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Abstract  

The emergence of a Technological University sector and a post-Covid model of learning, 

teaching, and assessment has resulted in Irish higher education undergoing a remarkable 

transformation in the pursuit of an augmented offering, fuelled by greater collaboration and 

knowledge sharing. Whilst there is a considerable evidence base for the motivations and 

barriers to knowledge sharing in Asia and less so in a European context, few studies explore

these issues from a transformational perspective.  

To contribute to our understanding of these issues, an exploratory study of knowledge-

sharing practices of seven faculty members using a knowledge audit gathered their insights 

on barriers and enablers. Guided by the Socialisation, Externalisation, Combination,

Internalisation (SECI) model (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995), a thematic analysis of the 

outputs of the audit reveals a range of factors that affect participant practices. Trust was 

identified as the primary antecedent to knowledge sharing. Participants emphasised regular 

face-to-face contact as an essential enabling factor, which was reduced significantly during 

the Covid emergency measures. Participants identified information communications 

technology (ICT) as both an enabler and barrier, while the insufficient provision of physical 

resources was considered an obstacle.  

Although this exploratory study was limited to a qualitative analysis of a small sample of 

academics, it nevertheless suggests that individual attitudes are major factors in the 

propensity to engage in knowledge-sharing. As the University's genesis offers a blueprint 

for transformation across the fledgling technological university sector, a potential role for 

staff mentoring in nurturing conducive attitudes was identified. 
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Introduction 

The research presented was to explore the motivations of academics for knowledge sharing

and understand the barriers that hamper sharing. The key areas are (i) People: Motivational 

Factors to knowledge sharing (ii) Process: Knowledge sharing methods and processes (iii) 

Technology: Information Technology. 

The aims of this study are to (i) explore the factors that act as the key enablers and barriers 

to knowledge sharing, (ii) gather suggestions for methods in which knowledge sharing can 

be enhanced. In exploring the literature, the areas of interest included an investigation into 

what knowledge is and how we classify it; understanding knowledge sharing approaches,

and motivations for sharing. 

What is Knowledge and how is it classified? 

As one of the main influencers and theorists of knowledge, Nonaka identifies knowledge 

as a multidimensional concept (Nonaka, 1994). In addition, Davenport and Prusak (1998) 

acknowledge knowledge as something deeper and richer than data or information. Bartol 

and Srivastava (2002) saw knowledge as a broad concept that 

and expertise relevant for tasks performed by individuals, teams, work units and the 

As identified in the literature, there is a consensus among 

academics and the broader professional community that knowledge is an essential resource 

for an  

The importance of the presence of concrete knowledge-sharing practices is to effectively 

manage the organisational knowledge bases between knowledge workers (Nonaka & 

Konno (1998), Bartol & Srivastava (2002)). The key enabling factor where knowledge 

sharing through informal interactions lies is in the trust between the individual and the 

organisation. 

Despite the beliefs that exist amongst the various theorists on knowledge, researchers have 

yet to come to a complete agreement on the differences existing between knowledge and 

information. Nonaka (1994) 

knowledge is based on information and on one's belief. Kogut and Zander (1992) suggest 



 

 

that all information is considered knowledge, but that knowledge is more than just 

information, and includes information and expertise. 

Polanyi states that knowledge has little value without personal involvement in 

understanding. In his many writings Polanyi (1969), emphasises the importance of tacit 

knowledge. Over the years, researchers have categorised organisational knowledge into 

various typologies. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) identify tacit and explicit knowledge and 

Prichard (2000) explored the characteristics to explain these two categories. Other 

researchers arrived at other outcomes, including Choo (1998) who sees three distinct types 

of knowledge (tacit, explicit, and cultural), and then Boisot (1998) describes four types 

namely personal, proprietary, public knowledge and common sense. There are three core 

types of knowledge namely explicit, implicit and tacit that work together to understand how 

we communicate information to each other. 

Exploring the theory of knowledge, it is concerned with the question of what knowledge 

and how knowledge is managed, shared and acquired. 

Knowledge management 

The primary goal of knowledge management is to allow the connections develop between 

staff who are seeking information, or knowledge from the organisation. It can be separated 

into three principal areas to include (i) accumulating knowledge (knowledge acquisition), 

(ii) storing knowledge, and (iii) sharing knowledge. 

By accumulating and storing their position in 

the relevant field (Rowley 2000, Fullwood et al, 2013). In addition, sharing this information 

throughout the organisation informs staff of what can aid and support performance or 

inform strategic initiatives. Organisations must support and promote a culture of learning 

and development, so employees are encouraged to share information. 

Knowledge management for implicit and tacit knowledge can be hard to implement. 

Ensuring that proper procedures and a supported knowledge management system are in 

place, can ensure all relevant information is shared around the company and retained as 



 

staff retire or move into other positions or organisations. The main challenge widely 

identified of organisations sharing practices is to protect and maximise the value derived 

from the tacit knowledge held by their employees.  

Organisational knowledge is the knowledge shared by individuals best identified by the 

four different modes of knowledge conversion described in the SECI model by Nonaka and 

Takeuchi (1995). The model stands for socialisation, externalisation, combination, and 

internalisation as in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1: Modes of Knowledge Creation (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) 

(i) The socialisation mode involves sharing skills and experiences through observations and 

imitations, thereby creating tacit knowledge from tacit knowledge. Tacit to tacit dialogue 

involves two people having a common interest and meeting and sharing ideas e.g., 

Watercooler conversation. 

(ii) The externalisation mode converts tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge using 

metaphors, analogies, models, and concepts through books or manuals. Tacit to explicit 

Externalisa

is shown and codified into explicit knowledge. Tacit knowledge may be communicated 

using metaphors, thereby allowing the receiver of the knowledge to contextualise it relevant 

to their own context or experiences.  

(iii) 

organising information within the organisation from one area to another (e.g., aided by 

computer systems). Explicit to explicit dialogue within an organisational perspective, is 

seen as information processing.  



 

 

(iv)  In the final aspect of the SECI model, internalisation identifies the transfer of explicit 

or simulation models. Nonaka indicates that this is the closest to what would be considered 

traditional learning and uses this to distinguish between an organisation that calls itself a 

learning organisation, and one that is concerned with knowledge creation. To maximise 

knowledge creation an organisation should employ all four modes of the SECI model.  

Several authors support the view that individual creativity contributes to the growth of 

collective knowledge. Views exist 

related to the creation of new knowledge and the sharing of useful existing knowledge 

through the interaction between tacit and explicit knowledge (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; 

Spender; 1996; Sveiby, 1997).  

Knowledge Sharing, Methods and Motivations 

Knowledge sharing is the process of transferring tacit and explicit experience and 

information from one individual to other members within and beyond an organisation.

Sharing knowledge can increase productivity and empower everyone to do their jobs 

effectively and efficiently. 

The approach to knowledge sharing may be either through formal and/or informal methods 

through written correspondence, face-to-face communications or by using an electronic 

knowledge management system (Cummings, 2004). Knowledge sharing and the methods 

of sharing may differ according to who shares knowledge and with whom it is being shared 

with. Successful knowledge-sharing efforts require a focus on more than simply the transfer 

of the specific knowledge. To share knowledge various mechanisms including file and 

paper exchanges, presentations and mentoring are crucial. Overcoming the factors that can 

complicate the process of knowledge internalisation are of the utmost important to 

maximise the knowledge-sharing effort. 

Knowledge generation is grounded in social practices, while knowledge sharing occurs 

through social interactions. Garcia et al (2003) recognised that the process of knowledge 

sharing, and knowledge generation occurs across different networks in the organisation. 



 

Davenport and Prusak (1998) discuss that knowledge sharing between employees allows 

organisations to exploit and receive help from knowledge-based resources. A culture of 

openness must exist in an organisation for effective and efficient knowledge sharing to 

occur and networking, teamwork and collaboration needs to be encouraged and supported.

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) keep that for organisations to remain productive and 

innovative they need to engage in a continuous knowledge creation journey. 

There are several opinions about whether knowledge management in general but also 

the field of knowledge management argue that knowledge sharing is mainly about people 

rather than about technology (Cross and Baird, 2000; Davenport, 1997). Brown and 

Diuguid (2000) found knowledge has both an active and a social dimension, where work 

within organisations depends on personal interactions with others. 

Sveiby (2002) identifies organisations such as 3M, Boeing or, Hewlett Packard that have 

knowledge management strategies centred around the development of a culture of 

nformation technology systems play a crucial support function.

In a recent paper, Castaneda and Toulson (2021) evaluated the effectiveness of ICT tools 

for sharing tacit knowledge in organizations. In the study, positive observations supported 

the utilisation of ICT tools in helping the sharing of tacit knowledge but only when they 

allowed true dialogue to occur. Earlier studies on the use of ICT showed there were differing 

opinions on the effectiveness or otherwise of ICT tools for sharing tacit knowledge. 

Information technology can turn data into information. Information is interpreted and 

turned into knowledge through people. (Bhatt, 2001). 

Technology can and is a crucial conduit for knowledge sharing. Bhatt (2001) explored 

knowledge management in organizations by examining the interaction between 

technologies, techniques, and people. It was shown that the tripartite interactions are what 

allows an organisation to manage its knowledge effectively. By creating and nurturing a 

ntages.  

 

 



 

 

Motivations  

To create this nurtured environment, people need to be and feel motivated. Several factors 

that can increase motivation in individuals within an organisation include a sense of 

achievement, recognition/acknowledgment, advancement through promotion, possibilities 

of personal growth and a sense of responsibility. In a discussion on knowledge sharing, it 

is essential to explore and understand the application of the many relevant theories 

including social cognitive theory, altruism, and social exchange theory that may aid and 

actuate knowledge sharing by individuals. (See appendix 1 for further details) 

Organisational culture 

Organisational culture can act as both an enabler and barrier to knowledge sharing and Lee 

et al (2016) discussed that it was one of the most significant barriers to effective knowledge 

management. Organisational culture plays a key role in the willingness of individuals to 

share knowledge. Knowledge based organisations may require meaningful change in 

culture and values, organisational structures, and reward systems for effective knowledge 

management. Ensuring that the organisation supports staff throughout their career is vital.

The accessibility of knowledge is still limited because most knowledge lives in 

heads or in documents that are  read s a main reason the

increasing number of organisations recognise how important their employee's tacit 

knowledge is. S

backgrounds, perspectives, and motivations becomes a critical step for organisational 

Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995, p. 85) 

To allow real opportunities for active learning through the transfer of tacit knowledge, new

academics should be formally mentored by more senior staff. Bean et al (2014), showed 

how universities can receive help from mentoring, and what mentoring programs are most 

effective. Evidence exists to support the idea that new faculty who have been assigned a 

mentor perform better as scholars and experience higher confidence (Allen & Eby, 2007; 

Eddy & Gaston-Gayles, 2008). Formalised academic mentoring relationships typically 

involve an experienced academic supporting a new academic (Mullen & Hutinger, 2008),



 

however, the case has been made that faculty would receive help from mentoring from 

initial hire through to retirement (Peluchette & Jeanquart, 2000). Leonard, Barton, and 

Barton (2013) explore a mentoring approach based on observation, practice, partnering, and 

joint problem solving, and taking responsibility. It is a strategy for employed allowing tacit 

knowledge sharing through guided experiences. 

In the context of this research, it is interesting to look at other studies that have been carried 

 regarding knowledge sharing. Much is limited in a higher education 

context due to cultural differences as it has primarily focused on Malaysia and Saudi Arabia. 

Alsuraihi et al (2016) investigated the knowledge-sharing practices among Saudi academics 

and revealed that knowledge sharing is fundamental to the achievement of knowledge 

management practices in all universities. The academics had a positive attitude and felt very 

strongly about the importance of knowledge-sharing practices among academics. 

Tan (2016) concentrated on the impact of knowledge management factors in encouraging 

knowledge sharing among academics using a questionnaire in the study. The findings 

revealed that the influencers towards knowledge sharing include trust, organisational 

rewards and culture, and face-to-face communication. 

Chong et al (2014), investigated the knowledge-sharing barriers and strategies of academic 

staff and indicate that it involves a people technology process. Fullwood et al (2019)

explored factors that influence knowledge sharing between academics and found that there 

exists a culture of trust and willingness to share knowledge with their colleagues. The study 

showed that the matrix structure, typical of academic departments, has led to unclear roles 

and responsibilities, which could hinder the design of structures to promote collaboration 

and sharing. 

The research pursued in this study uses a knowledge audit to garner academics views on 

knowledge sharing within the organisation and to understand the enablers and barriers that 

may affect knowledge sharing effectiveness.  

  



 

 

Methodology  

This section offers a rationale for the methodological approach that was adopted for this 

study. It identifies the research design that was employed, the ethical considerations that 

were advocated to justify the knowledge collection and the evaluation strategies that have 

been adopted. It endeavours to accumulate and investigate academics views on the 

motivations, barriers and challenges of knowledge sharing.  

The research method employed is associated with aspects that cannot be quantified and 

considers verbal explanations as opposed to statistical analysis in studies of a small number 

of cases (Hammersley, 2013). Patton (2005) defines qualitative research as the analysis of 

data from direct observation of real-life scenarios collected by way of an in-depth 

knowledge audit including open-ended questions. One of the merits of the knowledge audit 

approach using semi-structured interviews in the study is that the r

from the person interviewed the dee . The qualitative 

interpretive paradigm was considered most suitable to adopt for this study as it allowed 

academics to share individual feelings and experiences on the research area. 

The principal inclusion criteria were that the participants must be a current full time 

academic in the University. The research was conducted by using in-depth interviews with 

seven selected participants from a third-level educational institution to comprehensively 

describe and build an in-depth understanding of  knowledge-sharing

motivations. It is quite common that the size of the sample in qualitative research is small 

(Fossey, Harvey, McDermott & Davidson, 2002; Ryan, Coughlan & Cronin, 2007).

Academics from a variety of schools, from different disciplines and different lecturing 

grades, were selected to ensure a diverse range of opinions were taken into consideration. 

Even though they work in various schools, the conclusion is that they are a homogeneous 

group since all of them were academics within the same University.  

The interviews involved the use of a knowledge audit devised on Microsoft forms and the 

use of probing questions when considered right by the researcher. The questions were used

to ascertain the  experience, opinions, and motivations for knowledge sharing.



 

Confidentiality and anonymity of all participants involved were guaranteed throughout the 

entire process and pseudonyms were utilised to safeguard this position. Ethics approval was 

sought and granted by the ethics board in the school prior to the study beginning. All ethical 

considerations were followed throughout the study.  

The initial knowledge was collected from participants over a three-month period. The audit 

continued with the individual participants until they did not introduce any new or different 

information and the data saturation had developed in the answers. Reaching the saturation 

stage decides the theoretical point at which sufficient data has been gathered. (Baker and 

Edwards 2012). On a review of the initial data collected based on the 6 knowledge audits, 

it was seen that there was a definite gap in the profile of the participants  as all had greater 

than 15 years of experience in the organisation it was felt that it would be important to 

interview a member of staff with less experience in the organisation and more junior in their 

career. Hence, a two-phase approach was carried out in this research.  

All participants were either interviewed online using TEAMS or face to face. Two 

participants requested to be part of a two-person interview rather than being interviewed 

one-on-one. It was found however that a one-on-one interview was better as it allows 

individuals to supply their own perspectives without having a colleague influence it. Each 

audit study was recorded and transcribed using Otter.ai and the recording was later reviewed 

to ensure the accuracy of the transcription. The transcripts were reviewed, and summary 

notes were made. Hammersley and Atkinson (1983) recommend that one immerses oneself 

in the data to seek out patterns in the data.  

The second step taken after gathering the data was an open coding and analysis of the 

 responses to the research questions. In the coding process, the transcriptions 

were reviewed and analysed several times, coding of responses were line-by-line, and the 

key concepts were identified through free coding initially using Microsoft word then using 

NVivo software. Recurring themes were extracted and isolated initially using open coding

then selective coding was implemented to refine the results. I found that some of the themes 

flowed from topics that I had previously uncovered in the literature (Dey 1993). 

 



 

 

Research Results and Findings 

This section presents the results and findings from the knowledge audit study pursued using 

semi-structured interviews. The principal themes are centred around People, Processes, and 

Technology. In the discussion of the findings the knowledge garnered during the knowledge 

audit will be aligned to aspects of the Nonaka and Takeuchi SECI spiral of knowledge 

model. (Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995). As previously outlined in this paper, there are four 

modes of knowledge conversion in the SECI model that are created when tacit and explicit 

knowledge interact with each other. The findings will highlight the views of 

informal/formal knowledge processes. The paper offers a perspective on how the ongoing 

knowledge processes in the University can be enhanced to support and develop the 

  

The main findings from the research are outlined and discussed in more detail including the 

culture of the organisation, the organisational structure, information technology, and other 

profiles including their demographic characteristics gathered using the knowledge audit.

 



 

The audit was divided into sections including personal knowledge profile, demographic 

information, work analysis, knowledge and information sources, organisational culture, 

motivation, and knowledge management in the University. Using the knowledge audit, 

participants were asked to respond to their beliefs about knowledge sharing using 

established questions. The are used to outline their motivations to 

knowledge sharing and the barriers that they see to limit knowledge sharing in the 

University. 

The research found that the main factors influencing knowledge sharing were trust, mutual 

respect, a feeling of responsibility, a sense of belonging, mentoring and culture. 

Research Results 

The first observation of the research pursued was that knowledge sharing, was accepted as 

a normal activity by the participants. Descriptions of knowledge sharing were that it was a 

desired, expected and assumed requirement of their roles as academics. Participants spoke 

about their willingness to share and how they gained significant pleasure from sharing 

knowledge. This aligns well with the contextual factors in prior literature on fairness and 

affiliation. 

Most academics share knowledge freely if they believe there is a relationship existing 

amongst each other based on trust and mutual respect. To successfully carry out their 

roles, participants referred to the importance and value of sharing their knowledge and to 

be collaborative with colleagues in their own functional areas and across other areas. 

However, during the knowledge audit, there were specific references to siloing and 

knowledge hoarding existing in relation to sharing to avoid supplying a competitive 

advantage on for example applying for research grants.



 

 

A couple of participants cited that in their own groups the willingness to share lecture 

notes and other supports was vastly different to other third level institutions that they had 

previously worked in and there was much more readiness to share and help. 

A couple of participants mentioned that sharing knowledge with colleagues from other 

departments at times was easier as they felt more secure in this situation and avoided any 

risk of being ridiculed or undermined. They did not want to appear incompetent in front of 

their peers. This was certainly clear in the early days of Covid when all teaching was moved 

online, and individuals needed extra support to pivot online.  



 

Participant 6 eluded several times during the interview that they thought that 

interdepartmental subcultures were quite different and associated this with the attributes of 

people teaching in a particular discipline that was more research focused. 

 

 

Participant 5 remarked on how important it will be that where ongoing remote/hybrid 

working exists that this does not result in knowledge silos developing within the 

organisation. This was aligned with views that supports for new and existing staff need to 

be put in place. The suggestion of mentoring was made based on their individual 

experiences with understanding the support required for associate staff to ensure they 

understand the role of an academic and the processes and protocols that need to be adhered 

to. The suggestion of mentoring was also reinforced by another participant noting the 

possible value of an apprenticeship approach for new staff. Participants spoke about the 

importance of succession planning being incorporated into the strategy for staff hiring. 



 

 

All who took part in the knowledge audit spoke about the frequency of sharing at various 

levels and the nature of the sharing methods. The academics use emails, meetings  both 

virtually and face to face and workshops to share knowledge amongst one another. There 

was a significant emphasis and support from all the participants involved in this research 

for face-to-face meetings. Participants in general found great benefit in conversing with 

colleagues from other departments during a daily coffee break. This continued in a virtual 

capacity during the COVID 19 pandemic and found to have other benefits. There is a clear 

deficit in the physical structure of offices and spaces to engage in knowledge sharing. 

During Covid  the online environment supported individuals meeting and sharing but it 

also created an environment of unease where some people did not use their cameras, and 

this created a sense of mistrust.  



 

A considerable number of respondents cited the importance of the staff common room to 

the sharing culture. Almost all of the participants in this study have office space in open 

plan offices sitting beside others from different disciplines. Interestingly Participant 7 spoke 

about her desire to sit nearer her colleagues from her discipline area to support her in her 

work. She felt isolated at times because of the nature of the programs she was involved in. 

The challenge of who to contact in relation to specific questions and issues was raised 

several times. A suggestion she made was to create a directory and keep it up to date making 

explicit the information on roles/responsibilities to facilitate the access to the right person 

or department. 

All participants spoke about how important the information and knowledge held by their 

colleagues is to do their jobs well, and they prefer personal, human-centered connections to 

address their information needs. They also rated personal connections and interactions as 

most effective in helping them resolve problems quickly. However, again it is commented 

on that hybrid work has made it harder for this knowledge transfer. Personal connections 

are effective in one-on-one situations, but they can also create more barriers to knowledge 

sharing within the organization, as the information shared is often contained within a 

defined and narrow set of people. During the last couple of years as we all experienced a 

momentous change in the physical work environment, several participants referred to the 

isolation they felt from the rest of their co-workers, making it more difficult for them to 

meet and build connections with their colleagues. Although many saw that the technology 

was available, they found it harder to reach out to others when they needed help. Further 

barriers highlighted were lack of time and working from home. 



 

 

During the last couple of years as we all experienced a change in the physical work 

environment because of the imposed remote working situation, several participants in the 

knowledge audit referred to the isolation they felt from the rest of their co-workers, making 

it more difficult for them to meet and build connections with their colleagues. Specific 

references were made by the participants to pre-pandemic times and the changes that 

occurred over the two years including the impact of the organisational design.  

Utilising the knowledge audit, the participants outlined their experiences of sharing their 

disciplinary and professional expertise; organisational knowledge, such as policies, and 

procedures; using material objects such as documents and technologies as well as the social 

dimensions of knowledge sharing. A significant example pointed out by participant 1 was 

the lack of processes and consistency existing around the execution of exam boards and the 

decision-making that happens there. The extent of associated explicit documents is not 

sufficient to reflect the extent of knowledge existing in the departments and schools around 

the process of exam boards. The comment was also reinforcing the need for supports for 

new staff to ensure that they understand the essential processes.  

Most but not all the participants agreed that sharing of both their disciplinary and 

organisational knowledge in the form of subject-related knowledge arising from their earlier 

education / ongoing training, professional career experiences and their extensive social 



 

network was extremely important and very much valued by their colleagues inside and 

outside of the University. It was clear based on the knowledge audit that a couple of 

participants wondered did their colleagues know the nature of their knowledge, experiences,

and educational background. 

In several cases, there was a sense of protection over important external contacts details. It 

is clear based on the audit that a more transparent reward system needs to be applied to 

encourage knowledge sharing. Many participants identified that the nature of recognition 

provided to them was limited and very much localised within their functional areas by 

their colleagues and in some cases their managers.  

The knowledge audit and questioning showed that although support through technology was

available, some participants were challenged to reach out to others when they needed help. 

In discussing their technical competencies, many spoke about the fact that they were digital

visitors and as such understood the importance of technology but not completely 

comfortable with it. (White & le Cornu, (2011)) 

Based on the  responses that despite their skills, all commented on the 

University website and its ineffectiveness for knowledge sharing. Information is scattered 

across many sources and often the information is outdated and irrelevant. They struggled to 

find the relevant information even using the search function. Interestingly the only 

participant who was not aware of where policy documents lived was the most junior in the 

study and she felt that it would have been useful to have had a more formal induction 

program when she started in the organisation. 



 

 

There are many mentions of how IT has enabled accessibility of and engagement with CPD 

over the last couple of years. This has been a positive output of the pandemic. However, 

many commented on the need for training/education provision for staff to be more flexible 

from a delivery perspective  allowing better access to the courses to facilitate different 

needs, timetables, etc. The Virtual Learning Environment, files/chats on TEAMs, and one-

drive were all mentioned as potential knowledge repositories and as a mechanism to share 

knowledge. However, there is no consistency in the approach in the University to their use 

as knowledge repositories. Post-Covid, the lack of real-time IT support on the ground 

resolving technical issues hindered work practices. 



 

Leadership was not really commented upon or classified during the interviews. One 

participant referred to their line manager frequently and commented on the supports they 

provided to them. Others commented on their line manager supporting them in their work 

and enabling them to share. In the main, there were very few explicit directions however 

by managers to promote Knowledge Sharing activities apart from during departmental 

meetings. 

Summary of research findings and recommendations 

1. Overall there is a sense of a lack of trust in the People, Processes and Technology within 

the organisation. 

2. Emphasis on establishing a suitable knowledge management system. 

3. Lack of supports for new and existing staff - Suggestion for a mentoring programme for 

staff. 

4. Lack of real time IT supports on campus or online is proving to be challenging. 

5. Lack of adequate meeting spaces available for staff to sit and have discussions and 

meetings  both formal and informal. 

  



 

 

Discussion 

The goal of this research is to look at various aspects of knowledge sharing as it exists 

within a specific educational organisation. Exploring how knowledge is shared in terms of 

people, processes and technology. 

Data analysis methods using coding were used to support the research ensured the thematic 

categories were right. Many research articles were considered with the aim of understanding 

the outcome of the qualitative findings. The purpose of the study was to explore and 

describe the knowledge sharing motivations of academics in a single University setting. 

The results of the knowledge audit revealed some key factors that would motivate 

individuals to share knowledge and indeed also the barriers that are in place. Crucially in 

evaluating the findings it was interesting to look at how findings of the study aligned to the 

elements of the SECI model. 

As specified at the outset of the paper the key themes fell under (i) People (ii)Technology 

(iii) Process. The results show some interesting factors that motivate and likewise hinder 

individuals in academia to share knowledge within the institution. 

Evidence presented during the audit suggests a significant lack of trust exists associated 

where all the three themes are concerned. This is proving to hamper the knowledge sharing 

that is happening in the university. 

It is quite common within academic environments for knowledge silos to prevail. 

(Ondari-Okemwa (2007), Gaffoor (2008)). There can result in a resistance to the 

dissemination of knowledge. Many who have knowledge, resist sharing it, but is also 

important to note that sharing knowledge requires time and effort. 

The SECI model as previously described is quite prescriptive in its presentation of the types

of processes needed for the successful implementation of organisational learning (Nonaka 

and Takeuchi 1995). The presence or absence of any of these processes may be separately

viewed as potential precursors or barriers to the successful creation of knowledge within an 

organisation. 



 

It is clear in talking to the participants in this study that knowledge sharing is deeply 

embedded in their practice within their functional areas and beyond. This kind of knowledge 

sharing corresponds to the process of socialisation in the SECI model. Although there are 

many emerging technologies that facilitate efficient remote communication the results of 

this study agree with the SECI model that argues for the importance of face-to-face 

meetings to set up the basic sharing of tacit knowledge, which is the primary building block 

of the SECI process.  

The positive support for face-to-face meetings and better meeting spaces is supported by 

research by McQueen et al (2016) where they explored the relationship between face-to-

face social networks and knowledge sharing. That study revealed that face-to-face social 

networks facilitate knowledge sharing using multiple communication styles, brainstorming 

and problem-solving to name a few. The emphatic support for knowledge sharing through 

face-to-face communications by the participants is also supported by studies by Davenport 

if the various parties ar

the participants in the audit that the physical structure of office accommodation held 

extreme significance in terms of this face-to-face knowledge sharing. Cross and Cummings 

(2004) support this affirmation as they explored the importance of the physical structure 

and location for employees. The closeness of office spaces enables ease of flow of relevant 

information and that partitions or walls could potentially restrict information flows. A

further development by Nonaka, in co-operation with Konno was to add to the SECI model 

the Japanese concept of 'Ba', or 'place'. Ba refers to any shared space be it real or virtual 

where knowledge can be shared. (Nonaka and Konno, 1998). 

Following the pandemic and changes in work practice to a more hybrid approach, many 

faculty members chose to work from a location other than their college offices and the 

relationships that form from regular personal interactions were challenged to thrive. Many 

faculty members continue to be off-campus regularly and opportunities for chance meetings 

are considerably 

relationships often leads to the failure of the communication process. Social networks that 

support formal and informal approaches to knowledge sharing to occur, often do not thrive 



 

 

within an organisation because of a change in work-practice. This is certainly a sentiment 

that has been expressed in this study. 

However, what is quite clear is that knowledge sharing between the communities where

socially embedded tacit knowledge is converted into explicit knowledge is inadequate. 

Academic staff can have meaningful dialogue which can reveal hidden tacit knowledge 

when supports are put in place for this externalisation (tacit-explicit) of knowledge (Nonaka 

(1994)). Considering the profiles of the participants in this study there is significant 

expertise, views and beliefs to be captured through documenting staff points of view on 

project and strategies. 

IT cannot capture and distribute tacit knowledge, so the organisation needs to value their 

(Currie and Kerrin, 2004). It is well known that IT can facilitate effective information 

sharing and encourage networking to support formal knowledge sharing. IT systems have 

the capabilities to act as directories of knowledge experts: those people who hold the tacit 

knowledge and can pass on expertise (Haynes, 2005). There were suggestions of supporting 

an up-to-date staff directory with defined roles and responsibilities and exploring other 

possible sharing opportunities. Examples of using wikis and blogs to support knowledge 

creation and elicitation through the externalisation element of the SECI model within the 

organisation. 

information within the organisation from one area to another. The combination process 

reformulates explicit knowledge into a clearer and more beneficial form for its staff. This 

has proved to be inadequate where the use of the intranet and internet is concerned and 

keeping the documents up to date and easy to access. The organisation has come to rely on 

the intranet / internet to keep staff informed concerning available knowledge resources. 

However, as was remarked upon by many participants, it is often challenging to navigate 

and find the information needed. 

Knowledge transfer and elicitation within academia is often stilted because there is no clear 

direction on where or from whom to seek certain types of knowledge. Nonaka, Toyama and 



 

Konno (2000) are of the view that training programs can help in reducing internalisation of 

knowledge. The audit revealed that regular, relevant and accessible knowledge sharing 

sessions are of the utmost importance for this to happen. While efforts have been made to 

efforts can often fall short. For example, over the last year a series of research seminars on 

teaching and learning were scheduled supplying an effective forum for sharing ideas. 

However, the seminars were at a specific time, and not always, supported within specific 

functional areas and so many were not well attended. The time element identified by 

participants certainly inhibits the accessibility for many pursuing qualifications aligning to 

the internalisation (explicit-tacit) element of the SECI model where sorted and joint 

knowledge can be converted into tacit knowledge.  

Carmel et al (2015), investigated the processes and outcomes of an academic mentoring 

relationship on the professional development of a faculty member and the findings showed 

that the mentee was positively affected by opportunities related to career advancement, 

scholarly confidence and the facilitation of a collaborative culture. Based on these positive 

impacts, it is well supported that mentoring is an important activity and should be facilitated 

in higher education. The support for the transfer and internalisation of knowledge to new 

and existing staff by more experienced staff was a significant finding within this study.  

Continuing the theme of mentoring for staff, it would be interesting to look at integrating 

the position of an Emeritus Professorship into the organisational structure. This would be 

an honorary position to a retired staff member who would undertake a variety of activities 

supporting other staff in academic activities. Baldwin & Zeig (2012) explored the 

significant efforts across the United States to make the status of the Emeritus Professor role 

more meaningful. It was felt that making the Emeritus status matter could make retirement 

more significant and more attractive and facilitating a continuing flow of talent through 

universities. The future vitality of the academic profession and the higher education 

environment depends in part on how well we treat faculty members who have served 

institutions for many years and still have much to contribute. 

 

 



 

 

 

The table below brings the SECI elements together as a reference to facilitate knowledge 

exchange across the organisations. 

It is important to note that the SECI model through the spiral of knowledge, that it goes 

from S -> E -> C -> I -> S -> E -> C -> I ->. This is sometimes a turbulent and violent 

process dependent on the factors that influence the elements of the process. For example,

where the element associated with internalisation mode is concerned

 it may help to identify potential barriers, and so the spiral of 

processes continues. The SECI model is not only a model of organisational knowledge 

creation, but it is also accepted as a highly integrative knowledge management approach 

bringing together a wide range of knowledge processes. 

Rice and Rice (2005) carried out a review on the applicability of the SECI model to multi-

organisational endeavours and emphasised the need for an organisation to have the 

capability of exchanging knowledge to enhance the value of its own internal knowledge 

stock. Thinking creatively as to how the implementation of SECI principles and applying 

the key elements of the SECI model across organisational boundaries will create benefits 

for multi-organisational endeavours. 

Fell (2021) explored the relationship of trust and COVID-19 and found questions of trust 

were raised in many domains, including interpersonal relationships, social behaviours, 

technology, and interactions with institutions and information. This prompts the need to 



 

consider trust holistically when trying to understand it within any of these individual 

domains. 

Individuals foster trust in relationships when they are certain that their dealings with the 

person will not cost them. Molm (2003) stresses that where trust exists between two people, 

they are more inclined to cooperate between each other. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) 

identify that interpersonal trust contributes to improvement in knowledge sharing behaviour 

amongst individuals. In a separate study, Wu et al (2009) found that interpersonal trust is 

related to knowledge sharing. Understanding and exploring the culture of an organisation 

is crucial to understand the trust element. 

Factors such as the organisational culture, shared beliefs, values and behaviours help in 

knowledge sharing. If a university has a strong culture, the organisation can align its ideals 

towards achieving its mission and vision. However, in the organisational design the 

challenge exists to align and accept pre-existing cultures. The overall findings of this study 

suggested that the culture was seen to be influenced by the characteristics of the individual 

and in some cases the specific department, to a certain extent the degree of uniqueness of 

the discipline but also the physical structure of the accommodation. The reveal of the 

participants is that subcultures exist based on specific disciplines and as a result different 

approaches to sharing exist. Despite this, the general feeling was that culture in the 

  departments was accessible and very much conducive to sharing. 

The overall university culture was not mentioned explicitly, and this is ultimately supported

1) claim that there is no universal culture in universities.  

During social times, sharing and exchanging views with fellow colleagues takes place and 

this enhances motivation and team commitment which encourages knowledge sharing. 

Personal factors also affect knowledge sharing; factors such as individual attitude and 

aspirations. The technological factors in the world are continuously changing with 

advancements in technology and so technology is seen to impose a considerable effect on 

the success of any organisation than it did years ago. Internet connectivity and up to date 

technology resources are some of the technological factors that would enhance knowledge 

sharing in universities. 



 

 

limitations. As the data was collected from a small population in the organisation, the value 

in extending the research is recognised to explore further (i) individuals' knowledge sharing 

behaviours (ii) examining the sharing of specific types of knowledge assets and (iii) 

examine knowledge sharing beyond the boundaries of academics to understand how the

organisation works. 

Based on the findings, the following suggestions are proposed to those leading knowledge 

management initiatives or strategy development within the University to encourage 

knowledge sharing within the organisation.  

(i) To understand the supports and resources needed to nurture the social relationships 

and interpersonal interactions of employees. 

(ii) To actively support the formation of communities of practice to support knowledge 

sharing. 

(iii) To support the design, development and implementation of a mentoring programme 

for new staff to embed into the University. 

Conclusion 

The aim of this study was to look at the factors that support knowledge sharing and the 

barriers that hamper it. 

Addressing the importance of the management process for knowledge creation it is essential 

to understand that the three models of management process need to be fully supported and 

encouraged for the overall success of the organisation. As a result of this knowledge audit, 

to support knowledge creation, knowledge sharing and elicitation that a top down, middle 

up/down and bottom-up management approach will need to be fostered.  

At an organisational level to avoid siloing, it will be crucial to develop and implement a 

knowledge management policy and knowledge management system to address the 

challenges identified in this study and associated with knowledge sharing. To encourage a 

culture of sharing a middle-up-down approach promotes and supports the internal 

advertising of activity and research within the organisation. This interdepartmental cross 



 

pollination will encourage knowledge sharing behaviour. To best communicate the 

continuous iterative process by which knowledge is created the middle-up-down approach 

works best. However, to nurture and support knowledge sharing at the grass roots, a bottom-

up approach is essential e.g., use of wikis, blogs etc. 

The SECI model, proposed by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) best proves the nature of 

knowledge management and of knowledge conversion and suggests that organisational 

knowledge can be created by amplifying the individual knowledge to be a part of the 

knowledge network of the organisation. This happens by converting the tacit knowledge 

into explicit and moving knowledge from the individual to the group, at organisational and 

inter-organisational levels (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). This is an integrative approach 

that brings together a wide range of knowledge processes, by considering people, processes 

and technology to convert knowledge across these four levels. 

The key outputs of this study fall into four principal areas. Firstly, it has added to existing 

research on tacit knowledge sharing. Secondly, it has used a knowledge audit to understand 

the motivations of academics to transfer of tacit knowledge. Thirdly, the findings can be 

used to make advances, to enhance a culture within the organisation that promotes openness 

and enhances the sharing of tacit knowledge. Finally, this paper has made a significant 

contribution to knowledge management by addressing an important question that has 

principally been ignored to date in the organisation under review. 

 

 

 

  



 

 

References 

Allen, T. D., & Eby, L. T. (Eds.). (2007). The Blackwell handbook of mentoring: A multiple

 perspectives approach. 7-20. 

Al Saifi, S. A., Dillon, S., & McQueen, R. (2016). The relationship between face-to-face

 social networks and knowledge sharing: an exploratory study of manufacturing

 firms. Journal of knowledge management. 

Alsuraihi, M. D., Yaghi, K., & Nassuora, A. B. (2016). Knowledge sharing practices among 

 Saudi academics: A case study of King Abdulaziz University. Journal of Current

 Research in Science, 4(1), 63. 

Aktinson, P., & Hammersley, M. (1998). Ethnography and participant

 observation. Strategies of Qualitative Inquiry. Thousand Oaks: Sage, 248-261. 

Baker, S. E., & Edwards, R. (2012). How many qualitative interviews is enough? National

Centre for Research Methods. 

Baldwin, R., & Zeig, M., (2012) Making Emeritus Matter, Change: The Magazine of

 Higher Learning, 44:5, 28-34.  

Bartol, K. M., & Srivastava, A. (2002). Encouraging knowledge sharing: The role of

 organizational reward systems. Journal of leadership & organizational 

 studies, 9(1), 64-76. 

Bean, N., Lucas, L., & Hyers, L. (2014). Mentoring in Higher Education Should be the

 Norm to Assure Success: Lessons Learned from the Faculty Mentoring Program,

 West Chester University, 2008 2011. Mentoring & Tutoring: Partnership in

 Learning, 22, 56 - 73.  

Blau, P. M. (1964). Justice in social exchange. Sociological inquiry, 34(2), 193-206.

Blaxter, L. (2012) How to research, 4th edition. Berkshire: Open University Press. 



 

Boisot, M. H. (1998). Knowledge assets: Securing competitive advantage in the

 information economy. OUP Oxford.  

Brown, J. S., & Duguid, P. (2000). Balancing act: How to capture knowledge without

 killing it. Harvard business review, 78(3), 73-80.  

Carmel, R. G., & Paul, M. W. (2015). Mentoring and coaching in academia: Reflections on

 a mentoring/coaching relationship. Policy Futures in Education, 13(4), 479-491.

Castaneda, D. I., & Toulson, P. (2021). Is it possible to share tacit knowledge using

 information and communication technology tools? Global Knowledge, Memory

 and Communication. 

Chattopadhyay, P. (1999). Beyond direct and symmetrical effects: The influence of

 demographic dissimilarity on organizational citizenship behaviour. Academy of

 Management journal, 42(3), 273-287.  

Chong, C. W., Yuen, Y. Y., & Gan, G. C. (2014). Knowledge sharing of academic staff: A

 comparison between private and public universities in Malaysia. Library Review.

Choo, C.W. (1998), The Knowing Organization: How Organizations Use Information to

 Construct Meaning, Create Knowledge, and Make Decisions, Oxford University

 Press, New York, NY. 

Cronin, B. (2001). Knowledge management, organizational culture and Anglo-American

 higher education. Journal of Information Science, 27(3), 129-137. 

Cronin, P., Ryan, F., & Coughlan, M. (2008). Undertaking a literature review: a step-by

 step approach. British journal of nursing, 17(1), 38-43. 

Cross, R., & Baird, L. (2000). Technology is not enough: Improving performance by

 building organizational memory. MIT Sloan Management Review, 41(3), 69.  

Cummings, J. N. (2004). Work groups, structural diversity, and knowledge sharing in a

 global organization. Management science, 50(3), 352-364. 



 

 

Davenport, T. H. (1997). Ten principles of knowledge management and four case

 studies. Knowledge and process Management, 4(3), 187-208.  

Dey, I. (2003). Qualitative data analysis: A user friendly guide for social scientists.

 Routledge. 

Eddy, P. & Gaston-Gayles, J. (2008) New Faculty on the Block: Issues of Stress and

 Support, Journal of Human Behaviour in the Social Environment, 17:1-2, 89-106. 

Elkington, R., (2013), MSc, Transferring Experiential Knowledge from the Near

 Retirement Generation to the Next Generation, The University of Texas at Austin. 

Fell, L. (2021). Trust and COVID-19. Digital Government: Research and Practice, 2, 1-5.

Fountain, J.H., & Newcomer, K.E. (2016). Developing and Sustaining Effective Faculty

 Mentoring Programs. Journal of Public Affairs Education, 22, 483 - 506.  

Fossey, E., Harvey, C., McDermott, F., & Davidson, L. (2002). Understanding and

 evaluating qualitative research. Australian & New Zealand Journal of

 Psychiatry, 36(6), 717-732. 

Fullwood, R., J. Rowley, J., & Delbridge, R., (20

 Academics  Journal of Knowledge Management 17 (1): 123

 36.  

Goffin, K & Koners, U., (2011). Tacit Knowledge, Lessons Learnt, and New Product

 Development. Journal of Product Innovation Management. 28(2). 300 - 318.  

Garcia, R., Calantone, R., & Levine, R. (2003). The role of knowledge in resource

 allocation to exploration versus exploitation in technologically oriented

 organizations. Decision Sciences, 34(2), 323-349.  

Fullwood, R., Rowley, J., & McLean, J. (2019). Exploring the factors that influence

 knowledge sharing between academics. Journal of Further and Higher

 Education, 43(8), 1051-1063. 



 

Hammersley, M. (2018). What is ethnography? Can it survive? Should 

it? Ethnography and Education, 13(1), 1-17. 

Howell, K. E., & Annansingh, F. (2013). Knowledge generation and sharing in UK

 universities: a tale of two cultures? International journal of information

 management, 33(1), 32-39. 

Kogut, B., & Zander, U. (1992). Knowledge of the firm, combinative capabilities, and the

 replication of technology. Organization science, 3(3), 383-397. 

Lee, J. C., Shiue, Y. C., & Chen, C. Y. (2016). Examining the impacts of organizational

 culture and top management support of knowledge sharing on the success of

 software process improvement. Computers in Human Behaviour, 54, 462-474.  

Leonard, D., Barton, G., & Barton, M. (2013). Make yourself an expert, Harvard Business

 Review, 91 (4), 127-31. 

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded

 sourcebook. Sage. 

Mullen, C.A., & Hutinger, J. (2008) At the tipping point? Role of formal faculty mentoring

 in changing university research cultures, Journal of In-Service

 Education, 34:2, 181-204. 

Molm, L. D. (2003). Theoretical comparisons of forms of exchange. Sociological

 theory, 21(1),  1-17. 

Mongkolajala, H., Panichpathom, S., & Ngarmyarn, A. (2012). The development of tacit

 knowledge-sharing behaviour among employees in organizations. International

 Journal of Business and Social Research, 2(5), 158-163. 

Nonaka, I. (1994). A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation. Organization

 Science, 5(1), 14-37. 

foundation for knowledge

 creation. California management review, 40(3), 40-54. 



 

 

Nonaka, I. T., & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge-creating company: How Japanese

 companies create the dynamics of innovation. Oxford University Press. 

Nonaka, I., Toyama, R., & Konno, N. (2000). SECI, Ba and leadership: a unified model of

dynamic knowledge creation. Long-range planning, 33(1), 5-34. 

Patton, M. Q. (2005). Qualitative research. Encyclopaedia of statistics in behavioural

 science. 

Peluchette, J. & Jeanquart. S., (2000). Professionals' Use of Different Mentor Sources at

 Various Career Stages: Implications for Career Success, The Journal of Social

 Psychology, 140:5, 549-564, 

Polanyi, M. (1962). Tacit knowing   bearing on some problems of philosophy. Reviews

 of Modern Physics, 34 (4), 601 610. 

Polanyi, M. (1969). Knowing and being Essays. 

Prichard, C. (2000). Know, learn and share! The knowledge phenomena and the

 construction of a consumptive-communicative body. Managing Knowledge.

 London: Macmillan. 

Prusak, L., & Davenport, T. (1998). Working knowledge: how organizations manage what

 they know. Harvard Business Review. 

Rice, J. L., & Rice, B. S. (2005). The applicability of the SECI model to multi

 organisational endeavours: an integrative review. International Journal of

 Organisational Behaviour, 9(8), 671-682. 

Rowley, J., (2000). "Is higher education ready for knowledge management?", International

 Journal of Educational Management, Vol. 14 No. 7, pp. 325-333.   

Seely Brown, John; Duguid, Paul (1991). "Organizational learning and communities-of

 practice: Toward a unified view of working, learning and innovation". Organization

 Science. 2 (1): 40 57.  



 

Spender, J. C. (1996). Organizational knowledge, learning and memory: three concepts in

 search of a theory.  Journal of organizational change management. 

Stenmark, D. (2000). Leveraging Tacit Organizational Knowledge, Journal of 

Management Information Systems, 17:3, 9-24. 

Strauss, A. & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of Qualitative Research: Grounded Theory

 Procedures and Techniques. Sage Publications 

Sveiby, K. E. (1997). The new organizational wealth: Managing & measuring knowledge

 based assets. Berrett-Koehler Publishers. 

Sveiby, K. E., Linard, K., & Dvorsky, L. (2002, July). Building a knowledge-based strategy

 a system dynamics model for allocating value adding capacity. In International 

 Conference of the System Dynamics Society. 

Tan, C. N. L. (2016). Enhancing knowledge sharing and research collaboration among

 academics: the role of knowledge management. Higher education, 71(4), 525

 556. 

White, D. S., & le Cornu, A. (2011). Visitors and Residents: A new typology for online 

engagement. First Monday.  

Woo, J., Clayton, M., Johnson, R. Flores, B. and Ellis, C. (2004). Dynamic Knowledge

 Map:  Automation in

 Construction, 13, 203  207. 

  



 

 

Appendix 1 

Social cognitive theory argues that individuals consider a combination of factors including 

personal, social and environmental to make decisions on either to show a particular 

behaviour or not. In the context of knowledge sharing this theory can certainly explain that 

if individuals are not sure of their capabilities and the outcome of the knowledge they are 

to share, they may not share it.  

Altruism has a linkage with SCT in that individual weigh up the psychological benefits 

before getting involved in sharing their knowledge. Although an altruistic person may be 

seen as a person who donates without looking for anything in return, Honeycutt (1981) 

argues that an altruistic person can indeed gain a degree of control over the recipient. Many 

individuals share their experience and knowledge with others without thinking of the 

benefit one may gain from it. Altruistic behaviour of giving something without expecting 

any return is personal (Chattopadhyay, 1999).  

Comparing the two theories altruistic individuals act upon their personal goals to undertake 

show certain behaviours are based on personal, social and environmental factors.  

Social exchange theory is a model used in explaining knowledge sharing behaviour (Blau, 

networks that exist between individuals (Blau, 1964). This theory identifies the fact that 

individuals intend to share when positive effects are expected. 

 

 

 

 


