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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to assess the practices and challenges of knowledge sharing in Hope 
University College. Descriptive survey research design was used in this study. Primary source of 
data was collected through questionnaires and semi structured interviews. Secondary source of data 
was gathered from previous research works and documents of the organization. Stratified and simple 
random sampling techniques were used for the questionnaire, while purposive sampling technique 
was employed for the interview. The researcher used a standardized questionnaire developed by 
Kruger (Kruger, 2005). SPSS–version 24 to organize and analyze the data captured from the 
respondents. Descriptive statistics was used to explain the current knowledge practice in the 
organization. The researcher used inferential statistics such as correlation analysis to explain the 
relationship between the four factors of knowledge sharing. Whereas, multiple regression was 
employed to identify the most influential predictors. One of the major findings revealed by this study 
was that Hope University College has poor organizational culture and doesn’t encourage its 
members to exercise knowledge sharing though it has good technological infrastructure and suitable 
office layout. The researcher concluded that Hope University College has low or inefficient 
knowledge sharing practices and having no written policy and strategy was one of the major reasons 
for this. In view of this conclusion, the researcher recommended that The Ministry of Science and 
Higher Education should produce policy and strategy document on knowledge sharing whereas the 
management of Hope University College should link knowledge sharing activities with each 
employee’s appraisal and include it in their job description.  
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Chapter One 
                                  Introduction  

This chapter presents the overall introduction of the study. The first section, background of the 

study, outlines the main concepts of the study i.e. Knowledge Sharing. Statement of the problem 

is defined to indicate the need for this study, followed by the objectives of the study. 

Significance, and scope of the study are also outlined. The last section in this chapter presents the 

overall organization of the thesis. 

 

1.1. Background of the Study 

Knowledge sharing can be defined as a social interaction culture, involving the exchange of 

employee knowledge, experience and skills through whole organization. Knowledge sharing 

comprises a set of shared understandings related top providing employees access to relevant 

information and building and using knowledge networks within organizations (Hogel, 

Parboteeah and Munson, 2003). Knowledge sharing occurs at the individual and organizational 

levels. Knowledge sharing is about conversing among colleagues in order to get something done 

better, efficiently, and perfectly. For an organization, knowledge sharing is more in sharing their 

experience between senior to junior or top management with their subordinate to make sure that 

they can improve their performance and making that knowledge available to the business. 

Several studies have demonstrated that knowledge sharing is essential because it enables 

organization to enhance innovation performance and reduce redundant learning efforts 

(Calantone, Cavusgil and Zhao 2002; Scarbrough, 2003). 

Knowledge sharing is a tool that can be used to promote evidence-based practice and decision 

making, and to promote exchange and dialogue among researchers, policymakers, and service 

providers. However, little is known about knowledge-sharing strategies and their effectiveness 

(Lily, 2006). In this globalized world, Knowledge sharing is becoming increasingly important 

not only for its economic benefits but also it is very important for existing in the business 

because those who lead the business would be outdated because of the change in the technology 

in the world.  
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The realization of KS practice depends on the existing workable policy, existing information 

technology infrastructure, leadership motivation, degree of participation in research and 

development in the new technology and others. Otherwise the practice would be very limited in 

ad hoc manner.  

Knowledge sharing is a critical step in the knowledge management (Wasko and Faraj 2005), as it 

can enable organizations to leverage their most valuable knowledge asset as employees sharing 

their knowledge with others. Without effective knowledge sharing, organizations might not 

integrate experts’ critical knowledge, skills and abilities (KSAs) to accomplish the complex and 

innovation work (Breu and Hemingway 2004). Thus, identification of factors which foster 

knowledge sharing and how to encourage knowledge sharing behavior is becoming important 

research issue in the knowledge management field. 

Further, through knowledge sharing organization can improve their efficiency but also reduce 

training cost and reduce risks due uncertainty (Song, 2001). This is because through knowledge 

sharing, organization can reduce their budget in training and any others seminar because the 

organization only send a few people and they can share their knowledge with their colleagues. 

Other than that, knowledge sharing also can be defined as an individual share their knowledge, 

information, ideas, suggestion and exchange with people in the organization itself (Bartol and 

Srivastava, 2002). 

In general, there is a growing recognition in the business community about the importance of 

knowledge as a critical resource for organizations (Hollsopple and Joshi, 2000). Liebowitz and 

Chen (2001) indicated that knowledge sharing as the key component of Knowledge Management 

and can be seen as a response to both problems and opportunities created by new ways of 

organizing business. Despite the huge benefit for knowledge creation, communication and 

accessing of best practices, learning and improved services, knowledge management activities 

are at infancy stage in developing countries. 

Though KS practice as an embryo has created and developed in the HEIs, its economic benefit is 

seen in the business center and government organization. Proper handling and caring of KS 

practice in HEIs create fertile ground for the university in particular and the country in general to 

be beneficiaries in the virtual world. Hence proper, policy, guide and management support based 

on research and development plays crucial role for KM and KS practice. 
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About Hope University College (HUC) 
The overall aim of this study was to examine knowledge sharing practice and problems in Hope 

University College (HUC). Hope Enterprises or Hope is a local NGO that was established in 

1971 in Addis Ababa to help the most vulnerable people through basic needs, education, 

competence, job and business mediation and value education. As Hope was completing its 32 

years of humanitarian service in 2003, it’s then Executive Director, Dr. Minas Hiruy, 

recommended to the Board the establishment of an outstanding liberal arts university college by 

submitting a full-fledged proposal. After some discussion, the Board and the General Assembly 

of Hope accepted the proposal, establishing Hope University College as the first public benefits 

institution of higher learning in the country on November 25, 2003.  Soon after, the Board 

adopted a new structure comprising the Ladders of Hope that subsumed the existing and non-

college activities of Hope as one division and Hope University College as another division, 

opening the way for the university college to operate autonomously. The college is situated in 

Nefas Silk Lafto sub city of Addis Ababa.   

Hope University College has 8 departments in four faculties under undergraduate program. It is 

also giving MBA and Master of Organizational Leadership in postgraduate programs. It has 

increased its intake capacity to 3000, compared to only 150 students in 2003. Currently it has 

1,970 students attending in both postgraduate and undergraduate programs. 

Hope University College has good information technology infrastructure and office layout. 

Moreover, the fact that some of its instructors came from developed countries, who are presumed 

to have good experience in knowledge sharing practices, the researcher developed curiosity to 

conduct the research in this institution. 

 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 
We are living in knowledge /information/ age. So, every technology keeps on changing fast. And 

those who have access and cognizant to this ever-changing technology can have power to adapt 

and use to the newly created technology. Otherwise those who were at the top of businesses 

found itself at the tail or vise verse.  

Many authors (Sanchez, 1997; VonKrogh, 1998; Davenport and Prusak, 1998) have argued that 

knowledge-sharing is an important value adding component of knowledge-management 
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initiatives. According to these authors, knowledge sharing is the process of converting 

knowledge into manifest forms of business (e.g. explicit knowledge), gathering of decentralized 

explicit knowledge and making it accessible to others in the firm. Improved, knowledge sharing 

system has a core role to ease the integration of dispersed knowledge, saves costs of replication 

across time and place, facilitates leveraging across uses and users, and may reduce costs of 

searching and accessing knowledge. Further business communities and university staff able to 

work globally and contribute significantly to the GDP of the country.  

Further, Davenport and Volpel (2001) argued that knowledge is in the minds of the people, if 

organizations can not improve the sharing of knowledge internally as well as externally, the 

success that can be achieved from knowledge management will be limited. Therefore, 

educational institutions, such as HUC, have big responsibility to create and disseminate 

knowledge to others and ultimately required to promote internal and external knowledge flows.  

In this information era, there has seen major advances in managing knowledge and change it to 

economic benefit. In this knowledge all business is working without boundary and every one of 

us participate in the national and global economy as long as our services or commodity make 

known throughout the world. According to Prusak (2001), globalization is the unprecedented 

increase in the complexity and volume of global trade. This is mainly due to information 

technology, whereby new products and services are swiftly brought to the wider global market.  

In industrialization era, almost all developing countries were not beneficiaries. It is time to 

participate for those of us living in developing countries to participate in the global economy, 

when and only when these countries actively participating in KM and KS practices. What type of 

roles do Ethiopia as developing country and HUC as a university are playing to participate in 

KM and KS practices to keep their share in global economy? Most educational institutions, in 

Ethiopia have installed some type of information system, but different literature have shown that 

several barriers make it difficult to use and share data and information effectively. Some of these 

barriers include lack of staff, non-uniform data collection method, lack of leadership, lack of 

integration of technology, unclear priorities and distrust of data use (Lisa & Thad, 2003). It is in 

view of this that the researcher desired to evaluate the KS practices of members of HUC. 

Moreover, all educational institutions might not have equal access and opportunity in terms of 

creating and disseminating knowledge. One might have a well-developed and effective 

collaboration among teacher and staff, but its technological systems might be outdated. Another 
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institution might be full of modern technologies that could facilitate the creation and sharing of 

knowledge but might have lack of proper way and system of knowledge sharing. Hence, 

assessing the current practices and finding out the real problems of an institution helps to 

strengthen good practices and improve other hindering systems.   

In view of the above, this study has tried to explore HUC’s knowledge sharing practices and 

problems and at the end recommends mechanisms how organization enhances and utilizes 

knowledge to its best advantage by creating conditions which foster knowledge sharing among 

employees and stakeholders.  

Hence, to meet the research objectives and purposes, the following basic questions were posed. 

1. How is the practice of knowledge sharing in Hope University College?  

2. What are the major problems of knowledge sharing practices in Hope University 

College? 

3. What possible strategies can be used to enhance knowledge sharing practices in Hope 

University College? 

1.3. Objectives of the Study 
1.3.1. General Objective 
The general objective of the study was to assess the practices and determine major problems of 

knowledge sharing in HUC and to recommend any possible approaches and strategies which 

could help to enhance organizational knowledge sharing. 

 
1.3.2. Specific Objectives  

• To assess the practice of knowledge sharing in HUC. 

• To identify and examine the major problems of knowledge sharing in HUC. 

• To assess existing strategies being used to enhance knowledge sharing practices in HUC. 

• To suggest possible mechanisms and strategies for future improvement and development 

of holistic approaches polices and guidelines to maximize the opportunity of getting 

better way of knowledge sharing. 
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1.4 Significance of the Study 
Educational institutions are presumed to be the place where knowledge is created. Once created, 

this knowledge should be shared to others so that they could make use of it. Therefore, this study 

has assessed the current knowledge sharing practice of HUC. From the finding of the study, the 

college might get some inputs on how it could improve and foster its knowledge sharing practice. 

It could also obtain important information for decision making, developing policies and 

guidelines to support its future effort on improving knowledge sharing. Moreover, the findings of 

the study could help practitioners in planning, evaluating, improving and benchmarking their 

knowledge endeavors against current practices. 

The research may not only potentially identify opportunities that reveal promising insights on 

how to improve knowledge sharing practices within the organization, but it will also be useful to 

other related organizations to redevelop their policies and guidelines that help to improve their 

knowledge sharing by outlining areas and factors needed to improve knowledge sharing.  

Educational institutions including HUC have big responsibilities and commitments to the whole 

society. Thus, the various approaches and techniques that are recommended in this study will 

help HUC, other organizations and individuals to better understand about necessary conditions to 

respond to the problems and opportunities through facilitating appropriate conditions for 

knowledge sharing. 

1.5. Delimitations of the Study 
The scope of this study was delimited to HUC employees. And the content of the study was 

delimited to knowledge sharing practices and problems in this organization.  

1.6. Limitations of the Study 
Out of 63 academic staffs, 21 were not available. However, this didn’t create negative impact on 

the representativeness of the samples taken since the researcher considered all available 

academic staffs instead of taking some of them using random sampling. This means that the 

sample from this category was taken based on availability.  
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1.7. Operational Definitions of Key Terms 
Information: Data that has meaning.  

Information management: A cycle of processes that support the organization's learning activities:   

                                           identifying information needs, acquiring information, organizing and 

                                           storing information, developing information products and services,  

                                           distributing information and using information. 

                                            

Knowledge: A fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, and expert insight 

                     that provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and 

                     information.  

Knowledge management: The process of making use of both documented knowledge and the 

                                           knowledge that is stored in people’s mind.  

Knowledge sharing: The exchange of knowledge between and among individuals, and within and 

                                  among teams, organizational units, and organizations.  

Organizational culture: The set of values, beliefs and norms, meanings and practices shared by 

                                      personnel within an organization.  

Public organizations: Organizations that are defined as being part of the public sector by a legal 

                                   framework at any level 

 

1.8. Organization of the Study  
This study was organized into five chapters. Chapter one introduces the background of the 

problem of the study areas and research questions, the research objectives, significance of the 

study, scope and limitations of the study. Chapter two covers the review of the related literature. 

Chapter three presents the research design and methodology that used to carry out this research. 

Chapter four is the central theme or core of this paper where data are presented, analyzed, 

interpreted and discussed. Finally, Chapter five comprises findings and discussions, summary, 

conclusions and recommendations of the findings. 
  



8 

 

CHAPTER TWO 
Review of Related Literature 

2.1. Knowledge and Knowledge Management 

Knowledge management has progressed from a prominent topic to an increasingly common 

function within organizations. To improve organizational performance and to compete 

successfully in global markets, organizations need to have the understanding and effective 

knowledge management. Although the need to manage knowledge efficiently is generally 

accepted, knowledge management is still an intangible concept, and much of the literature 

continues to explore these intangible issues (Darroch and McNaughton, 2002).  

2.1.1. Definition of Knowledge 

Although many of us have an intuitive feel for what the term knowledge means, knowledge is a 

difficult concept to define. Organizational scholars still argue that knowledge is a multifaceted 

concept with multi-layered meanings for different circumstances and for different people. In the 

knowledge management literature, a formal definition of knowledge is lacking (Hlupic, 

Pouloudi, and Rzevski, 2002).  

Drucker (1993) defined knowledge as the only meaningful resource in knowledge-based society, 

emphasizing that: Knowledge is not impersonal, like money. Knowledge does not reside in a 

book, a Data bank, a software program; they contain only information. Knowledge is always 

embodied in a person; carried by a person; created, augmented, or improved by a person; applied 

by a person; taught by a person, and passed on by a person.  

Davenport and Prusak (1998) provided the following detailed definition of knowledge: 

Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, and expert 

insight that provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and 

information. It originates in the minds of knower. In organizations, it often becomes embedded 

not only in documents or repositories but also in organizational routines, processes, practices, 

and norms. (p. 21) 
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2.1.2 Knowledge data and information 

To address the question of how to define knowledge, a researcher must distinguish among 

knowledge, information and data. It is obvious that numerous authors are becoming more 

sensitive to the distinctions among data, information, and knowledge. A commonly held view is 

that data represent raw facts, information is organized data, and knowledge is formatted 

information (Raisinghani, 2000). Data are simple observations of states of the world; information 

is data endowed with relevance and purpose; and knowledge is valuable information (Davenport, 

1997).  

The most common representation of knowledge is placed to a conceptual pyramid, the 

foundation of which is data (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). The knowledge pyramid represents 

the usual concept of knowledge transformations, where data is transformed into information, and 

information is transformed into knowledge. This explanation is not to say that the relationship 

among knowledge, data, and information has been resolved. Tuomi (1999) argued that 

knowledge must exist before information can be formulated and before data can be measured to 

form information later. 

Tuomi (1999) used the development of computer systems as an example and argues that data 

emerges as a result of adding value to information. Information in turn is knowledge that has 

been structured, articulated, and verbalized. When articulated, verbalized, and structured, 

knowledge is stored in computer memory for automatic manipulation. The meaning of 

information within the knowledge must be represented. Information is then split into atoms that 

have no meaning to allow automatic processing. Finally, when information is assigned a fixed 

representation and standard interpretation, data is created. Critical to this argument is the concept 

that knowledge does not exist outside of an agent or knower and is indelibly shaped by one’s 

needs as well as one’s initial stock of knowledge (Alavi and Leidner, 2001). 

Wiig, de Hodg, and van der Spek (1997) listed some of the most important characteristics that set 

knowledge apart from other resources: (a) knowledge is intangible and difficult to measure; (b) 

knowledge is volatile and can disappear overnight; (c) knowledge is most of the time embodied 

in agents with will; (d) knowledge is not consumed in a process and sometimes increases through 

use; (e) knowledge has wide ranging impacts in organizations (e.g. knowledge is power); (f) 

knowledge cannot be bought in the market place at any time, it often has long lead times; and (g) 
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knowledge is an element, that is not subject to rivalry, and can be used by different processes at 

the same time for different intents. 

2.1.3. Taxonomies of Knowledge 

The concept of knowledge and knowledge taxonomies is important because theoretical 

developments in the knowledge management area are influenced by the distinction among the 

different types of knowledge (Alavi and Leidner, 2001). There are many different opinions on 

the taxonomies of knowledge. However, it is commonly agreed that knowledge can be split into 

two types: explicit and tacit. Explicit knowledge is a component of knowledge that can be 

codified and transmitted through systematic and formal language (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). 

Hubert (1996) defined explicit knowledge as articulated knowledge – the words spoken, the 

books read, the reports written, the data compiled and tacit knowledge as unarticulated 

knowledge - intuition, perspectives, beliefs, and values that people form as a result of personal 

experiences. Tacit knowledge is personal, context-specific knowledge that is difficult to 

formalize, record, or articulate, and is stored in the heads of people (Tiwana, 2002). 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) provided characteristics of explicit and tacit knowledge. Examples 

of explicit knowledge are (a) formal and systematic, (b) knowledge of rationality (mind), (c) 

expressed in words and numbers, (d) easily communicated and shared in the form of hard data, 

formula, codified procedures, or universal principles, and (e) expressed in computer code, 

chemical formula, sets of general principles. Tacit knowledge is described as (a) insights, 

intuitions, and hunches, (b) knowledge of experience (body), (c) not easily visible and 

expressible, (d) highly personal, hard to formalize, difficult to communicate or share with others, 

and (e) rooted in individual actions and experiences, including ideals, values, or emotions.  

Hasan and Al-hawari (2003) developed a broader concept of knowledge based on Nonaka’s 

(1995) original work in which the authors added semi-explicit and semi-tacit to the knowledge 

categories Nonaka created. This change added four knowledge processes to be discerned and 

developed through knowledge management using the model. Semi-tacit has the highest rating on 

the scale of diffusion and the lowest rating on the scale of codification (Hasan and Al-hawari, 

2003). On the contrary, semi-explicit has the lowest rating on the scale of diffusion and the 

highest rating on the scale of codification (Hasan and Al-hawari, 2003). To Nonaka and 

Takeuchi’s (1995) originally proposed four processes (socialization, externalization, 

combination, and internalization), Hasan and Alhawari (2003) added articulation to convert 
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knowledge from explicit to semi-tacit forms; adoption to convert knowledge from semi-tacit to 

tacit forms; standardization to convert knowledge from tacit to semi-explicit forms; and 

systemization to convert knowledge from semi-explicit to explicit forms. 

In addition to explicit and tacit knowledge, various other types of knowledge exist within an 

organization. Other models include Boisot’s (1987) knowledge model, which considers 

knowledge to be either codified (knowledge that can be readily prepared for transmission 

purposes) or uncodified (knowledge that cannot be readily prepared for transmission purposes), 

or diffused (knowledge that is readily shared) or undiffused (knowledge that is not readily 

shared), within an organization. 

2.1.4. Definition of Knowledge Management 

Knowledge management is a debatable and a newly emerging term that has many different 

definitions. The term knowledge management was first introduced in a 1986 keynote address to a 

European management conference. Alternative definitions have been proposed since that attempt 

to capture the complexities of knowledge management. The American Productivity and Quality 

Center defined knowledge management as “the strategies and processes of identifying, capturing 

and leveraging knowledge” (Atefeh et al., 1999, p. 172). Knapp (1998) defined knowledge 

management as “the art of transforming information and intellectual assets into enduring value 

for an organization’s clients and its people” (p. 3). Darroch (2003) defined knowledge 

management as “the process that creates or locates knowledge and manages the sharing, 

dissemination, and use of knowledge within the organization” (p. 41). 

The traditional emphasis in knowledge management has been on knowledge that is recognized 

and already articulated in some form. However, increasingly, knowledge management is also 

incorporating the managing of important tacit knowledge (Sabherwal and Becerra-Fernandez, 

2003). Davenport and Prusak (1998) defined knowledge management as the management of a 

corporation’s knowledge through a systematic and organizational specified process for acquiring, 

organizing, sustaining, applying, sharing, and renewing both tacit and explicit knowledge from 

employees to improve organizational performance and to create value. 

As shown in the above definitions KM is the process creating disseminating and managing the 

process of transforming knowledge into intellectual asset. This KM could be studied because it is 
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not only for creating power for the one who is systematically managing it but also it is the order 

of the day.   

Wiig (1994) suggested that knowledge management in an organization must be considered from 

three perspectives, each with different scopes and purposes: (a) a business perspective - focusing 

on why, where, and to what extent the organization must invest in or exploit knowledge, and 

which strategies, products and services, alliances, acquisitions, or divestments should be 

considered from a knowledge-related point of view; (b) a management perspective - focusing on 

determining, organizing, directing, and monitoring knowledge-related activities required to 

achieve the desired business strategies and objectives; and (c) a hands-on operational perspective 

- focusing on applying the professional skill to conduct explicit knowledge-related work and 

tasks. 

2.2 Critical Success Factors of Knowledge Management and Sharing 

2.2.1. Knowledge Management Strategy 

Knowledge management enablers are the vehicles that can facilitate KS practices (Chan and 

Chau, 2005). Besides the enables, the right strategic decision for a firm is to find the proper 

balance of internal and external knowledge management that best meets that firm’s needs and fits 

its resources most precisely (Bierly and Chakrabarti, 1996). However, there is a lack of common 

comprehension of the concept of strategy, especially as the concept relates to knowledge and 

knowledge management. 

Zack (2002) argued that the terms knowledge management strategy and knowledge strategy are 

different. According to Zack, knowledge strategy is defined as a competitive strategy built 

around a firm’s intellectual resources and capabilities and orientation toward understanding of 

which knowledge is most strategic and will have the greatest impact on the key business 

performance of a company.  

In contrast, knowledge management strategy is defined as a high-level plan that describes and 

outlines the processes, tools, and infrastructures (organizational and technological) required in 

managing any knowledge gaps or surpluses. Knowledge management strategy is the means by 

which the exact knowledge determined by a knowledge strategy can flow effectively in 

corporations (Zack, 2002). 
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Various researchers have described different knowledge management strategies. Jordan and 

Jones (1997) explored the key dimensions of organizational knowledge and split the known 

knowledge management strategies into two types: tacit-oriented strategy and explicit-oriented 

strategy. This split of two strategies was designed to emphasize the proper balance between the 

strategies, and to expand innovative ideas to get better results. 

The purpose of tacit-oriented strategy is to acquire internal and opportunistic knowledge and 

share its aspects informally. Conversely, explicit-oriented strategy is used primarily to acquire 

external and focused knowledge and to share that knowledge formally. The focus of tacit-

oriented strategy is the sharing of knowledge through mutual interactions, one-to-one 

connections, and social networks. The focus of explicit-oriented strategy is to manage and store 

the knowledge assets of the firm in a systematic fashion (Keskin, 2005). 

Zack (1999) analyzed the concept of a knowledge gap, namely the gap between what a firm must 

know and what that firm actually knows about managing knowledge. Knowledge management is 

categorized into aggressive and conservative strategies. Firms that concentrate on internal 

knowledge exhibit a conservative strategy while aggressive firms tend to explore knowledge 

without regard to any organizational boundaries. He concluded that firms using an aggressive 

strategy tend to outperform those who utilize less aggressive strategies. 

In 1999, Hansen and Nohria investigated several management consulting firms and found two 

very different knowledge management strategies in place in these firms; a codification strategy 

and a personalization strategy. Codification strategy indicates that knowledge is carefully 

codified and stored in databases and then accessed and used easily by anyone in the company. In 

contrast, personalization strategy means that knowledge is closely tied to the person who 

developed that knowledge and is shared primarily through direct person-to-person contacts. The 

researchers argued that companies should seek either a codification strategy or a personalization 

strategy in isolation to utilize corporate knowledge most effectively. 

Swan, Newell, and Robertson (2000) criticized information technology-driven (IT-driven) 

knowledge management through a discussion of two case studies in which cognitive and 

community strategies were presented. Cognitive strategy emphasizes linear information flow and 

knowledge that is codified through information technology. Community strategy emphasizes 

dialogue and knowledge sharing through social networks that include occupational groups and 
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teams. Swan et al.’s (2000) findings provide conclusive evidence that community strategy is 

more effective in an organization. 

Bohn (1994) defined technological knowledge and introduced a framework for mapping and 

evaluating levels of knowledge. The author illustrated knowledge management strategy by 

measuring how much an organization knows and doesn’t know about its production processes. 

The author divided knowledge into eight stages that ranged from complete ignorance to complete 

knowledge. He also defined the range of the degree of procedure from pure procedure to pure 

expertise. Those portions of processes at the lower stages of knowledge should be completed by 

using a high degree of expertise and little automation. On the contrary, if a process is at a higher 

stage of knowledge, automation is more appropriate. 

Bierly and Chakrabarti (1996) studied the U.S. pharmaceutical industry and classified generic 

knowledge strategies into innovators, explorers, exploiters, and loners. Innovators are the most 

aggressive learners in the sense that they most effectively combine internal and external learning 

and concentrate on both aspects of learning. 

Internal learning occurs when members generate and distribute new knowledge within the 

boundaries of the organization. External learning occurs when members bring in knowledge 

from an outside source. Incremental learning is manifested in small changes in the observed 

pattern of behavior.  

Singh and Zollo (1998) investigated the impact of tacit and codified knowledge accumulation 

strategies on the performance of corporate acquisitions. The authors showed that tacit-oriented 

knowledge management strategy had a positive influence on organizational performance if task 

characteristics are highly homogeneous or similar. However, Singh and Zollo (1998) found that 

codified knowledge management strategy appeared to be an important factor when task 

characteristics are of low homogeneity. The study indicated that firms should align their 

knowledge strategies with their task characteristics. 

Many researchers asserted that there are two dimensions of any knowledge management strategy 

focus, system orientation and human orientation (Choi and Lee, 2002). System orientation 

emphasizes codified knowledge in knowledge management processes, focuses on codifying and 

storing knowledge via information technology, and attempts to share that knowledge formally 

(Choi and Lee, 2002). On the contrary, human orientation emphasizes dialogue via social 
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networks and person-to-person contacts, focuses on acquiring knowledge through an experienced 

and skilled person, and attempts to share knowledge informally (Choi and Lee, 2002). 

Keskin (2005) argued that each firm should adopt an appropriate knowledge management 

strategy that relates to its specific knowledge entity. Different situations can also require 

different knowledge management strategies. However, the range of different knowledge 

management strategies is often confusing and where to begin in choosing a strategy for a 

situation may at first tend to be unclear (Haggie and Kingston, 2003).  

2.2.2. Knowledge Management Enablers 

Gold, Malhotra, and Segars (2001) conducted an empirical study of knowledge management 

capabilities and organizational effectiveness and collected data from 323 senior executives. 

Using this theoretical framework, the researchers identified three key knowledge management 

enablers: technology, structure, and culture. The research presented strong evidence regarding 

the impact of knowledge management enablers and knowledge management process on 

knowledge effectiveness. 

However, the research was limited as its sample was restricted to large firms only. Laupase 

(2002) conducted a study exploring the processes of converting consultants’ tacit knowledge to 

organizational explicit knowledge. To address the research question, the author identified three 

factors that support the conversion processes, which were organizational structure, culture, and 

information technologies. All three firms indicated that technology was not the priority of the 

consulting practice when considering knowledge conversion. The most important issue was to 

develop an effective organizational structure and culture to assist the conversion processes. 

Syed-lkhsan and Rowland (2004) conducted a study exploring the relationship between 

organizational elements and the performance of knowledge transfer in the public sector. The 

study found the study identified a few opportunities for further examination regarding enablers 

that could influence the success in implementing knowledge management as a whole. One of the 

enablers that needed further research according to the authors was the effect of organization 

structure on knowledge transfer. 

Ngoc (2005) conducted a study on knowledge transfer issues in Vietnam’s IT companies. The 

study was carried out in five large IT companies in Hanoi in January 2005. In this study, the 
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results of this research supported positive relationship between organizational communication 

systems, communal culture, transformational leadership, information technology, and knowledge 

transfer. Moreover, communal culture and transformational leadership were the two strongest 

predictors of knowledge transfer. The application of information technology had the lowest 

influence on knowledge transfer. 

2.2.2.1 Technology 

The important role of information technology is its ability to support communication, 

collaboration and the search for knowledge, and enable collaborative learning (Ngoc, 2005). 

Davenport and Prusak (1998) regarded information technology as both a key contributor and an 

enabler in the field of knowledge management.  

Several information technology tools are applied to the different knowledge creation processes. 

IT that is a part of effective knowledge management can thus be classified into two types: 

Communication technologies (e.g., e-mail, video conferencing, electronic bulletin boards, and 

computer conferencing) and decision-aiding technologies (e.g., decision-support systems, expert 

systems, and executive information systems) (Song et al., 2001). 

Communication technologies enable companies to overcome time and space constraints in 

communication, increase the range and depth of information access, and promote the knowledge 

to be shared rapidly and conveniently (Marwick, 2001). Decision-aid technologies are defined as 

the IT that provides ways to increase the capacity of an individual, organization, or team to 

create models effectively, to develop alternatives and solutions, and to make more effective 

decisions (Kendall, 1997). Decision-aid technologies enable companies to store and to retrieve 

large amounts of information rapidly, and then to combine and reconfigure information 

accurately to create new information (Song et al., 2001). Therefore, information technology can 

help individuals create models and develop alternatives and solutions for tasks (Ngoc, 2005). In 

addition to creating, transferring, and storing knowledge through technological infrastructure, an 

organization must take steps to ensure that its knowledge is not stolen or used inappropriately 

(Gold, Malhotra, and Segars, 2001). 
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2.2.2.2 Leadership 

Singh (2008) investigated the relationship as well as the impact of leadership styles on 

knowledge management practices based on collection of comprehensive quantitative data. His 

research findings indicate directive as well as supportive styles of leadership found to be 

significantly and negatively associated with the art of KM practices. It also depicts that 

consulting and delegating styles of leadership are positively and significantly related with 

managing knowledge in organization. Singh (2008) further derived the conclusion that only the 

delegating mode of leadership behaviors was found to be significant in predicting creation as 

well as management of knowledge for competitive advantage.  

Formalization refers to written documentation, rules, and procedures in the organization that 

affect the communication of knowledge (Schminke, Ambrose, and Cropanzano, 2000). 

Centralization is generally considered to hinder interdepartmental communication, frequent 

sharing of ideas, and knowledge application (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Woodman, Sawyer, and 

Griffin, 1993). However, decentralization may make it difficult to avoid chaos, inconsistency and 

duplicated efforts (Adler, 1999). There are two opposing views regarding the relationship of 

formalization and knowledge application in a firm (Lin and Germain, 2003). Formalized 

structures can be less flexible, prohibiting the acquisition and utilization of knowledge. The 

absence of a formal structure tends to allow organization members to communicate and interact 

with one another to create knowledge (Jarvenpaa and Staples, 2000). Conversely, formalization 

systemizes information collection and dissemination, and helps to identify storage of strategic 

issues. 

2.2.2.3 Organizational culture 

Organizational culture is the set of values, beliefs and norms, meanings and practices shared by 

personnel within an organization (Robbin, 2004). An organization’s culture is shaped by the 

people inside that organization, by the ethics of the organization, by the employment rights given 

to employees, and by the type of structure used by the organization to run the organization. Like 

organizational structure, organizational culture shapes and controls behavior within an 

organization. 

Organizational culture is believed to be the most significant factor in effective knowledge 

management (Gold, Malhotra, and Segars, 2001). An effective organizational culture can provide 

support and incentives as well as encourage knowledge-related activities by creating suitable 
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environments for knowledge exchange and accessibility (Janz and Prasarnphanich, 2003). An 

organization must have a strong culture that values trust, openness, and sociability to stimulate 

people’s interactions and knowledge sharing (Ngoc, 2005). 

A collaborative environment creates opportunities for knowledgeable people to share knowledge 

openly and have more successful knowledge management programs (Alavi and Leidner, 2001). 

Finally, firms gain the greatest benefits from knowledge sharing when their members are given 

the opportunity to contribute to and to learn from the specific knowledge that affects the 

decisions and practices in each area of the company. 

The second cultural factor is trust. Trust is a complex and multidimensional concept. A strong 

sense of trust can create the same standard, a mutual interest, and a shared goal for all people in 

the organization and produce both commitment and loyalty (Goffee and Jones, 1996). Critical to 

the development of knowledge-based trust are recurring face-to-face interactions that allow 

members to know one another and to be able to predict how the other party will behave in 

various circumstances (DeTienne et al., 2004). Davenport and Prusak (1998) stated that 

regardless of how thoroughly firms are supported by technology and rhetoric, knowledge 

initiatives will fail without trust.  

In addition to policy and process, a reward system or incentives can determine the channels from 

which knowledge is accessed and flows (Leonard, 1995). Park (2006) argued that incentive 

systems can support the knowledge management activities as a structural capability. Tangible 

and intangible incentives are all integral parts of the knowledge management process and can be 

used to motivate employees to share knowledge (Hansen, Nohria, and Tierney, 1999). An 

organization’s system of rewards is also a critical structural factor to use to affect employee 

behavior and influence employee decisions regarding knowledge creation and knowledge 

transfer activities (Hurley and Green, 2005). 

 

 

 

 

The following Relationship between enablers and other factors with knowledge sharing was 

adapted from Tsai, 2002  
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Enablers     Information Quality                Leadership     KS Practices 

          KS Policy & Strategy   Monitoring 

Feedback and Incentives  

Figure 1: Relationship between enablers and other factors with knowledge sharing 

2.3. Knowledge Sharing  

Lee (2001), define knowledge sharing as the activities that involve transferring knowledge 

whether tacit or implicit knowledge from one person, group or organization to another. For an 

organization, knowledge sharing is more in sharing their experience between senior to junior or 

top management with their subordinate to make sure that they can improve their performance 

and making that knowledge available to the business. Several studies have demonstrated that 

knowledge sharing is essential because it enables organizations to enhance innovation 

performance and reduce redundant learning efforts (Cavusgil, Calantone and Zhao 2002; 

Scarbrough, 2003). 

Knowledge sharing is the opposite of hoarding; sharing usually comes about through the removal 

of barriers between people and departments, sometimes knowledge sharing called as knowledge 

transfer (Davenport and Prusak, 2000). 

Knowledge sharing matters more than ever in today's rapidly changing, globalized world where 

knowledge is the key resource for twenty-first century organizations. Knowledge sharing is 

about creating the conditions for knowledge to be accessed, developed and shared effectively, 

both internally and externally. Knowledge sharing is a pre-requisite for current optimum 

performance and future growth. Improved knowledge sharing means: Learning from successes 

and mistakes… to improve today's performance. Learning how to be more successful is achieved 

by creating new knowledge that will improve tomorrow's performance.  Improving the capacity 

of the organization to collaborate … "joining things up". Having the right knowledge in the right 

place at the right time…. to be able to make better decisions etc. 

 

*Technology 
*Structure & 
*Culture 
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2.3.1 Factors influencing Knowledge Sharing in Public organizations 

Taylor and Wright (2004) examined the factors that influence knowledge sharing in the public 

sector. They reported statistically significant relationships between knowledge sharing and 

factors such as leadership climate, information quality, satisfaction with change processes, 

learning from failure, a vision for change, and performance orientation. They emphasize top-

down communication flow, familiarity with procedures or rules, non-monetary rewards, and the 

perception of motivation and ability to accept current performance levels.  

Yao, Kam, and Chan (2007) showed factors that facilitate and hinder knowledge sharing 

between Hong Kong government employees by using a case study and a survey. They argued 

that knowledge sharing is affected by national culture, informal relationships, management 

support, incentives or rewards, lack of time due to heavy workloads, and individual benefits, 

suggesting that it would be possible that low morale, serious budgets deficits in government 

agencies, and trust could influence knowledge sharing (Yao, et al., 2007).  

Hansen (1999) showed the effect of closeness of relationships on knowledge sharing. In his 

study, a project team’s search for knowledge is improved by weak inter-unit ties, but the transfer 

of complex knowledge is impeded by such inter-unit ties (Hansen, 1999). Cabrera (2002) see 

knowledge sharing from the perspective of a public good dilemma: sharing ideas with others 

may carry costs for some individuals. As ways to overcome such a dilemma, they present three 

intervening variables the pay off (reward) system, efficacy perceptions, and senses of group 

identity and personal responsibility-- that foster knowledge sharing. By studying individual-level 

factors affecting knowledge processes including knowledge sharing, Andrews and Delahaye 

(2000) find that perceived trustworthiness is one of the important factors that affect knowledge 

sharing decisions. Tsai (2002) examines the relationships between formal hierarchical structure 

and informal lateral relations and knowledge sharing among organizational units. He found that 

formal hierarchical structure has a statistically significant negative effect on knowledge sharing. 

But informal lateral relationships, measured by social interaction, have a significant positive 

impact on knowledge sharing, though not among units that compete with each other for internal 

resources (Tsai, 2002). 

There was controversy, however, about the relationships between rewards or reward systems and 

knowledge sharing and the level of IT usage and knowledge sharing. When Bock and Kim 

(2002) examine the factors affecting knowledge sharing, the results show that expected rewards 
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and the level of IT usage are not significantly associated with knowledge sharing, even though 

other expected associations are significantly related to knowledge sharing. Ho (2008) 

investigates the relationships between self-directed learning, organizational learning, knowledge 

management capability and organizational performance. He found that organizational 

performance is directly affected by organizational learning and knowledge management 

capability. As well, self-directed learning affects organizational learning and knowledge 

management capability. In other words, self-directed learning affects organizational performance 

through organizational learning and knowledge management capability (Ho, 2008).  

Examining the effect of types of coordination on knowledge sharing between departments in 

public organizations that lateral and informal coordination affects interdepartmental knowledge 

sharing. Kim and Lee (2006) examine how organizational structure, culture and information 

technology influence knowledge sharing among employees in public organizations and in private 

organizations. They argue that factors such as social networks, reward system, IT application 

usage, and years of work significantly influence knowledge sharing capabilities in both the 

public and the private sectors. 

In general knowledge sharing is affected by a variety of factors including individual, 

organizational, and social variables. Most studies deal with the preconditions of knowledge 

sharing under the assumption that knowledge sharing has a positive impact on organizational 

performance in the private and public sectors. 

2.3.2 Knowledge Sharing Practices 

It has been widely acknowledged and agreed that the main challenge of companies’ 

sharing practices is to protect and maximize the value derived from tacit knowledge held by 

employees, customers and external stakeholders. Several authors supported the view that 

individual creativity contributes to the growth of collective knowledge, arguing that the better 

and purposeful sharing of useful knowledge translates into accelerated individual and 

organizational learning and innovation. 

Effectiveness of knowledge-driven work is directly related to the creation of new knowledge and 

the sharing of useful existing knowledge through the interaction between tacit and explicit 

knowledge. 
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Organizational knowledge is the knowledge shared by individuals and is best highlighted 

by four different modes of knowledge conversion (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Sveiby, 

1997). Firstly, the socialization mode begins with sharing skills and experiences through 

observations and imitations, thereby creating tacit knowledge from tacit knowledge. 

Secondly, the externalization mode converts tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge using 

metaphors, analogies, models, and concepts through books or manuals. Thirdly, the 

combination mode transfers existing explicit concepts by analyzing and re-organizing 

information within the organization from one area to another (e.g. assisted by computer 

networks and databases). Fourthly, internalization is the transfer of explicit knowledge into 

tacit knowledge that refers to a hands-on approach using actual experience or simulation 

models. 
 

The identification and recognition of knowledge sharing barriers may it be a natural part of an 

organization’s culture or not, plays an important role in the success of a KM strategy. 

Knowledge sharing practices often seem to fail because companies attempt to adjust their 

organizational culture to fit their KM or knowledge sharing goals and strategy, instead of 

implementing them so that they fit their culture. McDermott and O’Dell (2001), for example, 

noted a number of companies, such as Price Water house Coopers, Ford, and IBM, all of which 

have integrated knowledge-sharing activities successfully into their corporate culture. 

The main reason noted about why most companies do not reach their knowledge sharing goals 

seems to be due to the lack of a clear connection between the KM strategy and overall 

company goals, possibly because knowledge sharing time and again is perceived as a 

separate activity. 

Halawi et al (2006) identify five basic KM strategies based on how organization approach and 

focus on their KM practices. They explained the concept as below that some practice knowledge 

management as a business strategy where the focus is on knowledge creation, capture, 

organization, renewal, sharing and use in all organizational activities. Others focus on the 

intellectual asset management strategy, which includes enterprise-level management of specific 

intellectual assets such as patents, customer relationships, and other organizational structural 

capital. A third approach is to concentrate on a personal knowledge strategy, which highlights 

each employee’s personal responsibility for KM. A fourth strategy is the knowledge creation 

strategy which stresses organizational learning, research (both basic and applied) and 

development, and motivation of employees to innovate, learn from past experiences, and obtain 
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new and better knowledge to enhance competitiveness. The fifth strategy is the knowledge 

transfer strategy, which emphasizes the systematic transfer of knowledge across the organization 

and the adoption of best practices.  

2.3.3 Knowledge Sharing Practices and its Challenge in Ethiopia Based on Some 

Selected Research Papers 

Knowledge is the key to drive the development of an organization, especially, the university 

society play significant role in today’s knowledge-based economy. With this respect different 

research in relation to KS practices has been conducted in our country with different scenarios. 

The investigator has summarized below some of the researches that were accessed through 

internet.  

i. Rarely used knowledge sharing practices  

Fikiru (2018) conducted a survey on factors affecting university-industry knowledge sharing 

practices. He mentioned in his research findings that academicians in AAU rarely practiced 

knowledge sharing. 

Challa and Worku (2016) conducted research on 113 Assossa hospital staff members in title 

“Status of knowledge sharing practice among health professionals in Assossa, Ethiopia”, and 

they found that vast majority of the respondents (89%) confirmed that there was no knowledge 

sharing practices and strategies in the hospital due to absence of web based applications. 

ii. Challenges  

Different types of challenges and problems that hinder to foster knowledge sharing in Ethiopia 

were mentioned by different. For instance, Fikiru (2018) categorized the reason behind limited 

knowledge sharing practicing in terms of; individual, motivational and organizational factors as 

follows.   

• Individual factors such as willingness, motivation, and trust to share knowledge and 

awareness had significant impact on knowledge sharing practices.  

• Lack of motivation, lack of budget, lack of regular plan, lack of knowledge sharing 

platform and lack of policy or strategy were categorized under organizational factors that 

affect knowledge sharing.  
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• Lack of appropriate knowledge management system and websites not being updated 

regularly to share knowledge were identified as technological factors that affect 

knowledge sharing practices.  

 

Also, Getaneh (2009) made a case study on ‘The Role of Open Access in Fostering Knowledge 

Sharing and Collaboration in Ethiopia’. The researcher considered 14 researchers in AAU and a 

few librarians. At the end of the research, he found that Ethiopia scholars in AAU faced 

technological and social challenges for knowledge sharing because;  

• Existence of limited bandwidth  

• Lack of clear institutional policies and strategies to disseminate the results of their 

research activities 

• Lack of awareness, poor institutional research infrastructure, poorly managed websites, 

and absence of institutional policies for depositing research results 

On the other hand, Nesibu Agonafir (2020) used inferential statistics, called linear regression to 

generalize the trend of the relationship to the score of DV.   He made a research on determinant 

factors of knowledge management practice as case study on ministry of heath on 282 sample 

population. Finally, he came up to conclusion that organizational culture, human resource, 

information technology and knowledge management processes were identified as having 

significant and positive linear relationship with the knowledge management practice in the 

organization. 

2.4. Summary 

Both Drucker (1993) and Davenport and Prusak (1998) stated that knowledge is always 

embodied in a person and originates in the minds of knower. But the later authors emphasized 

that organizational knowledge is embedded in organizational routines, processes, practices, and 

norms. (p. 21) 

Wiig, de Hodg, and van der Spek (1997) listed some of the most important characteristics that set 

knowledge apart from other resources: knowledge is intangible, volatile, embodied in agents 

with will, not consumed in a process, knowledge is power, cannot be bought, and is an element, 

that is not subject to rivalry, and can be used by different processes at the same time for different 

intents. 
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It is commonly agreed that knowledge can be split into two types: explicit and tacit. Explicit 

knowledge is a component of knowledge that can be codified and transmitted through systematic 

and formal language (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Whereas tacit knowledge is personal, 

context-specific knowledge that is difficult to formalize, record, or articulate, and is stored in the 

heads of people (Tiwana, 2002). 

Davenport and Prusak (1998) used tacit and explicit knowledge to define knowledge 

management. They defined knowledge management as the management of a corporation’s 

knowledge through a systematic and organizational specified process for acquiring, organizing, 

sustaining, applying, sharing, and renewing both tacit and explicit knowledge from employees to 

improve organizational performance and to create value. 

Wiig (1994) suggested that knowledge management in an organization must be considered from 

three perspectives, each with different scopes and purposes: (a) a business perspective (b) a 

management perspective and (c) a hands-on operational perspective.  

Technology, leadership, and organizational culture were thoroughly discussed under knowledge 

management enablers. Communal culture and transformational leadership were strongest 

predictors of knowledge transfer. Whereas application of information technology had the lowest 

influence on knowledge transfer. 

With regards to the status of Knowledge sharing practices in Ethiopia, Fikru (2018) mentioned in 

his research findings that there was low knowledge sharing practice among AAU academicians. 

Different individual, organizational and technological factors were mentioned as challenges for 

this. Similarly, Challa and Worku (2016) found out that there was no knowledge sharing practice 

in Assossa Hospital. These research findings show that very limited effort was made to promote 

knowledge sharing practices in Ethiopia even though knowledge is believed to play a vital role in 

today’s knowledge-based economy. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Research Design and Methodology 

This chapter describes the methodology used to explore the practice and problems of knowledge 

sharing in HUC. The chapter also discusses the research design, the population and sampling 

plan, instrumentation, data collection procedures and the methods of data analysis. Finally, the 

chapter presents an evaluation of the research methodology regarding reliability and validity.  

3.1. Research Method 

Descriptive research design is employed to realize and meet the intended objective. This research 

method is most appropriate when the research focuses on detailed description of the 

characteristics and features of the issue under investigation (Howitt and Cramer, 2011). The 

reason behind using descriptive research is because the researcher is interested in describing the 

existing situation under study.  

Some qualitative data was used to triangulate quantitatively obtained result using interview and 

observation. Quantitative data were used to investigate the extent of KS practice and its 

association with different personal and organizational factors. The interview data mainly used to 

substantiate the quantitative result and pinpoint the major problems and challenges for 

implementing KS and to evaluate the existing strategy to improve KS practices. 

The quantitative aspect of the study was used to evaluate current situations and recommended 

knowledge sharing practices and draw the significance of the relationship between the factors 

and knowledge sharing in the college. The qualitative aspect on the other hand, helped the 

researcher to triangulate the quantitative data that are gathered during the study.  

3.2. Research Design 

Research design is an overall framework of the research that explains the direction and method 

to be used in the study to gather the information needed, either from primary or secondary 

sources (Malhotra, 2007).  
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Descriptive survey design was selected for this study. The researcher preferred this design 

because the research questions require the description of the current status of knowledge sharing 

practices and challenges in HUC. Descriptive research design is most appropriate when the 

research focuses on detailed description of the characteristics and features of the issue under 

investigation (Howitt and Cramer, 2011). Hence, the study employed a mixed data collection 

method within the descriptive survey research design in that both quantitative and qualitative 

data were collected separately.  

3.3. Source of Data 

Both primary and secondary source of data were used in the current study. Primary data were 

collected form students and academic as well as non-academic staff of the HUC through 

questionnaires and semi structured interviews from employees of HUC to find out the current 

knowledge sharing practices and challenges in the organization. While secondary source of data 

was used to triangulate the data collected through the primary sources of data. In doing so the 

researcher reviewed previous research works. Moreover, documents and other articles of the 

organization were used as additional secondary sources of this study. 

3.4. Study Population  

According to Hair and Bush (2006), target population is said to be a specified group of people or 

object for which questions can be asked or observed to develop required data structures and 

information. The population targeted for this study was all 98 academic and administrative staffs 

and 503 students of HUC.   

3.5. Sample and Sampling Techniques  

Malhortra and Peterson (2006) and Zikmund (2003) stated that the larger the sampling size of a 

research, the more accurate will be the data generated, but the sample size will be different due 

to different situations. There were 98 total employees in HUC during data collection period. 

Therefore, the researcher has taken 50 % the total population as a sample from all non-academic 

staffs and instructors by using a lottery method. Hence, the researcher used 48 staff members of 

HUC as a sample that were selected using simple random sample. The main information source 

of this research was the sample taken from academic and non-academic staff and the information 
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obtained from the staff members which supposed to be substantiated by the response of students 

and data collected from interview.  

The sample of academic staff and instructors were taken based on random sampling technique 

using lottery method on the ground since this technique allows the researcher to gain unbiased 

estimates of the population’s characteristics. Similarly, 35 sample students were selected out of 

503 students, which covered 7 % out of the total sample population.  

Moreover, the interview was held using 8 purposefully selected staff members of HUC, these 

were staff members that were presumed to be very important for this study and in one form or 

the other play prominent role in KS practice in the university. These were 5 department heads, 1 

ICT support staff, and 2 deputy presidents. 

3.6. Instruments and Procedures of Data Collection 

3.6.1. Instruments of Data collection 
The primary source of data was collected using close and open-ended questionnaires which were 

distributed to the employees of HUC. The researcher used a standardized questionnaire 

developed by Kruger (Kruger, 2005) with the aim of measuring maturity level of the knowledge 

management practice in organizations. The researcher customized this questionnaire to make it 

suitable to assess knowledge sharing practices in educational institutions.  

Interviews were also employed to collect the qualitative data. The secondary source of data was 

gained from documents from archives, organization’s documents, past research papers, reports, 

observation, and other validated sources. Moreover, studies and literatures related to knowledge 

sharing were used to get more ideas and insights. 

3.6.1.1. Questionnaires 

Questionnaires are suitable methods for gathering brief written responses on attitudes or beliefs 

regarding the topic of managing knowledge. It is also one of the primarily used methods of data 

collection employed in survey research. In the current study, questionnaires were used to collect 

information on necessary socio-demographic variables, along with key elements of knowledge 

sharing. The questionnaire used in the current study is attached in Appendix A. 

As mentioned above, the researcher customized and used a standardized questionnaire developed 

by Kruger (Kruger, 2005) with the aim of measuring maturity level of the knowledge 
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management practice in organizations. Each item of the questionnaire was placed on a 5-point 

Likert types scale. The scale was utilized as (1) Strongly disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Neutral, (4) 

Agree, (5) Strongly agree. The questionnaire has four major parts. These are Personal details; 

Communications (4 questions to assess factors); Knowledge Sharing Environment (9 questions 

to assess practices); and Organizational Facilities (9 questions to assess challenges). And before 

deploying the questionnaire to the data collection, a pilot test was conducted in Africa Beza 

College, which has 56 academic and non-academic staffs and 280 students. The pilot test helped 

to determine the practicability of the instrument and make the necessary amendment. 

3.6.1.2. Interview 

Interview is a suitable approach to gather in-depth information regarding attitudes, beliefs, and 

subjective data from individual participants of a study. Though it consumes time, personal 

contact with participants might elicit richer and more detailed responses as it provides an 

excellent opportunity to probe and explore questions (Creswell and Clark, 2007). Since 

conducting interviews might be time consuming, in the current study, the use of interviews for 

data collection was limited to 5 individuals. The interview was primarily used to collect data on 

the overall knowledge sharing practice and its challenges in the university college. Interviews 

were individually arranged with each of the 5 interviewees within the suitable timeslot in each of 

the respondents’ meeting rooms, and it was designed to take between 30 minutes to a maximum 

of an hour. 

 3.6.2. Date Collection Procedure 
The researcher, at first, got the permission from the college administrator to conduct this study. 

Hence, the data collection procedure was started from seeking his willingness and cooperation to 

distribute questionnaires first and conduct interview later.  

Quantitative and qualitative data were collected separately but concurrently. Then the two 

separated datasets are merged during both data analysis and interpretation in order to mix the 

quantitative and qualitative elements of the study to complement each other and finally through 

triangulation these primary data sources are used together with the available secondary data 

sources i.e. document analysis. Equal priority was given to each component (quantitative and 

qualitative) and both are used to form a more complete understanding of the knowledge sharing 

practices and challenges of HUC. 
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Questionnaires were directly given to participants by the researcher along with a cover page 

containing general information and instructions on how to fill the questionnaire. Participants 

were asked to take 20 to 30 minutes to carefully read the contents of the questionnaires and 

follow instructions given throughout the questionnaires. Then, filled questionnaires were directly 

collected from participants.  

For the qualitative element a one-hour semi-structured interview was arranged with each of the 

respondents. Personal appointment for the interview was made with each of them. All 

interviewees were willing for the interview to be conducted in their office during office hours. 

As indicated above, the interview took a maximum of an hour. Some brainstorming questions on 

the topic of knowledge sharing were communicated in advance to help the interviewees come 

well prepared to the semi-structured interview. Participants were also asked if the interview 

could be tape-recorded to make the conversation smooth and to save note-taking time. 

Accordingly, three of them were willing for the tape-recording, while two of them were not 

willing and interview was conducted by taking notes of their replies.  

 

3.7. Techniques of Data Analyses 

This section has descriptive and analytical analysis of the thesis. Various analyses have been 

used to identify the opinion of staff regarding knowledge sharing issues within the organization. 

The first phase of the analyses part presents the frequency distribution of the characteristics of 

the respondents about age, education and experience. Then data gathered quantitatively were 

analyzed using different statistical analyses. Qualitative data was analyzed by categorizing the 

information case by case and finding the theme by refining the raw data. 

Data was entered and analyzed by using SPSS 24. The analysis was done using descriptive 

statistics and inferential statistics, like t test (to check knowledge sharing practice in different 

respondents ‘categories), Bivariate correlation (to examine the relationship between 

communication factors and KS practices), and linear regression (to examine the relationship 

between the KS practice of HUC and independent variables such Communication flow, 

organization facilities, and other demographic characteristics).  
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3.8. Ethical Consideration 

Several ethical considerations needed to be made to assure participants about the confidentiality 

of their responses. First, all participants were provided detailed information on the purpose and 

procedure of the current study directly by the researcher through both verbal means, when 

personally meeting each of the participants, as well as through a written form that is included in 

the questionnaires. After this, a verbal consent to participate in the study was achieved from each 

of the respondents.  

As it was stated on the cover page of the questionnaire, all the data collected from participants 

would not be in any way connected to the identities of participants. It was also outlined that 

during the research and data analysis process, all the answers of the participants were processed 

without any identification information and therefore was not linked to any one of the participants 

personally. Finally, it was indicated that no unprocessed raw data will be provided in detailed 

manner on any of the study participants; and all gathered information will remain confidential 

and no individual information will be passed onto HUC authorities. 

Finally, the researcher would like to assure that all the collected data through the questionnaires 

and interviews have been used only for this research project and will not be used for any other 

contexts or other research purposes. 

 
3.9. Return Rate 
Academic and administrative staffs successfully completed and returned the questionnaire. 

Hence the return rate of the questionnaire was 100% in the employees. But in the students’ 

group, 37 questionnaires were distributed, and 2 respondents failed to return. As the result the 

return rate of this survey was 94.59%, which showed good return rate. 

 

3.10. Reliability Analysis 

The next issue is ensuring the reliability of the responses before going to further analysis. 

Reliability refers to the property of measurement of instrument that expects to get similar/ 

consistent results for similar inputs.  
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Table 3.1:  Reliability analysis 
No Item category Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

1 Communication flow .682 4 
2 Knowledge sharing practice .621 9 
3 Organizational Facilities .547 9 

 Overall .706 22 
 
Cronbach's alpha is a measure of reliability, which range from 0 to 1. The higher Cronbach's 

alpha the more reliable of getting similar result with other survey that made in similar situation.  

A reliability coefficient of 0.70 or higher is considered ‘acceptable’ according to different 

literatures. The overall Cronbach's alpha of 22 items was 0.706 that indicate acceptable 

reliability of the survey questionnaires even though lower in organization facilities. This has 

proven that the likelihood of getting similar result with another sample was 70.6%. Hence 

questions that were incorporated in the instrument were appropriate and have played their role in 

acceptable manner. 
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Chapter Four  
Data Presentation, Analysis and Interpretation 

In this chapter, based on the objective of the study that is set above, the collected data using 

questionnaire was analyzed and presented. Data analysis involves reducing accumulated data to a 

manageable size, developing summaries, looking for patterns, and applying statistical techniques 

(Cooper & Schindler 2011). 

This study used different statistical methods to analyze the collected data from the staff members 

and students of HUC i.e. descriptive statistics like (tables, charts, graphs); measures of central 

tendency which included the (mean, mode, and median); t test for mean comparison; and 

correlation and regression for determine the association. The researcher was used Statistical 

Package for Social Scientists (SPSS) version 23 to process the data analysis.  

 

4.1. Social and Demographic Characteristics 

Table 4.1: Respondent categories 
Respondents Frequency Percent 
Student 35 42.2 
Academic and non-academic staff 48 57.8 
Total 83 100.0 

 

Table 4.1 shows that the respondents category distribution of the selected sample. There was 

proportional distribution was shown in sample selection. Hence 42.2% of the sample (total=83) 

were student (n=35); and the staff respondents (n=48) comprises 57.8% of the sample. This 

proportional distribution was taken from both students and members is due to proper sampling 

technique in both groups to get real representation more sample from teachers’ group (50%) and 

less proportion of students (8%) to substantiate the data obtained from teachers in the University.  

Table 4.2 has shown the proportion of students and teachers’ group with respect to Educational 

level, age category and duration of stay in HUC of respondents’ category. This gives the reader 

how the respondents’ categories proportionally distributed and reviled and confirmed random 

selection in sample population with respect to different factors’ categories. As shown in Table 

4.3 most of the respondents’ educational level was high school complete (62.9% of total student) 

while the majority of teachers’ group were elected from those who had only first degree (81.3% 

of total sample from instructors and administrator group). 
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Regarding age category 88% of the total sample was selected from those who were youth whose 

age is less than 30 years. This seems that the total population were characterize in youth 

category. This age group is crucial for knowledge sharing practice because this group is assumed 

more technology friendly group than the others. The other issue that was analyzed is the duration 

of stay in the HU; the majority 51.4% of students and 50 % of instructors’ groups were selected 

in the sample from those who were 1-2 years and 3-4 years stay in the university. Hence the 

respondents were characterized as high school completes youngsters stayed in HUC for 1-2 year 

for the students while instructor respondents were BA holders stayed 3-4 years in HUC. These 

groups were reliable sources for KM practices in the university.    

 

Table 4.2: Demographic characteristics of respondents 

  

Respondent 
Total Student Teacher 

N %  N %  N %  
Education High School 22 62.9% 0 0.0% 22 26.5% 

BA Degree 13 37.1% 39 81.3% 52 62.7% 
Masters 0 0.0% 3 6.3% 3 3.6% 
Doctorate 0 0.0% 6 12.5% 6 7.2% 

Total 35 100.0% 48 100.0% 83 100.0% 
Age 18-25 23 65.7% 30 62.5% 53 63.9% 

26-30 12 34.3% 8 16.7% 20 24.1% 
31-35 0 0.0% 5 10.4% 5 6.0% 
41 and above 0 0.0% 5 10.4% 5 6.0% 

Total 35 100.0% 48 100.0% 83 100.0% 
Experience with 
HUC 

<1 year 2 5.7% 3 6.3% 5 6.0% 
1-2 year 18 51.4% 14 29.2% 32 38.6% 
3-4 years 15 42.9% 24 50.0% 39 47.0% 
5-7 years 0 0.0% 5 10.4% 5 6.0% 
>8 years 0 0.0% 2 4.2% 2 2.4% 

Total 35 100.0% 48 100.0% 83 100.0% 
 
Regarding the demographic characteristics of interviewees, all (8) of them were males and had 

2nd degree in different felids. Concerning length of stay in Hope University, 62.5% (5 out of 8) 

had more than 5 years’ experience in the university.  

 

4.2. Knowledge Sharing Practice in HUC  
The purpose of this study was to find out the extent of KS practice and to pinpoint the factors 

and problems that were related or causes for the obtained KS practice.  
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Figure 4.1: Online KS practices by the members of HUC 
 
By supporting this view, 25.3% of respondents showed their agreement that online knowledge 

sharing practice and effort was included in their regular work. Opposing this view 27.7% of 

respondents showed their disagreements and 47% (majority of respondents) stood neutral that 

indicated that they were showing neither agreement nor disagreement for practicing KS in HUC. 

In general (nearly two-third of respondents showed either their disagreement or had neutral view 

for KS practice in the university community. 

The investigator prepared 9 (nine) questions to collect respondents’ opinion and measure the 

extent of KS practices in the university. The respondents’ opinion ranges from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). As shown in Table 4.3 below, the total average of these nine 

questions was analyzed besides the frequency table as follows. 
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Table 4.3 Knowledge sharing practice in respondent categories 

Q.N   SD DA NT AG SA Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

5 

There are many knowledge fairs/exchanges within my 

organization to spawn new colleague to colleague 

relationship 

14 10 14 33 12 

3.23 1.319 
16.9% 12.0% 16.9% 39.8% 14.5% 

6 
There are lessons learned and best practice 

repositories within my organization 

17 
 

15 35 16 
3.40 1.370 

20.5% 
 

18.1% 42.2% 19.3% 

7 
We have a monitoring program within my 

organization 

5 24 15 29 10 
3.18 1.160 

6.0% 28.9% 18.1% 34.9% 12.0% 

8 

We have centers of excellence in our organization 

whereby you can qualify to become a 

member/affiliate of the center 

9 17 25 31 1 

2.98 1.036 
10.8% 20.5% 30.1% 37.3% 1.2% 

9 
We typically work in teams or group 1 10 9 61 2 

3.64 .774 
1.2% 12.0% 10.8% 73.5% 2.4% 

10 
Our main product is our knowledge 19 5 3 28 28 

3.49 1.565 
22.9% 6.0% 3.6% 33.7% 33.7% 

11 
I feel that we have knowledge sharing culture within 

our organization versus a knowledge hoarding one 

6 6 12 49 10 
3.61 1.034 

7.2% 7.2% 14.5% 59.0% 12.0% 

12 

We have a high percentage of teams with shared 

incentives whereby the team members share 

common objectives and goals 

 
13 29 41 

 
3.34 .737 

 
15.7% 34.9% 49.4% 

 

13 

There are online communities of practice in my 

organization where we can exchange views and 

ideas 

9 14 39 21 
 

2.87 .921 
10.8% 16.9% 47.0% 25.3% 

 

 

Students KS 3.5873 .39932 

Staff KS  3.0972 .57968 

KS practice total 3.3039 .56392 

 

Table 4.4 shown, majority of the respondents showed their agreement (which range from 25.3 to 

75.9) for all nine KS practice items. Opposing to their agreements, respondents showed their 

disagreements level, which range from (14.4% to 34.9%).  Hence the respondents’ viewed that 

the agreement level of KS practicing was much higher than disagreement for all nine items. On 

the other hand, the total average score of KS practice of those nine items range from 2.87 to 3.64. 

This indicates that though the respondents showed their agreement, the total score cannot move 

far from 3. This shows clearly that there is low level of KS practice.  

Though the total average ranges from 2.78 to 3.64, the average score of seven items out of nine 

items had less than 3.5 score. This implies that most responses were a little bit higher than 2.98 
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and less than 3.5. This is much nearer to neutral position. To conclude this issue, the total 

average KS practice for students’ group were found in 3.587 out of 5, which lies in between 

neutral and agreement; and for instructors’ group 3.097 out of 5, which showed neutral positions. 

A total average of all items was 3.3 out of 5.  This indicates that the current knowledge sharing 

practice in the university showed neither disagreement nor agreement; rather the opinion of 

respondents oscillates around neutral. Hence, we can conclude that the KS practice in the study 

area was not effective and at low level. 

Further the investigator analyzed mean score of KS practice in different groups /categories/ 

based on independent variables. For instance, the researcher employed independent sample t test 

and ANOVA to compare mean KS practices score of different groups. As stated by different 

statisticians, t test is employed when the number of groups is two, whereas among multiple 

group the ANOVA, especially one-way ANOVA was used. 

4.2.1. Knowledge Sharing Practice in Different Respondents’ Categories 
T test was implemented to check equality of mean KS practices based on total average score in 

between students and HUC staff members as follows.  From the above discussion we came up to 

conclusion that KS practice was not effective and at low level. At this point one can ask question 

whether HUC staff members and students are equally practicing at low or ineffective level. And 

how these two groups did perceive their KS practice? 

4.4. Mean Difference between students and instructors with total average score of KS practices  
  t test application 

Group Statistics Independent Samples Test 

Respondent N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Knowledge sharing 

practice 
Student 35 3.5873 .39932 
Teacher 48 3.0972 .57968 4.308 81 .000 

 
As any hypothesis testing procedure, t test begins with stating hypothesis as follows; 

      H0: HUC staff members and students have an equal KS practices 

      Reject / accept the null hypothesis is determined by the value of sig(p-value). If sig is less 

than alpha (0.05, we can reject the null hypothesis (H0), otherwise we failed to reject H0 

 

Table 4.4 shows that independent sample t test was used to compare students and Instructors 

group in terms of average score of KS practices.  As it is observed in the Table 4.4, an 

independent samples t test revealed students groups perceived themselves that the total average 
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KS had significantly higher (M = 3.587, SD = 0.399) than HUC staff members (M = 3.097, SD = 

0.5797), (t(81) = 4.308, p =0.000 < .001). Hence the investigator rejected the null hypothesis and 

came up to conclusion that students group perceived better KS practices than HUC staff 

members. Hence one can conclude that respondents’ category played significant role in KS 

practices.  

This may not be true because the instructors had more expectation and experience than the 

students’ group to judge this issue. Because KS practice is not only limited on lecture note and 

presentation slides sharing. This shows that the students’ perception of KS practice is within 

limited scope. In this issue the investigator observed lack of technology infrastructures, lack of 

system that encourage KS practice, and other enablers.  

4.2.2. Effects of Demographic Characteristics on Knowledge Sharing Practice  
In section 4.3.1, we have seen how respondents’ category affects the mean score of KS practice. 

Now let us extend our investigation on the effect of education, age and duration in HUC. The 

number of categories of these variables was 4, 5 and 5 respectively. Therefore, effects of 

factor(s) which has multiple categories need to apply one-way ANOVA.  

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) is a statistical method used to test differences between multiple 

group means. The investigator wants to apply one-way ANOVA, because the model examines 

individual factors effect rather than simultaneous variable effect. So that let us how can we 

define one-way ANOVA.  

One-way ANOVA: Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) is a generalized statistical technique used 

to analyze sample variances to obtain information on comparing multiple population means. It 

used to test for significant differences among multiple sample means and differs from t-test since 

it applies on more than 2 groups are tested, simultaneously. This technique is consisted of several 

fundamental statistical concepts, such as hypothesis testing, F-test, and others. 

As hypothesis testing procedure, it begins with hypothesis as follows; 

Hypothesis0 1: There is no significant statistical difference between respondents having different 

education category with their KS practice. 

Hypothesis0 2: There is no significant statistical difference between respondents in different age 

categories with their average KS practice. 
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Hypothesis0 1: There is no significant statistical difference between different respondents’ 

duration in HUC who stayed having education category with their KS practice.  

Table 4.5: ANOVA to compare in different groups of IVs 
Descriptive ANOVA 

Average 
Knowledge sharing 
practice with in N Mean 

Std. 
Deviati

on 

DV- Knowledge sharing practice 

  
Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 
Squar

e F Sig. 

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
le

ve
l 

High School 22 3.560 .43708 Between 
Groups 2.438 3 .813 

2.58
8 
  

.059 
  

BA Degree 52 3.168 .61036 Within Groups 24.806 79 .314 
Masters 3 3.333 .22222 Total 27.243 82   
Doctorate 6 3.182 .58232     

Ag
e 

ca
te

go
ry

 18-25 
53 3.239 .60835 

  
Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 
Squar

e F Sig. 
26-30 20 3.433 .52969 Between 

Groups .673 3 .224 

.667 
  

.575 
  

31-35 5 3.244 .30832 Within Groups 26.570 79 .336 
> 41 years 5 3.133 .63538 Total 27.243 82   

Du
ra

tio
n 

of
 st

ay
 in

 
HU

C 

<1 year 
5 3.578 .14487 

  
Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 
Squar

e F Sig. 
1-2 year 32 3.274 .58044 Between 

Groups .571 4 .143 

.417 
  

.796 
  

3- 4 years 39 3.265 .58496 Within Groups 26.673 78 .342 
5- 7 years 5 3.222 .77380 Total 27.243 82   
> 7 years 2 3.056 .86424     

 Total 83 3.279 .57640       

 
H0: multiple groups created by educational level or age category or duration of stay in HUC 

equally have equal means of KS practices. Reject / accept the null hypothesis is determined by 

the value of sig(p-value). If sig is less than alpha (0.05, we can reject the null hypothesis (H0), 

otherwise we failed to reject H0. 

As shown in Table 4.5 one-way ANOVA was undertaken to test whether significant mean 

difference was seen between education category and their average KS practice. Respondents’ 

Educational category was divided in to four categories (high school complete, BA degree holder, 

masters, and PhD). Accordingly, the p value (Sig.) is greater than .05. Therefore, it can be 

concluded that there was no significant statistical difference between education levels in different 

respondents’ category, F (3,79) =2.588, p=0.059. Hence the investigator forced to accept the 

stated hypothesis, say no difference in average KS practice in between different education level 

of respondents. 
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Similarly effect of age group and duration of stay in HUC on average KS practice variation 

among respondents’ category were analyzed.  As shown in Table 4.6, both age group F (3,79) 

=0.667, p=0.575; and duration of stay in HUC F (4,78) =0.417, p=0.845796 had no effect on 

DV, called average KS practice.   

The investigator did not run post hoc result because of insignificance one-way ANOVA result. In 

general, the investigation reviled that only respondents’ category play significant role from four 

demographic respondents characteristics for low KS practice in the HUC.    

4.2.3. Relationship Between Communication Flow with Knowledge Sharing Practice  
The objective of this study was to examine the relationship between communication factors and 

KS practices at HUC using two-tailed Pearson Correlation to investigate the relationship. The 

result of the analysis provides correlation coefficients to indicate the strength and direction of the 

relationship between communication factors and KS practices. Correlation analysis as a 

hypothesis testing procedure starts by writing hypothesis. Here is the null hypothesis 

H0: There is no significant relationship between communication flow and KS practices. 

 

According to Huck (2012), a positive correlation coefficient (r) indicates a positive and direct 

relationship and a negative correlation coefficient (r) indicates a negative and an indirect 

relationship. According to Somwkh and Lewin (2005) if correlation coefficient (r) is below 0.33 

it is considered to be a weak relationship; if correlation coefficient (r) is between 0.34 and 0.66 it 

indicates a medium strength relationship; and if correlation coefficient (r) is greater than 0.67 

indicates a strong relationship. 
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The following table, (Table 4.6), shows the correlation analysis to explain the relationship 

between four communication flow and knowledge sharing. 

 
Table 4.6: Relationship between Communication / factors with Knowledge sharing practice 

Q  
Knowledge 

sharing practice 
1 Key expertise is often captured in an online way in my 

organization 
Pearson Correlation .365** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 
N 83 

2 I get appropriate lesson learned sent to me in areas where I 
can benefit 

Pearson Correlation .108 
Sig. (2-tailed) .330 
N 83 

3 I usually have time to chat informally with my colleagues Pearson Correlation -.045 
Sig. (2-tailed) .688 
N 83 

4 Individualized learning is usually transformed into 
organizational learning through documenting this knowledge 
into our organization’s knowledge repository 

Pearson Correlation .344** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 
N 83 

Tot Communication flow 

Pearson Correlation .259* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .018 

N 83 

**. Correlation is significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Pearson correlation was applied, and the result is presented in table 4-6 above. The table shows 

that there was weak positive relationship between q1 - “Key expertise is often captured in an 

online” and KS practice (r=0.365, p = 0.001 < .01). However, it was also found that there was no 

correlation between q2 – “get appropriate lesson learned sent to me” and KS practice (r=0.108, p 

= 0.330 > .05) and q3 – “have time to chat informally with my colleagues” and KS practice (r= -

0.045, p = 0.688 > .05). And finally, q4 – “Individualized learning is usually transformed into 

organizational learning” showed a significant and weak positive correlation with KS practice 

(.344, p = 0.001< .01). 

In general, Pearson correlation reviled that the relationship between individual items of 

communication flow or over all communication flow variable with KS practices had both 

significant and weak relationship or did not manifest relationship. In other words, 

communication has little or no impact on KS practices.  
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4.2.4. Regression Analysis of Knowledge Sharing Practices and Demographic and 

Communication Factors 
Multiple regressions analysis has been used to examine the relationship between the KS practice 

of HUC and independent variables such Communication flow, organization facilities, and other 

demographic characteristics. This method is used when independent variables are correlated with 

one another and with the dependent variable. The result of a regression analysis is an equation 

that represents the best prediction of a dependent variable from several other independent 

variables. The investigator employed multiple linear regression because the data has one 

continuous dependent variable (which is average score of nine questions in KS practice) and had 

categorical and continuous independent variables. In this test the investigator examined each 

independent determination capacity regression coefficient (B).  

The coefficient table, in standard regression output provides information about the effects of 

individual predictor variables. Generally, coefficients and significance tests are two types of 

information in the Coefficients table. Sig column tells us each predictor whether contribute 

significantly or not and the coefficients indicate the increase in the value of the dependent 

variable for each unit increase in the predictor variable 

 
Table 4.7: Coefficientsa of Linear regression 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.411 .610  2.312 .024 

Communication flow .076 .065 .116 1.163 .248 

Organizational Facilities .082 .126 .064 .645 .521 

organizational culture .185 .085 .192 2.170 .033 

information technology .278 .069 .364 4.007 .000 

leadership knowledge .116 .056 .188 2.087 .040 

Respondent -.371 .137 -.327 -2.698 .009 

Education -.047 .121 -.065 -.391 .697 

Age .073 .072 .136 1.019 .311 

How long have you stayed in 

Hope University? 
-.051 .066 -.071 -.762 .449 

a. Dependent Variable: Knowledge sharing practice 

b. R square = 0.474; F – ratio (9,73) = 7.313 and sig = 0.000 
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As shown in Table 4.7, a multiple linear regression was employed to predict KS practice in 

relation from Communication flow, Organizational Facilities, organizational culture information 

technology, leadership knowledge and four other demographic characteristics. A significant 

model was found (F (9,73) = 7.313, p value < 0.05) with R square 0.474. This indicated that it 

was found the overall significance of the model. Since F- computed is large (i.e., greater than 

tabulated F) or probability of F- test is very low (0.000 < 0.05). And R square shows that the 

overall contribution of the predictors. It was 0.474, which indicate that 47.4% of the variation 

with the dependent variable (KS practice) accounted to the factors (predictors). This reviled that 

the existence of confounder which contribute the major share (52.6%) in the KS practice.  

The next issue is examining the contribution of each factor for the KS practice. As seen in Table 

4.8, Out of nine predictors, ONLY the knowledge management enablers (namely Information 

technology (B = 0.278 & sig = 0.000 < 0.05), organization culture (B = 0.185 & sig = 0.033 < 

0.05) & leadership knowledge (B = 0.116 & sig = 0.040 < 0.05)) and respondents category (B = -

0.371 & sig = 0.009 < 0.05) were the significant contributing factors. And factors, like: 

Communication flow, Organizational Facilities, Education, Age and duration of stay in HUC did 

not contribute significantly because each predictor had p –value greater than 0.05 (alpha).  

Furthermore, the Information technology with highest standardized beta, contribute the highest 

share for the KS practice in survey area. 

 

4.3. What are the Major Challenges and Problems of Knowledge 

Sharing Practices in HUC? 

Here in this sub-section the investigator, is examining the major problematic element that hinder 

the contribution of the KS practices. Here the aim of this chi-square is to test if there is opinion 

difference between the instructors and students with listed issues. As usual this test of 

independence is hypothesis testing start with assumption “No opinion difference between the two 

groups”. A chi-square test of independence is used to test the independence of two variables.  

Using a chi-square test, one can determine whether the occurrence of one variable affects the 

probability of the occurrence of the other variable. 
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Table 4.8:  Test of independence between respondents' category and items in organization 
facilities 

  
Pearson chi-square 

values 

  Value df sig. 
1 I am promoted and rewarded based up on my ability to share my knowledge with others 0.579 4 0.965 
2 There is an adequate budget for professional development and training in my organization 2.846 3 0.416 
3 Success, failure, or war stories are systematically collected and used in my organization 4.797 4 0.309 

4 
The measurement system in my organization incorporates intellectual and customer capital, 
as well as the knowledge capital of our or services 3.772 4 0.438 

5 
We have the technological infrastructure to promote a knowledge sharing environment 
within our organization 0.595 2 0.743 

6 
We typically have integrated assignment where the number of projects in which more than 
one department participants occurs 4.528 4 0.339 

7 
We have internal surveys on teaming which surveys employees to see if the departments are 
supporting and creating opportunities for one another 5.982 4 0.201 

8 
We track the degree to which the organization is entering team-based relationships with 
other business units, organizations or customers 0.564 3 0.905 

9 
The organization’s office layout is conductive to speaking with my colleagues and meeting 
people 1.437 3 0.697 

The same decision rule is used in chi-square test of independence. If sig is greater than 0.05 there 

is no significance opinion difference otherwise there is no opinion difference. As shown in Table 

4.8, the sig column indicates that the presence or absence of significant opinion difference. All 

significance value is greater than 0.05, which implies there is no significance opinion difference 

in between the instructors and students. Meaning these two groups were equally agree or 

disagree on the existence or absence of organization facilities.   
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Evaluation on Organizational Facilities 

 

Respondents have shown their agreement on two issues. Namely on q18- “the existence of 

technological infrastructure to promote a knowledge sharing” (Mean = 4.41, & SD = 0.585) and 

q22- “conductive office layout to speaking with my colleagues and meeting people” (Mean = 

3.78 & SD = 1.116). This implies that respondents agreed the existence of good technological 

infrastructure and good office layout.  

The respondents have shown their disagreement for q15 – “There is an adequate budget for 

professional development” (Mean = 2.55, & SD = 1.107), q16 – “Success, failure, or war stories 

are systematically collected” (Mean = 2.55, & SD = 0.873), q17 – “The measurement system 

incorporates intellectual & customer capital and he knowledge capital” (Mean = 2.31, & SD = 

1.249), q19 – “We have integrated assignment where the number of projects in which more than 

one department participants occurs” (Mean = 2.93, & SD = 0.934) and q20- “We have internal 

surveys on teaming and if the departments are supporting and creating opportunities for one 

another” (Mean = 2.99, & SD = 0.943) 

As our understanding goes on, knowledge sharing needs collaboration with work group and 

leadership; and the challenges of knowledge management is that of getting people to share their 
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knowledge has hampered or slowdown because of different factors. According to the 

respondents, HUC had shortage of budget for professional development, lack of systematic data 

collection about success and failure, absence of measurement for customer and knowledge 

capital, deficiency in integration of assignment across departments and had no internal survey on 

department support. These problems were obstacles for not to have good KS practices. 

The interview result about the major problem and challenge in the application KS practices 

support the quantitative data and the investigator summaries as follows. Majority of respondents 

were proved that there is lack of willingness, awareness, trust, feedback and motivation 

\incentives\ from individual factors. And lack of budget, non-workable system, poor IT 

infrastructure, be deficient in supportive leadership, traditional organization culture was 

forwarded from organizational factors.  

   

4.4. What Possible Strategies to be Used to Enhance Knowledge 

Sharing Practices in HUC? 

Knowledge management strategy is defined as a high-level plan that describes and outlines the 

processes, tools, and infrastructures (organizational and technological) required in managing any 

knowledge gaps or surpluses. Knowledge management strategy is the means by which the exact 

knowledge determined by a knowledge strategy can flow effectively in corporations (Zack, 

2002). 

As discussed in section 4.4, lack of budget, relatively poor of integration and others were seen as 

main problems of KS practices. The data for possible KS strategy were mentioned using semi-

structured interview from leaders at high position and IT support staff. As mentioned by the 

interviewees, there was no clear strategy to increase the intelligence of the organization, and to 

reuse the knowledge to reduce duplicated workload. Furthermore, they mentioned that a clear 

and well-planned strategy was the key to drive the success of KS and to identify KS initiatives to 

support its purpose and strengthen its competitive position. This finding supports the finding of 

Challa Driba, which says that “there is no knowledge sharing strategy in Assosa Hospital” 

(Challa Driba and et al (2016)) 
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According to the interviewees, the purpose of strategy is to direct how to deploy capabilities and 

resource in actions to achieve the organization goals. Therefore, the interviewees were 

suggesting different strategy for enhancing the KS practices. These revolved around two major 

pillars that are proper adaptation of enablers and system that handle the practice for systematic 

transfer of knowledge to improve employees’ capability.  

The interview result has shown that though the technological infrastructure exists in the 

university and play significant and vital role in business, respondents observed that repeatedly 

misuses of technology and users’ unfriendliness to the technology was seen. It is obvious that IT 

enables access and retrieval of information and creates conducive environment that supports 

teamwork and collaborative communication amongst members of the organization, in this case, 

academic staff. Information technology and knowledge management are closely tied together 

because both help the propagation of structured knowledge vertically as well as horizontally 

within the organization.  

It is believed that trust among members of a firm encourages the members’ attitude and intention 

of knowledge sharing. HUC has appreciated office arrangement but there is less trust to the 

technology and unclear structure and direction of KS practice were manifested.  

Moreover, respondents believed that there is low KS organizational culture even if 

organizational climate is expected to directly influence individuals' intentions to share 

knowledge to all stakeholders and university scholars. And respondents told the researcher 

during the interview that trainings, discussions and all other means of communication in HUC 

were highly dominated by face to face scenario. The idea that knowledge is power has been 

identified as a reason why employees are reluctant to share their knowledge (Davenport & 

Prusak, 1998; Wheatley, 2000 cited in Ling et al., 2009, p. 129). Some employees hoard their 

knowledge because they reason that they will benefit more from doing that than from sharing it 

(Davenport and Prusak, 1998). 

Low KS practice has been reviled based on the quantitative data analysis result. Here, a question 

raised about the problems and challenges that prohibit KS practices in HUC. The investigator 

observed in the quantitative data result that lack of technological infrastructures, lack of system 

that encourage KS practices, organizational culture and other enablers were pinpointed. The 

qualitative data obtained by interview enriches this notion and consolidates the result and the 

investigator’s observation as follows.  
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The major point found from interviewees was the absence of formally established system for the 

KS practice in the collage. According to the responses given by the IT specialist in HUC, the KS 

practice was performed as ad hoc. This ad hoc system is created because;  

• No clear written policy, which includes political directives, and designed procedure are 

the key for effective KS practice.  

• Poor attitude of leadership in the implementation. The perceptions of employees 

determine the acceptance or rejection of knowledge management and the use or non-use 

of the system.  

• Absence of Incentives and Feedback: Incentive systems, such as reward, compensation, 

and promotion encourage individuals to contribute their professional knowledge to the 

organization. Users who see no usefulness or value offered by the implemented system 

only perceive it as a load or an added responsibility (BenMoussa, 2009). A perceived lack 

of incentive systems (such as rewards and recognition) acts as a barrier to knowledge 

sharing as well (Ling et al., 2009); employees may be unwilling to share their knowledge 

for fear of not being given fair recognition from managers and coworkers (Riege, 2005), 

and not receiving such adequate rewards may cause resentment (Szulanski, 1996) 

According to interviewees; commitment to have clear written policy, changing poor attitude of 

leadership, taking incentives into consideration, feedback system and trust, and enhancing staffs’ 

digital communication capacity could be good strategy to enhance KS practice.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Summary, Findings, Conclusion and Recommendations 

5.1. Summary 
As a university community, knowledge sharing practice in organization is very important and 

beneficial to not only to the university community but also to the country. It helps organizations 

in many ways such as information updating, innovations, creations and others. Due to this 

importance, it is expected from organizations to take advantage of the new transformation of 

information handling skills for their employees. 

The main purpose of this study was to determine the status of knowledge sharing practices and 

problems in Hope University College in order to draw lessons out of the process and findings. 

The methodology of the study followed a quantitative, descriptive survey research method in 

which the questionnaire and structured interview was used as an instrument for collecting data.  

The three basic questions posed for the purpose of this study were; 

1. What is the practice of knowledge sharing in HUC?  

2. What are the major problems of knowledge sharing practices in HUC? 

3. What possible strategies can be used to enhance knowledge sharing practices in HUC? 

The survey used a representative sample of 48 academic and non-academic staff and 35 students 

were selected using random sampling technique. It has small (less than 3%) non-return rate in 

academic and non-academic staff and students’ group. Standard and adopted questionnaire and 

semi-structure interview developed and filled by the sample respondents.  

A. This summary of the findings of the study has been organized based on the research 

questions forwarded at the beginning of the survey. The first research question says, 

“What is the practice of knowledge sharing in HUC?”  

The perceptions of respondents at the university have shown that KS practices had higher score 

in students’ group were found in Mean = 3.587 and lower in staff which were Mean = 3.097. 

And the total average in both groups shown that Mean = 3.30. This indicates that the current 

knowledge sharing practice in the university was shown neither disagreement nor agreement; 

rather the opinion of respondents oscillates around neutral, regardless of the students’ responses. 
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From both data collection instruments, the investigator has learnt that the current knowledge 

sharing practice in HUC was not effective and at low level. This finding is supporting the 

findings of Fikiru Minwalkult (2018) and Challa Driba and Worku Jimma (2016). This has an 

implication that though knowledge is central resources for university staff and students 

throughout the world, here in Ethiopia the target group were not efficiently participating in KM 

and KS.   

Furthermore, the knowledge sharing practices have been analyzed in different respondents’ 

groups, like respondents’ category, age, education, and duration of stay in HUC. Only the 

respondent’s category showed significant variation. It was revealed that the total average 

students’ knowledge sharing practice was significantly higher than instructors’ group. On the 

other hand, there was no significant variation of knowledge sharing practice because of 

difference in education, age, and duration of stay in HUC.  

On the other hand, the investigator investigated the relationship between KS practice with its 

demographic and other predictor and determine their determination for examining this 

investigator employed Pearson product moment bivariate correlation and multiple linear 

regression. The result of these models reviled that communication flow, KM Environment and 

Organizational facilitations and demographic characteristics did not support the knowledge 

sharing.   

The investigator has also examined the link between KS practices that is applied to achieve a set 

of goals, such as decision-making, problem-solving and performance. He found that leadership 

played significant role besides information technology. Previous studies also identified 

knowledge management strategy, knowledge management enablers, knowledge management 

process capability, knowledge sharing practices and knowledge management performance to 

examine practical problems that have already occurred. The study revealed that knowledge 

management enablers, like organizational culture, information technology, and leadership are 

significant positive determinants of knowledge sharing practice. This finding is supporting the 

findings of Fikiru Minwalkult (2018), Getaneh Agenge (2009) and Nesibu Agonafir (2020).  

It is obvious the extent KS practice and its effectiveness depend on the extent enablers, strategy, 

Leadership and people in the organization. But KM enables in target population was a problem 

in hampering the organizational performance in KM and KS practices. There are also other 
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factors that play significant roles if KM and KS practices which were identified in the interview 

and will discuss in the next section.  

B. The second research question focuses on the problems or challenges that cause low or 

ineffective KS practice in HUC.  Knowledge Management Systems (KMSs) for sharing, 

utilizing and integrating. Therefore, the primary concern of this section is summarizing 

respondents’ view that reflected in both questionnaire and interview. 

The respondents have mentioned different challenges in the implementation of KS practice in 

HUC. These are some of these challenges that were raised by the respondents.  

• The first challenge was no clear written policy that helps to create common understanding 

among members how to create, use, and manage knowledge assets in support of enterprise 

goals and for personal gains. This has an implication that KS practice in HUC is performed 

in ad hoc manner.  

• The second challenge was organization culture, which was face to face communication.  Any 

organization that acknowledges and encourages learning and has specific learning culture by 

which it develops its own employee learning practices through communicate and share their 

knowledge. 

• The third one was absence of incentive and feedback and lack of budget: There are different 

methods to encourage employees to share their knowledge, among these methods one of the 

interviewer suggested that “if the management put the sharing of knowledge as a part of each 

employee’s appraisal and gave employees a guide regarding how to share knowledge as a 

part of their job description”.  

• The fourth one was lack of common understanding of advantages of KS practices. This 

mainly focuses on trust among academicians, leaders and users of existing network to 

participate in KS practice. People virtually come together to hold discussions, share 

information, and solve problems. Over time, they become more familiar with one another and 

form a mutual trust. Thus, lack of trust and common understanding is a failure for KS 

practice.  

• The fifth one was not encouraging technology utilization capacity: It is obvious technology 

utilization needs not only the infrastructure but also minimum utilization skill. Meaning we 

can ask, how many of staff members and students are literate for the technology? Is the 

question.  
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C. The third research question gave emphasis on the strategies that can be used to enhance 

knowledge sharing practices in HUC.  

It is obvious that strategy should create environment to seek solution to identified problem 

through the survey. The investigator found out different activities that facilitate KS practice. 

These activities are; 

• Policy formulation /adoption.  

• Having properly articulated and identified strategy for obtaining the processes, tools, 

and infrastructures (organizational and technological) required for the coming 3-5 years.  

• Fostering capacity building and thereby minimize negative attitude of leadership and 

enhance technology utilization capacity and develop working organizational culture. 

• System development for ensuring adequate budget for professional development and to 

develop incentive and feedback systems.  
 

5.2. Findings, Conclusion and Recommendations 
5.2.1. Major Findings 

The major findings of this survey are summarized as follows; 

1. Low or inefficient KS practices in HUC 

2. Age, educational level and duration of stay were not significant contributors for KS 

practice.  

3. Even if there is good technological infrastructure and suitable office layout, these were 

not enough to ensure good KS practice due to failure to update them regularly and 

existence of poor enables. 

4. The causes for low and inefficient KS practices in HEIs of Ethiopia in general and HUC 

in particular were due to the following personal and organizational factors.    

a. Personal factors: Absence of incentives and feedback, and failure to encourage 

users’ technology utilization capacity. 

b. Organizational factors: The repeatedly mentioned ones were no clear written 

policy, leaders’ poor attitude, poor understanding of the concepts and economic 

advantages of KS by the government body, lack of adequate budget, and poor 

organizational culture to handle KS practice and others.    
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5.2.2. Conclusion 

The study was conducted for the purpose of determining the KS practices in HUC and the 

prevalent problems that hinder its implementation. The conclusion is drawn from the findings 

which outlined under the summary section.  

This study investigated low and inefficient KS practices among academic staff, administrative 

staff and students of HUC. This indicates that the university’s environment may not 

systematically be organized for sharing knowledge for its members.  On the other hand, all other 

demographic characteristics, communication flow and organizational facilities were not 

significantly contributing to the dependent variable. The findings of linear regression also 

showed that the knowledge management enablers (organizational culture, information 

technology and knowledge of leadership) besides the respondents’ category were significant 

predictors of KS practice. Hence it can be concluded that Hope University college has low 

knowledge sharing practices and doesn’t have strategy to overcome the current challenges.  

 

5.2.3. Recommendations 

The purpose of this survey is to pinpoint appropriate strategy to alleviate the afore mentioned 

problems. In view of this, the research is expected to produce coordinated and holistic solutions, 

like: Policy formulation /adoption, and capacity building and system development.  

 

Based on the findings obtained from this study, the followings are recommended: 

Since KS practice was revealed at a low level,  

 Ministry of Science and Higher Education (MOSHE) should produce policy and strategy 

document on KS to empower members of HUC individually and in group to contribute 

for the economic development of the country. The policy should promote the 

communication flow, KM environment and organizational facilitations in order to 

improve the current problems in its knowledge sharing practice.   

 

 HUC should, 
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o Give priority in building the enhanced knowledge management enablers 

(Information technology infrastructure, organization culture and knowledge of 

leadership) in continuous manner.  

o Link KS activities with each employee’s appraisal and include it in their job 

description. And set written guidelines regarding how to share knowledge. 

o Incentivize those members of the university participate in different 

communication and knowledge sharing platforms individually and in group to 

contribute for building of learning organization and economic growth of the 

country. 

o Establish and develop good organizational culture by; 

 Allocating budget and incentives for KS practices.  

 Creating a platform to let the members of HUC participate in different 

capacity building programs regularly. This will help HUC community to 

create and enhance trust among themselves and all other stakeholders that 

may have role in KS practices.  

 Finally, the researcher would like to recommend for future studies on knowledge 

sharing related areas focusing on the impact of having low knowledge sharing practice 

in the global economy. 
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APPENDIX A 

Knowledge Sharing Practices and challenges Assessment Questionnaire for Hope 

University College 

 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND BEHAVIORAL STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 

First, I would like to thank you for your willingness to participate in the study entitled, 
“Knowledge Sharing Practices and Challenges in Hope University College”.  

I would like to assure you that all the information collected from you for this study will  
be kept confidential, and no information will be linked to your identity.  

If there is any unclear information or if you have any questions about the study or the study 
questionnaire, please contact the researcher (Abiyot Dubale, Department of Educational Planning 
and Management, Addis Ababa University), Tel: 0911931411, e-mail: dannaby@gmail.com. 

With Best Regards 

General Directions: 

Please answer the questions by marking X or √ selecting one of the choices for each question. 
Please answer all questions, one answer per item. 

       Part I: PESRONAL DETAILS   

Highest level of education:  

High School      Bachelor’s degree 

Master’s Degree     Doctorate Degree 

Age Group:  

18 to 25          31 to 35         36 to 40                  26 to 30                41 and above  
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How long have you stayed in Hope University College? 

Less than 1 year         1 to 2 years    2 to 4 years          4 to 6 years         6 years and above           

  

  Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Part II Communication (Factors)      

1 Key expertise is often captured in an 

online way in my organization 

     

2 I get appropriate lesson learned sent to 

me in areas where I can benefit 

     

3 I usually have time to chat informally 

with my colleagues 

     

4 Individualized learning is usually 

transformed into organizational learning 

through documenting this knowledge into 

our organization’s knowledge repository 

     

Part 

III 

Knowledge Sharing Environment 

(Practice) 
 

    

5 There are many knowledge sharing 

events with in my organization  

     

6 There are lessons learned and best 

practice repositories within my 

organization 

     

7 We have a monitoring program within 

my organization 

     

8 We have centers of excellence in our 

organization whereby you can qualify to 

become a member/affiliate of the center 

     

9 We typically work in teams or group      

10 Our main product is our knowledge      

11 I feel that we have knowledge sharing      
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culture within our organization  

12 We have a high percentage of teams with 

shared incentives whereby the team 

members share common objectives and 

goals 

     

13 There are online communities of practice 

in my organization where we can 

exchange views and ideas 

     

Part 

IV 

Organizational Facilities (Challenges)      

14 I am promoted and rewarded based up on 

my ability to share my knowledge with 

others 

     

15 There is an adequate budget for 

professional development and training in 

my organization 

     

16 Success, failure, or war stories are 

systematically collected and used in my 

organization 

     

17 The measurement system in my 

organization incorporates intellectual and 

customer capital, as well as the 

knowledge capital of our products or 

services 

     

18 We have the technological infrastructure 

to promote a knowledge sharing 

environment within our organization 

     

19 We typically have integrated assignment 

where the number of projects in which 

more than one department participants 

occurs 

     

20 We have internal surveys on teaming 

which surveys employees to see if the 
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departments are supporting and creating 

opportunities for one another 

21 We track the degree to which the 

organization is entering team-based 

relationships with other business units, 

organizations or customers 

     

22 The organization’s office layout is 

conductive to speaking with my 

colleagues and meeting people 
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ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND BEHAVIORAL STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 

Semi Structured Interview Questions 
1. Tell me about the knowledge sharing practices in the college. 

2. If it is efficient /inefficient, why? 

3. How is the participation of people in the knowledge sharing process? 

4. Does the knowledge sharing process provide a direct input for your academic achievement? 

5. What possible strategies can be used to enhance knowledge sharing practices in HUC? 

6. What are the challenges of the knowledge sharing process in the college? 

7. Any more comment? 
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