

insight that organisational success is one's success; therfore, it gives employees more incentive to 

collaborate to acquire the best results (Triandis, 2018). Identity is also essential in creating 

different cultural features and attitudes (Schutte and Barkhuizen, 2015). The specific identity of a 

group or community means that they have a degree of dependence and convergence on their 

particular culture and not another specific one (Dittmer and Bos, 2019). Therefore, in the simplest 

sense, different identities mean that there are new ideas. This diversity will develop the 

organisation's required knowledge if appropriate convergence is created between different 

identities. Therefore, in the fourth hypothesis, we propose: 

H4. Identity positively affects KM practices in a cross-cultural setting. 

 

4.4.6 The impact of obligations and expectations on knowledge management in a cross-cultural 

environment 

According to Coleman (1988), the essential feature of SC is the obligations and expectations. The 

simplest example for defining obligations and expectations is the emerged expectations in A and 

responsibilities in B when person A accomplishes something for B. This commitment creates a 

capital called reputation for A, and as long as A has more credibility, it has an assured capital that 

it can use if necessary. Therefore, obligations and expectations mean a person's or group's 

commitment or duty to do something in the future (Coleman, 1988; Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998b). 

Trust will increase in trust in a community where expectations and obligations are deep-rooted, 

and members obligate strongly to each other's expectations (Hoffman et al., 2005).  

Accordingly, this community will have a network of collective trust, high reliability, and an 

acceptable level of collaboration for solving problems and achieving the group's goals. 

Undoubtedly, the relationship between collective trust and expectations and obligations is 

reciprocal. I.e., by increasing it, collaborations among members become closer and expectations 

and commitments grow (Hoffman et al., 2005). Coleman (1988) distinguishes the obligations from 

the social norms and considers them as expectations formed within particular personal 

relationships. Weick and Putnam (2006) viewed these interactions as positive factors because they 

create trust in social groups. Therefore, the employees' close relationship and trust will facilitate 

the KM activities in the organisation. Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998b) assessed the effects of 

expectations and duties on the perseverance and motivation of individuals and groups to exchange 

and create knowledge. Lesser (2000) called it "A set of positive interactions".In an organisation 
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where expectations, obligations, and trust are substantial, individuals will discover their potential 

ideas more efficiently and share knowledge through close cooperation (Forsyth et al., 2011; 

Hernaus and Mikuli_c, 2014). 

On the other hand, the cross-cultural environment features affect the level of expectations and 

commitment in individuals; increasing cultural differences among people leads to lower collective 

trust, lower level of expectations, and finally, lower level of commitment. Therefore, considering 

the cross-cultural environment impacts the relationship between SC and KM is essential. 

Consequently, in the fifth hypothesis, we propose: 

H5. The obligations and exceptions positively impact KM practices in a cross-cultural setting. 

 

4.5 Methodology 

4.5.1 Sample size determination 

This study examined the SC impacts on KM in a cross-cultural setting. The primary research 

methods are literature and conceptual modelling. First, we extracted all necessary information 

about SC, KM and culture from sources such as; books, journals, and papers. Then we collected 

the required data for the hypotheses using a questionnaire.  

We identified the cultural varieties scales based on Hofstede's culture definition, where he defined 

it as "an inherited bunch of values, beliefs and assumptions". Therefore, our criteria were identified 

as race and ethnicity, religious beliefs, and mother tongue and, based on them, we recognised 17 

scales for cultural differentiation. For the final sample, we screened data with the scale of having 

a minimum of two cultural diversity to identify a cross-cultural setting. Therefore, based on the 

scales, in the first step of sample selection, among 53 branch offices of SGs (an IT-related firm 

with more than 1300 employees), 37 branches, consisting of 911 employees, were selected with 

the minimum specified feature. For the second step, we assessed the first step outputs' KM 

infrastructures; consequently, 27 branches with 698 people were eligible for the final statistical 

population.  

Based on the sampling formula of the finite population at the error level of 0.05, the minimum of 

our sample should be 232 people. Therefore, we distributed 385 questionnaires in two separate 

sections using the Likert Scales (Harpe, 2015). In the first part, by 20 items, we assessed the SC 

and in the second part were ten items for evaluating KM. Cronbach's alpha coefficient was 

applied to determine the questionnaire reliability, and the results (81% and 95% for SC and KM, 

respectively) indicate an acceptable confidence level. 
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We used exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to identify and 

analyse the latent and observable variables and the structural equation model (SEM) for testing the 

hypotheses. SEM examines the data's adaptation and the research's conceptual model, whether it 

is a goodness of fit (Jafari Sadeghi et al., 2019). Chisquare test (x 2/df), the goodness of fit index 

(GFI), the adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) and the root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA) are scales employed for estimating the goodness of fit. 

4.6 Factor Analysis 

As a developed statistical method, factor analysis categorises variables (items) into two or more 

factors. This method is used for three purposes: first, for data reduction, which helps researchers 

reduce the large volume of variables to a limited number of factors. The second is structure 

detection which identifies the relationships of a set of variables in a specific conceptual domain. 

In other words, the FA sorts out the variables by two or more categories, named "factor", based on 

their common attributes and then determines relationships among the factors. Finally, it calculates 

the relations between each factor's variables and between factors. The third is to estimate the 

validity and reliability, whether the items are positioned inside the factors properly (Bandalos and 

Finney, 2018). 

4.6.1 Factor analysis- SC items 

We performed EFA to verify the number of different observable variables in the SC questionnaire, 

which led to identifying seven factors in the first-order factor analysis. Accordingly, we deleted 

five items and two factors because of inadequate structure and community. According to the logic 

of preparing and setting the questionnaire and previous theoretical concepts, the remaining items 

considering the factor loading were categorised into five groups: trust, shared languages and codes, 

network ties, identity and obligations and expectations (Appendix - Table 7.3).  

In addition, to confirm the significance of these relationships and the independent variable 

measurement model, CFA was executed (Figure 4.1). Table 4.1 shows the goodness of fit model 

for the first order. Following the first-order factor analysis, we performed the second-order analysis 

to differentiate and characterise the dimensions of SC (see Figure 4.2). Therefore, as shown in 

Figure 4.1, all recognised factors in the first analysis are suitable for only a single factor, "SC". 

Finally, we performed the CFA to confirm the significance of these relationships and the 

independent variable measurement model in the following. Regarding the outputs, the value of x 

2 is 5.68, which is appropriate and illustrates no significant difference between the conceptual 
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model and the data. In addition, the output shows the suitable value for RMSEA (= 0.026), which 

confirms the model's goodness of fit (Table 4.1).  

The value of the obtained coefficients of the SC's model explains that all the coefficients are 

significant. In other words, it indicates the meaningfulness of each item in the five factors extracted 

in the EFA and, finally, the model confirmation. 

 

Table 4.1 Fitness Indices –First-order factor analysis – SC 
Fit indices Reference value Model value 

χ2/df χ2 /df<3 1.154 

P‐Value P‐Value <0.05 0.04725 

RMSEA RMSEA<0.05 0.028 

GFI More than 0.9 0.92 

AGFI More than 0.9 0.91 
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Figure 4.1 First-order factor analysis – SC 

 

Table 4.2 Fitness Indices- Second-order factor analysis -SC 

Fit indices Reference value Model value 

χ2/df χ2 /df<3 1.136 

P‐Value P‐Value <0.05 0.04562 

RMSEA RMSEA<0.05 0.026 

GFI More than 0.9 0.92 

AGFI More than 0.9 0.91 
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Figure 4.2 Second-order factor analysis -SC 

 

4.6.2 Factor analysis- KM items 

We screened ten questions (item) for the suitability of the KM structure, which led to the removing 

the two objects. Subsequently, we identified a factor that included all recognised items (Appendix 

- Table 7.4). The CFA was followed to determine the significance of these relationships and the 

independent variable measurement model. The output illustrates a slight difference between the 

conceptual model and data, indicating the goodness of fit for this model (Table 4.3). Furthermore, 

all coefficients of the KM model are significant, and this matter shows the significance and 

confirms EFA. In other words, it indicates that each item extracted in the EFA is meaningful; 

therefore, we can ensure the conceptual model (Figure 4.4). 

Table 4.3 Fitness Indices  -KM 

Fit indices Reference value Model value 

χ2 /df χ2 /df<3 1.246 

P‐Value P‐Value <0.05 0.03478 

RMSEA RMSEA<0.05 0.036 

GFI More than 0.9 0.94 

AGFI More than 0.9 0.92 
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Figure 4.3 First-order factor analysis- KM 

 

4.7 Data Analysing  

4.7.1 SEM analysing- H 

Figure 4.4 shows the model path diagram. First, we examined the H of the research by applying 

the SEM to verify the existence of a causal relationship among the research variables and analyse 

the appropriateness of observed data with the conceptual models. The outputs of executing SEM 

for the first hypothesis analysing indicate that the structural model is appropriate. In other words, 

the data are broadly consistent with the conceptual model (Table 4.4).  

According to the path diagram (Figure 4.4), the coefficient is 0.69, which means up to 69% of the 

variation of KM is explained by SC in a cross-cultural setting, while the rest coefficients are 

involved by just 31 per cent. Based on the t-value model (see Figure 7.1 in Appendix), which 
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determines whether the coefficient of the hypothesis is significant, it is proved the SC directly and 

significantly impacts KM in a cross-cultural environment. Therefore, the H (main H) was 

confirmed (The t-value of this model is more than 61.96). 

 

Table 4.4 Fitness indices - H 

Fit indices Reference value Model value Does global model fit? 

χ2 /df χ2 /df<3 1.397 Yes (Acceptable) 

P‐Value P‐Value <0.05 0.04647 Yes 

RMSEA RMSEA<0.05 0.045 Yes 

GFI More than 0.9 0.93 Yes 

AGFI More than 0.9 0.91 Yes 

 

4.7.2 SEM analysing- H1-H5 

We also applied SEM to analyse the relationship between SC dimensions and KM in a cross-

cultural setting. According to the path diagram, six latent variables are recognised. The standard 

model illustrates the appropriateness of observed data with the conceptual models (Table 4.5). The 

model shows the impact of exogenous latent factors, SC dimensions, on KM practices. Based on 

the path diagram, these five dimensions, trust, shared languages and codes, networks ties, identity 

Figure 4.4 Path diagram- H 
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and obligations and expectations, explain 0.39, 0.34, 0.28, 0.17 and 0.23 of KM, respectively 

(Figure 4.5). In other words, the results confirm all the sub-hypotheses. Furthermore, we can 

ensure that the SC dimensions positively and significantly affect KM practices regarding the T-

value model for the sub-hypotheses (see Figure 7.2 in Appendix), presented in Table 4.6. 

Table 4.5 Fitness Indices  – sub-hypotheses 

       Fit indices Reference value Model value Does global model fit? 

χ2 /df χ2 /df<3 1.298 Yes   

P‐Value P‐Value <0.05 0.03941 Yes 

RMSEA RMSEA<0.05 0.039 Yes 

GFI More than 0.9 0.92 Yes 

AGFI More than 0.9 0.91 Yes 

 

 
Figure 4.5 Path diagram sub-hypotheses 

Table 4.6 T-Value results – sub-hypotheses 

hypothesis Social dimension T- value Reference value result 

H1 Trust 3.82 ±1.96 accepted 

H2 Shared Languages and Codes 3.47 ±1.96 accepted 

H3 Networks Ties 2.38 ±1.96 accepted 

H4 Identity  3.39 ±1.96 accepted 

H5 Obligations and expectations 5.33 ±1.96 accepted 
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4.8 Discussion of the Results 

Our findings prove the notion that there is a significant association between SC and KM in a cross-

cultural environment. Some investigations theoretically examine the KM and SC relationship, but 

less study has been carried out empirically. Moreover, these few empirical studies did not consider 

the cross-cultural environment effects. For instance, Manning's (2010), Baron and Markman's 

(2003), and Lazarova and Taylor's (2009) studies assessed the relationship between SC and KM, 

but they provided no empirical evidence. Therefore, regardless of the cross-cultural setting impacts 

analysed in our research, we found some same outcomes in the past investigations. For example, 

Ostrom (2009) and Rumizen (2001) confirmed a strong relationship between SC and KM. Trust 

has the highest correlation with KM (hypothesis H1) based on the results. In environments with a 

high level of trust, individuals tend to have a greater social exchange, deep communication and 

cooperative interaction, which, in turn, facilitates the information flow in the organisation and the 

sharing and creating of knowledge. These findings support prior outcomes and illustrate that trust 

in social relationships is fundamental (Politis, 2003; Mooradian et al., 2006; Renzl, 2008; Blaas-

Franken et al., 2016).  

Identity is a process in which people consider themselves part of an integrated group (Serenko, 

2013). Creating a sense of responsibility for collective results and team performance increases 

collaboration and exchange of skills and experiences (Maier and Hadrich, 2011). Based on the 

findings, identity has a lower correlation among these five SC dimensions. The interpretation may 

be that in a cross-cultural environment, individuals, while having a proper level of collective trust, 

do not feel they belong to a particular group and regard their religious, ethnic and linguistic 

distinctions as priorities. According to the fifth hypothesis, the relationship between shared 

language and codes with KM is ranked second in the correlation results, which indicates this SC 

dimension is expanded to the appropriate extent in the research sample and environment.  

We can also conclude that shared codes among people in this cross-cultural environment might 

differ from the three main distinguishing factors (ethnicity and race, language and religion). 

According to Hatch and Schultz (2004), identity is something that employees accept about the 

company, receive, feel, believe, and are a common understanding of the firm's values and 

attributes. Therefore, these codes may vary in organisations because they are affected by 

management and organisational systems. 



83 
 

In analysing the results, perhaps the most crucial reason for the correlation between SC and KM 

stands in the human-social essence of knowledge processes. So, the nature, type, and degree of 

communication between individuals significantly affect their ability and tendency to create and 

share knowledge (Hsu and Chen, 2018). Based on the definitions of the KM, individuals’ 

interaction, more than any other factor, are necessary and practical for KS and KC. According to 

Ramadan et al. (2017) and Leana and Van Buren (1999), KC is the organisation's ability to 

generate new and beneficial ideas and initiatives. Robertson and O'Malley Hammersley (2000) 

define knowledge as a commodity that can be transmitted through the interaction of individuals 

and their communications.  

In other words, the KS can also be comprehended as a centralised directional process for 

disseminating knowledge among a specific group of employees. Also, it can be the sharing of 

knowledge among individuals within the working groups (Thrassou et al., 2011). Researchers have 

emphasised individuals' interactions, connections, motivations and subjective ideas in explaining 

the main elements of people's processes and knowledge sharing (Donate and Sánchez de Pablo, 

2015; Jafari Sadeghi and Biancone, 2017a). Zhu et al. (2004) categorised intellectual capital in the 

organisation into two dimensions, human and structural. The human dimension is the implicit 

knowledge learned and saved in the minds of the staff. Therefore, it seems logical that KM 

development in an organisation is required to improve communication and interactions among the 

members. In other words, strengthening the dimensions of SC in the organisation will act as a 

motivating factor for expanding the activities of KM (Thrassou et al., 2011). 

On the other hand, if exchanging ideas and interactions, which are the source of knowledge 

creation, remain in this phase and do not share among employees due to a lack of proper structure 

and communications, the knowledge circle would not be effective for the organisation (Earl, 2001). 

In other words, organisations cannot meet the ultimate target of this process, which is applying 

novel knowledge to develop and improve processes and products. Furthermore, improving social 

indicators in a cross-cultural environment requires a shared purpose among individuals (Santoro 

et al., 2018). 

However, it should also be noted that different cultural groups have different views on some 

organisation issues such as choosing leaders, managing conflicts and differences, and carrying out 

a structured program, for instance, KM, etc.  
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The organisation requires a rigorous plan and a solid intention to establish cooperation among 

people who are not usually together to achieve this purpose. The effectiveness of collaboration in 

the cross-cultural environment requires individuals to overcome conflicts and increase solidarity 

(Shams, 2012; Belyaeva et al., 2019). Perhaps differences in the level of skills and knowledge, the 

motivation of individuals and their attitudes towards different cultures may show the outcomes 

would be unsuccessful at the beginning of the program. However, organisations can achieve such 

cooperation by relying on common goals, collective decision-making, regulations, tasks, and 

timelines (North and Kumta, 2018). 

4.9 Conclusions 

KM is a multi-factorial process covering many management processes, principles, and variables. 

In an organisation, appropriate and effective implementation of KM requires a comprehensive 

approach that includes structural, technological and social and human-based study factors. 

Scholars, in many studies, with the growing growth of technology, examined the effects of 

technical and structural dimensions on KM. Most of them in management science have also 

focused on these two complex dimensions. Consequently, the results of some factors, such as 

behavioural sciences and SC, have been less developed. 

On the other hand, as an inclusive element, the cultural impact of the workplace setting affects all 

research that addresses human behaviours. Culture is decisive in any study investigating humans' 

behaviours, interests, tendencies, and reactions. As a result, this study examined the relationship 

between KM and CS in a cross-cultural environment to fill the gap in the relevant research. The 

results show that SC has a positive relationship with KM. 

Given that we have defined SC in five dimensions and KM in two steps, findings show that trust 

has the most significant impact on KM in the cross-cultural environment. Based on the outputs, 

the effectiveness of human-social factors and those activities directly related to the nature of the 

relationship, even individually or in group form, is vital for KM. Therefore, the SC dimensions 

can be recognised as an essential and effective means that continuously and increasingly improves 

the KM processes in an organisation. 

4.10 Limitation 

This study has some limitations. Our most important limitation is the type of community selected 

for testing and measuring the relationship between variables. Since we used data collected from 

branches of a large firm in Iran, this firm has almost different conditions from other organisations 

regarding work environment, activity (being a service), and the type of administration and 
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management. Therefore, we cannot easily extend it to other contexts, although we screened 

intensely to eliminate the weaknesses in selecting the sample to test the hypotheses. Furthermore, 

survivor bias is another limitation of this research as our sample was limited to a firm, which may 

result in limited generalisability of the results; that is, results may change with different sample 

sizes or societies. 

Future studies can investigate other types of firms (e.g., small and medium-sized enterprises- 

SMEs) in different sectors (e.g., manufacturing, food sector, etc.) and expand this paper's scope 

into other contexts with various features.



 
 

 
 

 

 CHAPTER FIVE: Conclusions, implications and limitations
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5.1 Conclusions 

Based on the resource-based view (RBV), which considers resources essential for keeping a 

business activity sustainable and continuing, organisations have two significant tangible and 

intangible resources. Certainly, SMEs are more limited in benefiting from tangible resources (due 

to their dependence on the financial source) than large firms; therefore, the intangible resources 

such as intellectual capital and, particularly their potential knowledge, will have a particular 

function. Moreover, according to the knowledge-based view (KBV), organisations are 

communities of knowledge and innovation by creating, storing, transferring and transforming it 

into a sustainable competitive advantage. Therefore, the knowledge lets organisations pioneer 

business competition by creating a key and differentiating advantage. Accordingly, enterprises, 

particularly SMEs, depend more on intangible resources to the extent that the most significant risk 

for SMEs' dissolution is tied to inefficient management in applying these sources. The flip side of 

knowledge efficiency, as an intangible asset, is its inherent potential to provide SMEs with 

initiatives for overcoming the problems where they have restrictions in affording required tangible 

assets. Therefore, KM is a vital strategy in every organisation, whether it is a knowledge-based 

firm. KM is a multi-factorial process including principles, patterns, tools and technology, and 

interactions that impact efficiency. Therefore, an effective KM implementation requires a 

harmonious among the drivers and a comprehensive look that covers all structural, technological, 

social and human-based factors. Drivers are fundamental regulators connected with all KM 

processes, from knowledge acquisition to sharing and application. The drivers' effectiveness is 

their relation with organisations' features. It means inherent characteristics are important factors in 

ranking drivers for analysing their impacts on KM processes such as KS. Therefore, considering 

and sorting drivers by a particular view on firms' specific attributes such as size, business scope, 

and probable family business ties can be helpful for other firms in the same categories. 

On the flip side, in many studies, scholars parallel with the growing growth of technology have 

tried to discover and analyse the various drivers, examined the effects of technical and structural 

factors on KM, and mainly focused on these two complex drivers. Therefore, the effects of other 

aspects, i.e., environmental factors such as OD and SC, have been less developed. 

Accordingly, this study provided three distinguished papers in three chapters that analysed the 

main drivers in small FB in the restaurant and fast-food industry, the impact of OD on KS in the 

academic setting and the SC impact on KM (KS and KC) in a cross-cultural environment. 
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In the second chapter, the outcomes illustrate factors in three groups; ID, TD and OD. Moreover, 

according to findings, the ODs driver impacts on the KS in FB are more influential than the other 

two dimensions. OD is more related to rewards, management support and OS and OC. The reward 

drivers consist of intrinsic and extrinsic organisation rewards. In extrinsic rewards, including 

financial incentives such as salary and bonuses, employees are encouraged to enjoy these rewards 

based upon the KS. Although financial incentives are always considerable, our outputs also show 

that employees react remarkably to intrinsic rewards, including acknowledgement and recognition.  

In the third chapter, the findings illustrate strong evidence of the effects of OD principles on KS, 

which means that the traces of democracy in the organisation facilitate the process of KS. 

According to the results, transparency has the highest correlation with KS. In an organisation with 

an acceptable democratic value, it could be helpful to leverage a high level of transparency in 

facilitating KS. Transparency is the foundation of trust in the organisation. By increasing the trust 

level, individuals tend to participate more in implicit or explicit information exchanges, facilitating 

information flow and improving the KS. The outputs also show a positive and acceptable 

correlation between decentralisation and communication with KS. 

In the fourth chapter, we analysed the SC dimensions on KM. Findings show that trust has the 

most significant impact on KM in the cross-cultural environment. Based on the outputs, the 

effectiveness of human-social factors and those activities directly related to the nature of the 

relationship, whether individually or in group form, is vital for KM. Therefore, the SC dimensions 

can be recognised as an essential and effective factor that continuously and increasingly improves 

the KM processes in an organisation. 

5.2 Implications 

This study consists of three papers conducted in three different settings; therefore, it will contribute 

to a large group of stakeholders with different levels and interests. However, the researchers and 

investigators in KM studies can generally use the findings to enhance their knowledge about 

drivers and socio-human factors important for KM processes and dimensions.  

The first study contributes to the KM field and FB studies by conceptualising KS drivers in the 

literature, which are essential for the small FB in the food-related industry. Furthermore, it helps 

understand the knowledge role in small FB by providing insights into the underlying motives and 

drivers of KS and, as a scale, e.g., performance and organisational efficiency support future studies. 
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The outstanding component of this study is the involvement of a wide range of stakeholders, from 

university faculty members to managers, experts and founders of the food industry and local heads 

and experts of restaurants and fast-food businesses. As the third implication, this extensive 

participation helps scholars have a comprehensive pattern for theoretically and empirically 

enhancing their research. Finally, the findings will fix the gap of preliminary discussions on factors 

influencing the KS in the FB when the lack of exploratory studies of KS incentives for small FB 

was evident, and researchers did not provide a clear view. Therefore, this study opens a new 

window to FB and KM studies. Our findings also provide practical implications for management 

and governance policy supporting small FBs. This study emphasises the importance of the KS as 

the critical forerunner that enhances the business. Therefore, our results by considering the ranging 

the drivers for KS assist family entrepreneurs in having a clear vision about knowledge role and 

taking their proper emergent actions for its facilitating. Developing indicators of KS drivers help 

to detect the inefficient practices in sharing the knowledge. Family firms' managers can use these 

findings as a plan for tracing the causes of problems in their internal KS system or for empowering 

it. 

Furthermore, the findings help organisational policymakers, such as local authorities and decision-

makers, make informed decisions on essential business metrics policies. Finally, the results can 

help food-related family firms' managers and owners to understand the cause of their current 

position in the competitive market and offer them an awareness of why some of their same business 

competitors perform better. In other words, our results frame a roadmap for evaluating the 

mechanism for the FB, in which entrepreneurs can identify weaknesses and obstacles to improve 

their business and eliminate the internal shortcomings of the KS process. 

The second paper in chapter three provides some theoretical implications and expands our 

understanding of KS by providing significant evidence regarding an under-investigated socio-

political issue called organisational democracy. The main theoretical contribution of this study is 

the contextualisation of OD. This research distinguished about different influences of the 

principles of OD on the KS to shed light on why OD and its most essential principles might be 

more or less connected with the increasing sharing practices of knowledge within organisations. 

In addition, our research showed that OD is crucial in solving main problems related to insufficient 

KS as well as in helping us identify the differences, effects and intensities in the relationships. In 
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this regard, prior literature in this domain concentrated mainly on single aspects of OD. From an 

organisational democratic perspective, this study posits that exchanging experiences, ideas, 

information, etc., as volunteered actions, will require a free-structured workplace. The principles 

of OD would lie at the apex of creating such an environment. 

A careful literature review explains that there are few, if not any, significant theories in the KM 

and organisation studies area that include hypothesised or confirmed principles of OD. This study 

has provided additional knowledge to integrate fragmented pieces of research in the KM domain. 

Finally, from a methodological point of view, this study solves some weaknesses recognised in the 

earlier studies. This study adapted existing measures and developed a new scaling assessing OD 

principles. These measures have distinctly captured the nature of democracy in organisations. With 

these improvements in theory and methodology, our findings have potentially significant 

implications for understanding the KM and the role of OD in improving KS, which can be used in 

future studies in different cultural and organisational contexts. The findings have a significant 

practical implication and can promote KS among employees, especially regarding management, 

government policy, and human resource departments. The results give an alternate perspective to 

managers and stakeholders regarding a more inclusive look into the dimensions of democracy in 

an organisation, along with its practical implementation, which can improve the quality and 

quantity of knowledge flow. In this regard, democratic practices in both administrative processes 

and interpersonal relations, especially in managing the educational institutions, have a mutual 

relationship with the effectiveness and efficiency of KM dimensions. In a democratic organisation, 

management and employees can focus on fulfilling their tasks in a free, fair and indiscriminate 

environment and share their knowledge, experiences, skills and ideas. This causes a harmonisation 

in achieving the goals both in individual and organisational scope. Organisations, including 

universities, need to manage the knowledge flow in the workplace so that the processes of 

producing, distributing, sharing and applying are carried out in the best and most effective way. 

The results reveal that OD principles such as increasing transparency, participation rights by 

increasing communication, and decentralisation of management in decision-making improve KS. 

Therefore, the developed and validated indicators assist managers in considering OD impacts in 

their upcoming actions whenever the organisation needs vital decisions for KS. Furthermore, our 

results suggest a roadmap for evaluating the effectiveness of the KS system in the organisation; 

hence, managers can analyse the level of OD principles to identify weaknesses and obstacles to 



91 
 

improve the flow of knowledge and reduce the internal shortcomings of the organisation. Overall, 

we provide practical suggestions for managers to consider democracy as leverage to improve 

internal effectiveness. 

The last study, in chapter four, provides some theoretical implications and expands our 

understanding of KM and SC by providing significant evidence regarding an under-investigated 

social-environmental issue, namely SC. As a theoretical contribution, this study contextualises SC 

and its dimensions in a different setting, i.e., a cross-cultural environment. It differentiates the 

various influences of the SC dimensions on the KS and KC to shed light on why SC and its most 

essential principles might be more or less connected with improving sharing practices in an 

organisation with a cross-cultural setting. The finding showed that SC is crucial in solving main 

problems related to KS as well as in helping us identify the differences, effects and intensities in 

the relationship. From an SC perspective, it is posited that exchanging experiences, ideas, 

information, etc., as volunteered actions in a cross-cultural setting, will require well-developed 

social norms in the workplace. The SC dimensions would be the most critical indicators in creating 

such an environment. A careful literature review explains that there are few, if not any, significant 

theories in a cross-cultural setting study that include hypothesised or confirmed SC dimensions 

impacts on KM. Therefore, the outputs have provided additional knowledge to integrate 

fragmented pieces of research in the KM and the cultural effects that make it innovative. In an 

interactive relationship study, by adopting various SC dimensions that interact with each other and 

by considering the unique characteristics of the cross-cultural setting, the direct effect of one 

principle on KM may be enhanced by the indirect impact of the other tenets as a whole on the KM. 

Finally, this study methodologically fills some gaps recognised in the earlier studies. Considering 

the keywords of SC, KS, and cross-cultural environment, a few empirical studies have analysed 

social norms' impacts on KM processes, mainly in multi-culture and not cross-cultural settings. 

Therefore, this investigation pioneer in making a new stream in KM and SC in a cross-cultural 

environment which can be used in different processes and concepts related to KM in future studies. 

Furthermore, from a practical point of view, this research can promote KS among employees, 

especially regarding managing human resources driven by features of a cross-cultural setting. The 

results give a comprehensive perspective to managers and stakeholders of a cross-cultural 

organisation regarding a more inclusive look into the SC and its practical implementation, 
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improving the quality and quantity of knowledge flow. Accordingly, social capital dimensions 

have related to interpersonal interaction and relationships and enhance communication networks 

in the organisation, leading to improving the knowledge processes implications. Therefore, 

managers will spend fewer resources on improving KS in a cross-cultural setting by increasing the 

sense of social values. As a result, organisations have more options for allocating resources to their 

short and long-term prospects. 

 

5.3 Limitations 

This paper considered some concepts in management such as KM, KS, KC, SC, KS drivers, OD, 

FB, cross-cultural environment, and academic setting. Regardless of inherent limitations charged 

with every research such as issues with research samples and selection, the insufficient sample size 

for statistical measurements, lack of previous research studies on the topic, 

methods/instruments/techniques used to collect the data and limited access to data and time 

constraints, and considering this matter that current study is conducted in three papers, some 

particular limitations also exist related to dependent (latent) and independent variables. 

The first paper has limitations that shade up the findings and conclusions. First, since there is not 

enough background in drivers on KS research in the food-related small and medium-sized FB, our 

results may cover only some aspects of factors in KS; thus, we cannot be sure about its 

inclusiveness. Second, we have reduced the inherent risk of CMB by applying statistical tests and 

methods, indicating its acceptable level, but this reduction does not mean elimination. Third, the 

research sample is restricted to a specific community; thus, changing the sample size or society 

may result in different outputs; therefore, survivorship bias is another limitation. 

The second study's most important limitation is the type of community selected for testing and 

measuring the relationship between variables. Since universities and higher educational 

institutions have almost different conditions from other organisations in terms of work 

environment, activity (being a service), and the type of administration and management, the 

consequences cannot be conclusively generalised to other kinds of organisations. However, we 

screened intensely to eliminate the weaknesses in selecting the sample to test the hypotheses. 

Although testing CMB did lighten bias concerns to some extent, we cannot reject the possibility 

of such bias in our research. Survivor bias is another limitation of this research. 
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Furthermore, our sample is limited to Iranian universities, which may lead to limited 

generalisability of the results; results may change with different sample sizes or societies. Since 

we do not have adequately reliable literature on the OD principles, which consists of both the 

characteristics of comprehensiveness and completeness, we are limited in exploring the principles 

of OD. Although our analysed OD principles are the most accepted principles extracted from the 

relevant texts and research on OD, they do not cover all aspects of the impact of OD on KS. 

Therefore, for future research and to provide a clearer perspective on the effects of OD on KM, 

more comprehensive studies on other principles of OD and the different dimensions of KM should 

be conducted. In addition to this, examining the effects of the principles of organisational 

democracy and the role of controlling factors such as personality, fair promotion, and reward 

systems cannot be ignored. 

There are some limitations which also impact the third study's outputs. The selected community 

for analysing the relationship between variables can potentially limit the findings. Since the data 

was collected from a large firm branches, that has almost outstanding features from other 

organisations regarding business scope environment, activity (being a service), and the type of 

administration and management; therefore, it can not easily be extended it to other contexts, 

however, an intense screening has been applied to eliminate the deficiencies in sample selection. 

Furthermore, CMB is another limitation of this research because the sample was limited to a firm, 

which may lead to a limited generalisability; i.e., results may change with different sample sizes 

or societies. Furthermore, the applied cross-cultural scales in this study are restricted; therefore, 

results can be different from other scales and cultural dimensions, and naming this environment as 

a cross-cultural setting can be distorted. Moreover, although this study applied the most important 

recognised SC dimensions, different dimensions extracted in other theoretical concepts in SC can 

have various impacts on KM in a cross-cultural setting.
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 Appendix 

Table 7.1 Questionnaire 
Questionnaire items Key references 
OD01: People in our team decide on most of what they do on their own.  

OD02: In our workplace, information and power are spread out rather than concentrated in one place.  

OD03: If I want, I can connect to a higher-ranked manager directly without going through a 

middleman. 

OD04: If the management of our company received a "blow to the head", the company will continue 

to operate.  

OD05: All the people in our company have access to the information they need for independent 

decision-making.  

OD05: All the people in our company have access to information about the financial results of the 

company.  

OD07: All the people in our company have access to information about the strategy of the company.  

OD08: People in our company understand information about our company (about strategy, about the 

results of the procedures, etc.) and can deal with them.  

OD09: The operation of our company is transparent to our customers.  

OD10: The Mission of our company (why does it exist) is for people in our company to be really 

attractive.  

OD11: Defined vision (what we want to achieve in your company) gives our company direction.  

OD12: The defined purposes are settled for every section in our company, and employees know them.  

OD13: In our company, there is a sense of belonging to the company that people with their high level 

of energy are decided to work together. 

OD14: The emphasis on unity is in balance with the company focusing on the own identity of every 

person in our company.  

OD15: People in our company are willing to work even beyond the scope of their duties.  

OD16: People in our company are coming up with ideas by themselves and are willing to implement 

them.  

OD17: Dialogue and listening are the most important part of employee communication 

OD18: Our company actively creates opportunities for open communication of all the people. 

OD19: Through open communication, most of the people in our company can actively listen to others 

with the goal of reaching an agreement.  

OD20: Our company is actively creating opportunities for dialogue with customers, suppliers and 

others.  

OD21: People in our company can come up with any ideas (suggestion, idea, problem, solution, 

disapproval), and others will listen to them.  

Holtzhausen, 2002;  

 

Hamel, 2006;  

 

Hamel and Breen, 

2008; 

 

Yazdani, 2010;  

 

Viggiani, 2011; 

 

Fenton, 2012;  

 

Peterson, 2012;  

 

Hamel and Zanini, 

2018 

KS1: People in my organization frequently share existing reports and official documents with 

members of my organization. 

KS2: People in my organization frequently share reports and official documents that they prepare by 

themselves with members of my organization. 

KS3: People in my organization are frequently encouraged by knowledge-sharing mechanisms. 

KS4: People in my organization frequently share knowledge of know-where or know-whom with 

others. 

KS5: People in my organization frequently share knowledge based on their expertise. 

Wang and Wang, 

2012; Blass-Franken, 

Rutten and Martin, 

2016; Eidizadeh, 

Saleh Zadeh and 

Esfahani, 2017; 

Fullwood and 

Rowley, 2017) 
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Table 7.2 Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, factor loading and Cronbach’s alpha 

Factors/ items Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Factor 

Loading 

Cronbach 

Alpha 

Organisational Democracy (OD)  .837 

Decentralization      .736 
OD1:  3.59 1.23 -.092 -.754 .48  

OD2:  3.02 1.18 -.208 -.725 .42  

OD3:  3.44 1.35 -.121 -.880 .64  

OD4:  3.55 1.29 -.078 -.843 .74  

Transparency      .689 
OD5:  3.34 1.35 -.014 -.783 .44  

OD5: 3.10 1.29 -.040 -.928 .84  

OD7:  3.59 1.20 -.223 -.644 .77  

OD8:  3.07 1.24 -.143 -.771 .84  

OD9:  3.02 1.29 -.055 -.682 .70  

Vision and meaning      .742 
OD10:  3.59 1.26 -.447 -.946 .76  

OD11:  3.55 1.31 -.499 -.689 .86  

OD12:  3.24 1.35 -.225 -1.05 .60  

Involvement and participation      .713 
OD13:  3.22 1.23 -.445 -.568 .77  

OD14:  3.53 1.15 -.006 -.541 .75  

OD15:  3.26 1.25 -.353 -.634 .55  

OD16:  3.34 1.26 -.357 -.420 .70  

OD17:  3.10 1.30 -.167 -.600 .76  

Communication      .651 

OD18:  3.53 1.18 -.305 -.549 .66  

OD19:  3.22 1.16 -.276 -.681 .67  

OD20:  3.02 1.20 -.299 -.425 .60  

OD21:  3.35 1.22 -.018 -.532 .86  

Knowledge Sharing (KS)  .858 

KS1:  3.39 1.23 -.256 -.425 .89  

KS2:  3.26 1.25 -.415 -.549 .75  

KS3:  3.26 1.15 -.451 -.524 .82  

KS4:  3.02 1.30 -.312 -.538 .78  

KS5:  2.99 1.20 -.355 -.612 .85  
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Table 7.3 First-order factor analysis - SC 
Items Components 

T SLC NT IE O&E 6 7 

Q1 0.813 0.062 -0.321 -0.121 0.078 0.042 0.055 

Q2 0.863 0.076 0.124 -0.078 0.402 0.031 0.074 

Q3 0.720 0.014 0.094 -0.261 0.052 0.012 -0.024 

Q4 0.323 0.076 0.061 0.050 0.038 0.217 -0.041 

Q5 0.358 0.888 -0.002 0.220 0.040 0.299 0.094 

Q6 -0.003 0.838 0.154 -0.041 0.057 0.019 0.087 

Q7 0.079 0.762 0.047 -0.041 -0.139 -0.084 0.047 

Q8 0.087 0.054 -0.475 0.783 0.029 -0.094 0.15 

Q9 0.014 -0.124 -0.328 0.749 0.412 0.095 0.19 

Q10 -0.173 -0.109 0.031 -0.326 0.133 0.071 -0.087 

Q11 -0.025 -0.247 -0.087 0.790 0.070 -0.054 -0.87 

Q12 -0.092 0.220 0.655 0.031 -0.023 -0.54 -0.021 

Q13 0.254 0.077 0.822 -0.034 0.163 0.065 0.045 

Q14 0.395 0.165 -0.034 0.260 0.104 0.25 0.032 

Q15 -0.327 0.200 0.904 0.502 -0.002 0.24 0.051 

Q16 -0.010 -0.173 -0.031 -0.286 0.838 -0.71 0.041 

Q17 0.087 0.152 0.038 0.294 0.833 0.089 -0.078 

Q18 -0.066 -0.232 0.192 -0.414 -0.200 0.01 0.049 

Q19 0.158 0.184 0.302 -0.032 -0.180 0.32 -0.92 

Q20 0.163 0.395 0.163 0.034 0.917 0.25 -0.39 

 

 

Table 7.4 First-order factor analysis – KM 
Items KM 

Q21 0.814 
Q22 0.715 
Q23 0.090 
Q24 0.752 
Q25 0.781 
Q26 0.795 
Q27 0.740 
Q28 0.822 
Q29 0.788 
Q30 0.028 
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Figure 7.1 T-value model- H 

Figure 7.2 T-value model- H1-H5 
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