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ABSTRACT

Aim/Purpose This study investigates the relationship between knowledge sharing process
and innovation success with specific emphasis on tacit knowledge. Based on
the literature review, we hypothesised that knowledge donating and collecting
have a positive relationship with innovation success.

Methodology The hypotheses were empirically tested using the partial least square path
modelling with data collected from twelve state-owned public organisations
operating in Southern Nigeria.

Contribution The research made distinct empirical contributions to the burgeoning litera-
ture on knowledge sharing and innovation from the public sector and devel-
oping country context.

Findings Knowledge donating and collecting contribute to innovation success posi-

tively and significantly. Knowledge donating effect on innovation success was
found to be more significantly positive than the effect of knowledge collect-
ing on innovation success.

Recommendations ~ Public organisations should promote a supportive culture to spur innovation

for Practitioners through the frequent share of experiences, information and skills among the
various knowledge actors. Public managers should convey the importance of
knowledge sharing and its value to knowledge users in clear terms and attend
to creating conditions or contexts that encourage people to share knowledge
freely and willingly with others. It is apt to improve organisational commit-
ment and support for knowledge sharing activities such as mentorship pro-
grams, workshops, conferences, seminars and other related training and de-
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Knowledge Sharing Process and Innovation Success

velopment programs in order to provide opportunities for employees to de-
velop innovation competencies from the transfer of tacit knowledge devel-
oped over time from experience. To optimise innovation outcomes from
knowledge sharing practices, knowledge sharing should be in tandem with
the industry or global best practices.

Future Research Future studies should add interviews to provide depth in terms of insights
and substance to the questionnaire, and may extend to public organisation
with different ownership structure.

Keywords tacit knowledge, knowledge sharing, knowledge donating, knowledge collect-
ing, innovation success

INTRODUCTION

The fierce global competition, rapid environmental changes and higher demands for quality services
have prompted public organisations to look for competitive advantage for survival (Yesil Koska &
Buyukbese, 2013). In order to progressively manage the new challenge, knowledge sharing and inno-
vation are increasingly emphasised, as it affects the way organisations perform in an era of constant
change (Xiang, Yong, & Guo, 2009). Trigo (2014) observes that studies on innovation recognise the
value of knowledge sharing as a facilitating factor for promoting innovation in organisations. In fact,
Reid (2003, cited in Lin, 2007) argues that knowledge sharing creates opportunities for enhancing
organisational abilities to generate innovative solutions and efficiencies that provide a competitive
advantage (see Abdallah, Khalil, & Divine, 2012). By interacting and sharing valuable knowledge with
others, the individual enhances the capacity to define a problem or situation, and apply this
knowledge to act and specifically solve the problem. Hence, an organisational context, which increas-
es knowledge creation and innovation, is a context which favours the exchange of creative ideas and
experiences among people (Sdenz, Aramburu, & Blanco, 2012). It can be said that any attempt to
improve organisational innovation need to include practices that leads to the dissemination of inno-
vation ideas with significant performance implications (Vathsala, 2015).

McNabb (2007) argues that, counter to the common perception and belief that innovation is exclu-
sive for the private sector, public organisations do innovate to address emerging issues and new reali-
ties and have done so for a long time, especially in an era where uncertainty has ensued. The public
sector by its size and complexity remains one of the largest depositories of knowledge, which typi-
cally resides as explicit or tacit knowledge (Al-Baporikar, 2014). Explicit knowledge consists of
knowledge expressed in words or numbers, codified in paper and electronic formats, and readily
shared without the need for discussion. In contrast, tacit knowledge emerges from competencies that
are dynamically translated into individual actions and experiences (Santos & Lopes, 2014). Tacit
knowledge is highly personal, subjective and somewhat difficult to communicate in explicit form
(Ondari-Okenwa & Smith, 2009). However, explicit knowledge is not considered enough to be the
sustained basis of innovation because its changeability depends on the dynamism of tacit knowledge.
If the currency of the knowledge economy is information, the human mind is the bank where it is
deposited, invested and exchanged (Omotayo, 2015). The knowledge embedded in the brain of indi-
viduals is the seed from which new concepts or ideas sprout, and are therefore central ingredients of
the innovation process. Whether through introspection or interaction, the spark of an idea has to
come from the mind of an individual or group. This means the shatre of the tacit component of an
organisation’s knowledge base has the potential to give public organisations an even more innovative
character that would be of strategic importance (Edge, 2005).

Kremp and Mairesse (2003) contend that public organisations are more aware of the fact that com-
petencies for stimulating innovations in the workplace often rely on individuals or on tacit knowledge
special to them. However, they are worried about the loss of skilled manpower with first-hand expe-
riences of successful and failed endeavours gained during their years of service due to various rea-
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sons such as job mobility, resignation, retitements and death. Lejeune (2011) states that employees
who leave the workplace often take valuable know-how and problem-solving skills with them, leading
to an immediate loss of organisational knowledge and a host of subsequent ramifications. Some-
times, the consequences do not become obvious until long after the departure of the employee, es-
pecially in cases where the knowledge was held by a key figure, an expert, or where no one else was
even aware the knowledge existed. Seidler-de Alwis and Hartmann (2004) argue that barriers to the
share of tacit knowledge occur if individuals who possess knowledge essential to innovation are ei-
ther discouraged from active participation or are not involved in the innovation process. Moreover,
even if employees stay with the organisation, the full extent of their knowledge may not be realised
and utilised unless opportunities are provided to facilitate the share of knowledge with others (Weiss,
1999, cited in Vathsala, 2015).

Sarkindaaji, Hashi, and Abdullateef (2014) assert that many public organisations, particularly in de-
veloping countries, have provided no form of incentives for employees to effectively participate in
knowledge driven activities, because interactions are often rigid, limited and directed. Therefore, un-
less organisations facilitate the share of knowledge among employees, it is likely to lose innovative
knowledge of immeasurable value accumulated over the years (see also Bojan & Bojan, 2012; Kremp
& Mairesse, 2003). There are strong arguments for the strategic use of tacit knowledge to improve
innovation in the public sector, but many public organisations are not structured for the application
of tacit knowledge sharing initiatives needed to improve innovation capabilities (Edge, 2005). It has
been clearly established that tacit knowledge is essential for innovation in the public sector, yet the
organizational context needed to support the dissemination of this knowledge is lacking in practice
(Lewis, Ricard, & Klijn, 2017; McNabb, 2007). This may undermine innovative efforts or activities
because tacit knowledge would become fragmented, redundant and underutilised (Syed lkhsan, 2005).
Hence, unless relevant tacit knowledge is shared, innovation cannot be created or sustained (Seidler-
de Alwis et al., 2004; J. Wang & Yang, 2015).

Zhou and Nunes (2015) state that up to 80 percent of organisational knowledge is synthesised in
tacit form, which may be higher in public organisations when compared with explicit knowledge.
Smith (2001) argues that tacit knowledge is often out of sight, underrated and underutilised in the
workplace. Nearly two-thirds of work-related information that is gradually transformed comes from
personal contacts and interactions. This intuitive, creative conversation often occurs when people
exchange ideas and practicalities in an open and supportive environment. It is essential for organisa-
tions to frame solutions from diverse viewpoints in such an interactive process to produce ideas that
are channelled into new or improved processes and services. Seidler-de Alwis et al. (2004) draw an
assumption that the more tacit knowledge is involved in the innovation process, the more likely it will
have a positive impact on innovation success. As a result of the turbulent environments, public or-
ganisations deal with complex problems they do not completely understand and that demands think-
ing from a new or different perspective to create innovative solutions. Tacit knowledge is deemed
important in producing innovations that can accommodate these emerging realities because of its
dynamic nature (Syed lkhsan, 2005). Despite this notion, the share of tacit knowledge and how it can
support innovation has yet to be investigated in the public sector of developing countries, when
compared to studies in the private sector (Buheji, 2013; McEvoy, Arisha & Ragad, 2015; Syed Ikhsan,
2005), possibly because organizational outcomes can be identified and measured there. Furthermore,
there are comparatively fewer empirical works that have been able to establish a causal relationship
between tacit knowledge sharing and innovation (Zaima, Glircanb, Tarimc, Zaimb, & Alpkanb, 2015).
Still, for many, tacit knowledge sharing is a domain that is relatively unexplored and not fully under-
stood (Seidler-de Alwis & Hartmann, 2008), which buttresses the need for more empirical investiga-
tions to understand how the share of tacit knowledge can be used for managing current and emerg-
ing challenges in which an innovative approach is required.

Omotayo (2015) argues that tacit knowledge sharing represents a potentially very important subject
area in the knowledge management domain, which not only opens up new ways of theorising about
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the nature of organisations in this knowledge era but also has the potential to improve innovations.
Therefore, it is important for research to address the tacit component to inform our actions on
where and how much effort we should invest in the verbalisation or explication of tacit knowledge to
create innovations, since it runs the risk of loss if not shared to others (see also Seidler-de Alwis &
Hartmann, 2008). Drawing from the related literature, this study creates several hypotheses to exam-
ine the relationship between knowledge sharing and innovation success, and is expected to contribute
empirically to the burgeoning literature from a public sector and developing country context.

LITERATURE REVIEW

KNOWLEDGE SHARING

There are similar terms used to describe the process of knowledge sharing in literature, which in-
cludes knowledge diffusion, knowledge transfer, knowledge distribution, knowledge dissemination
and information sharing (Najla, Filipovic, & Kovac, 2017). Knowledge sharing can be seen as the
process of engaging in social and collaborative interactions for the exchange of context-specific
knowledge, skills, and experience within and across organisational boundaries. Knowledge sharing
comprises two parts, which are knowledge donating and knowledge collecting, Knowledge donating
involves communicating with others based on one’s knowledge. It represents the willingness of indi-
viduals to clearly express or externalise their knowledge to others to help them develop their personal
knowledge and solve problems more effectively. This dimension deals with the supply of new
knowledge (De Vries, Van Den Hooff, & De Ridder, 2006). The drive behind donating knowledge is
to convert it from tacit to explicit knowledge and enable it to turn to organizational knowledge (Hus-
sein, Singh, Farouk, & Sohal, 2016). In contrast, knowledge collecting deals with interactions or con-
sultations with other individuals to get them to share their knowledge. An individual is the recipient
ot receiver of knowledge, who must consult, ask for, accept, learn from or adopt the knowledge of
other individuals. The aim of knowledge collecting is to internalise the knowledge of other individu-
als through observation, listening and practice (see Yesil et al., 2013). This dimension deals with the
demand of new knowledge; that is, specific request for knowledge (De Vries et al., 2006). However,
these two distinct knowledge sharing components are active processes in the sense that one is either
engaged in active communication with others for the purpose of knowledge transfer, or consulting
others to gain some level of access to their intellectual capital (De Vries et al., 2006; Van Den Hooff
& De Ridder, 2004, cited in Kamasak & Bulutlar, 2010).

Tacit knowledge can be transmitted through socialisation processes such as apprenticeship, mentor-
ing, coaching, interaction, observation, imitation, storytelling and narratives, or externalisation pro-
cesses like assumptions, analogies and metaphors with successful tacit knowledge transfer influenced
by context/situation fit and understanding (Matoskova et al., 2013). For knowledge shating to be
effective, it is important that the knowledge fits the specific context in terms of relevance, interpreta-
tion, and understanding. In another work setting, the effort to share similar knowledge may not yield
the required results. Krogh, Ichijo and Nonaka (2002, p. 45) assert that “for knowledge to be shared
in a social context, individuals must rely on others to listen and react to their ideas. Constructive and
helpful relations enable people to share their insights and freely discuss their concerns”. Knowledge
sharing can be disrupted when: (i) the tacit knowledge shared is considered ambiguous; (ii) the re-
ceiver lacks the absorptive capacity to deal with the ambiguity; (iii) the sender and receiver have a dif-
ficult or less defined relationship; and (iv) the emotional factors such as power, fear, likes or dislikes,
trust, willingness to share, etc., are neglected (Goh Guan Gan, Ryan, & Gurujan, 20006; Seidler-de
Alwis & Hartmann, 2008).

The core of knowledge sharing lies in explicating the accessible particulars of an individual’s tacit
components to address current situations or problems as well as those likely to occur in the future. It
has been argued (e.g. Polanyi, 2009) that tacit knowledge cannot be codified but displayed in what we
do, specifically in our actions, interaction and involvement at work. This knowledge often must be
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inferred from actions and statements, and functions as background knowledge that assist in carrying
out tasks, reacting to unforeseen circumstances or innovating (Lejune, 2011). Through situated inter-
actions at work, we develop new mental models/perspectives/ideas or tacitly identify trends and
anomalies in specific work context or setting that can be explicated with considerable effort. These
implicit expressions are sometimes brought to bear explicitly in an attempt to make sense of a given
situation, which are in most cases tested for relevance and effectiveness (Garcia & Coltre, 2017). Im-
portantly, knowledge sharing has been identified as a focal area in innovative and knowledge-based
organisations, and the relevance of this construct is derived from the fact that it provides a link be-
tween where knowledge resides and where knowledge can be utilised to attain maximum value (Najla
et al,, 2017; Yesil, 2014). The knowledge rooted in the individual actions and interactions endows
organisation with competitive advantages for growth and survival (Trigo, 2014). In subsequent sec-
tions, knowledge sharing process, knowledge sharing dimensions and knowledge sharing practices
were used interchangeably to reflect the bidirectional nature of knowledge sharing; that is, knowledge
donating and knowledge collecting,

INNOVATION SUCCESS

The Australian National Audit Office (2009) argues that the driving imperative for innovation is the
need to fashion new ways to respond effectively to changing work context and societal expectation in
an uncertain environment. Innovation is essential for organisational survival and growth and will play
a more salient role in the future of public organisations looking to reinvent themselves to address
complex problems with limited resources. Innovation is a necessary element if public organisations
are to become better targeted, efficient and more responsive to changing societal needs. However, it
should be seen as a collaborative, dynamic process that involves different parts of the organisation
and outside partners creating and exploiting new opportunities and finding new ways to solve com-
plex problems (EY, 2017). To this end, public organisations will not only practice innovation, but
refine innovations to improve experience and build capabilities to provide support for it. Yesil et al.
(2013) opine that innovation success is the performance of an organisation going through the differ-
ent types of innovation to achieve an overall improvement of its innovation capability. Evidently,
innovative organisations invest and nurture innovation capabilities from which they execute effective
innovation processes, leading to innovation in services, policies and processes. Innovation success lies
in the fact that the innovation process creates an organisation prepared to meet the changing needs
and conditions in the environment given certain knowledge resources at the disposal of public or-
ganisations. Therefore, it is vital for public organisations to improve the quality of their experiential
knowledge through observation and interaction with relevant stakeholders. Kosmrlj, Sirok and Lika
(2015) stress that public organisations should observe stakeholders response to their actions through
an iterative learning process that leads to the formation or reframing of an innovation. Since the im-
perative of the innovation system is centred on meeting the shifting public expectations and de-
mands through quality improvements or integration in services, processes and policies, success is
realised when the innovation process aligns effectively with these changing expectations and de-
mands. Essentially, creative efforts should focus on making distinctive quality adjustments, modifica-
tions or expansions in the innovation system to enable public organisations stay in close contacts
with the trends and events as they emerge. However, for the purpose of this paper, innovation suc-
cess is improvements in the effectiveness of innovative activities and potential to generate innovative
outputs.

KNOWLEDGE SHARING AND INNOVATION SUCCESS

Aulawi et al. (2009, cited in Yesil et al., 2013) argued that knowledge can be disseminated, developed,
and integrated through the development of knowledge sharing. Knowledge sharing practices can
stimulate individual to think more critically and more creatively, so they finally can create new
knowledge. Al-Husseini and Elbeltagi (2015a) argued that sharing knowledge as a strategic resource is
one of the foundational tools that enable organisations to increase their competitive leverage and
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chances of survival through innovation exponentially. They also conducted a comparative study,
which reiterated the significant positive relationship between the knowledge sharing dimensions and
innovation (Al-Husseini and Elbeltagi, 2015b). These knowledge sharing practices are vital in any
organization as this is the basis upon which ideas are being developed and implemented. A thorough
understanding of these knowledge sharing practices will enable organisations capitalise on
knowledge, to influence their innovation capability positively and significantly (Abdallah et al., 2012).
Lin (2007) argued that employees’ willingness to collect and donate knowledge brings about signifi-
cant improvements in an organisation’s innovation capability. In fact, it can be said that the relation-
ship between the knowledge sharing process and innovation capability may provide a clue on how
organisations create a knowledge sharing culture to sustain their innovation performance (see also
Najla et al., 2017). Yesil et al. (2013) argued that the improvement of innovation capability may cause
knowledge sharing practices to impact on innovation positively. Hu, Horng and Sun (2009) argued
that to achieve high innovation performance, organisations need to develop a better knowledge shar-
ing process. Numerous studies conducted over the past decade regard knowledge sharing process as
an important factor in strengthening innovation performance of organisations (e.g,, Lee & Hidayat,
2018; Leonardi, 2014; Melhem & Norsiah, 2014; Z. Wang & Wang, 2012; Yesil, 2014). Hussein et al.
(2016) argued that employee willingness to share knowledge partially influences firm innovation ca-
pability, with knowledge donating having no influence on firm innovation capability and knowledge
collecting having a positive influence on firm innovation capability, whereas Islam, Agarwal, and
Ikeda (2017) argued that the effect of knowledge sharing on innovation is insignificant unless it
yields new knowledge. The Asian Productivity Organisation (2013) argued that the ultimate goal of
the knowledge sharing process is to spark innovations by allowing people to interact, think more cre-
atively and work more productively Knowledge itself is a static resource which needs to be vitalised,
shared and diffused to create value. Ferretti and Afonso (2017) argued that in the interchangeable
socialisation of knowledge, new ideas are formed and the foundation is created for the development
of new or improved services, policies or processes with the possibility of developing innovative
mechanisms and processes. Based on these arguments, this study hypothesised that:

Ha: Knowledge donating is positively related to innovation success.
Hb: Knowledge collecting is positively related to innovation success

METHODOLOGY

SAMPLE AND DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE

The sample frame comprises twelve public organisations drawn from the health and education sector
in South-South, Nigeria. When selecting samples for studies of this nature, it is apt to include re-
spondents from knowledge-intensive organisations and positions. In addition, the public organisa-
tions selected have private-sector competition, which follows the competition thesis that competitive
pressures from private organisations spur performance improvement vis-a-vis efficiency and value
creation in public organisations as well as previously monoplistic setting (Ramaswamy & Renforth,
1996). The data used was obtained from (i) a questionnaire designed based on related studies, and (ii)
secondary sources — journals and conference proceedings were also used to interpret and provide
contextual information to the primary data. For the secondaty sources, this study did not limit itself
to a particular industry or sectors in data search. So far, the constructs under investigation are reflect-
ed in the sources, they were considered for inclusion. Furthermore, higher consideration was granted
to research papers published or carried out after 2000. But some papers with a publication date be-
fore 2000 were also considered to obtain theoretical background. Selecting 587 respondents from the
target population is considered adequate and representative using the Cochran’s sample size determi-
nation formula. The questionnaire was self-administered with a covering letter, and 384 completed
questionnaires were returned, thereby constituting a return rate of 65.4 percent. Out of the 384
completed questionnaires, 326 representing 84.9 percent were from state universities and 58 repre-
senting 15.1 percent were from state hospitals.
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MEASURES

The original measurement items from previous studies were used to develop the questionnaire with
minor modification to fit the nature of this study. The items were assessed on a five-point Likert
scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Knowledge sharing and innovation
success items were taken and adapted to this study from De Vries et al. (2006), Melhem and Norsiah
(2014), Z. Wang and Wang (2012), and Yesil et al. (2013). In the pre-test, the questionnaire was face
validated by five management experts from the University of Nigeria and six respondents from the
target organisations were asked to identify whether they may be interpretation errors or question de-
sign problems. Following the constructive responses, some questions were modified slightly to im-
prove clarity, relevance, comprehensiveness and ease of understanding before inclusion in the final
draft. Fifty copies of the questionnaire were self-administered through convenient sampling on the
intended respondents to ascertain the reliability of the research instrument, with forty seven valid
responses after removing three uncompleted questionnaires. This study calculated the Cronbach’s
alpha with the aid of the SPSS 20.0, and the resulting values of knowledge donating (« = 0.814),
knowledge collecting (« = 0.769), and innovation success (a = 0.799) were above the minimum ac-
ceptable value of 0.70, indicating satisfactory reliability. The measurement items for the constructs
see listed in Appendix A.

DATA ANALYSIS

The Partial Least Square (PLS) path modelling was adopted for data and hypotheses testing. PLS is a
multivariate data analysis method designed to explain variance and predict relationships among con-
structs. The PLS makes no data assumption, places minimal condition on sample size and can be
used for residual distribution. The PLS model was analysed using SmartPLS 3. According to Yesil et
al. (2013), SmartPLS explains the psychometric properties of the measurement model and estimates
the parameters of the structural model simultaneously. This study followed the two-step estimation
procedure suggested by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). This procedure ensured that the constructs’
measures are valid and reliable before attempting to establish the relationship among constructs. The
first step is the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the measurement model; that is, instrument
validation. The reflective measurement model was assessed with six criteria: factor loading, t-test,
composite reliability (CR), average variance extracted (AVE), discriminant validity (Fornell-Larcker
and cross loading criterion) and multicollinearity test using the variance inflation factor (VIF). The
second step involves the estimation of the structural model for hypothesis testing,

RESULTS

The demographic characteristics from the data collected shows that the ages of respondents vary
between 30-39 (20.3 percent), 40-49 (48.4 percent), 50-59 (27.6 percent), and 60 > (3.1 percent). 55.2
percent were male and 44.8 percent were female, indicating a slight difference in the gender distribu-
tion. 1.8 percent had a certificate, 5.5 percent had a graduate degree and 92.7 percent had a post
graduate degree, indicating that most of the respondents were highly educated, hence, in the best
position to provide appropriate answers to the questionnaire. The work experiences of respondents
vary between 0-4 (10.9 percent), 5-9 (25.3 percent), 10-14 (19.3 percent), 15-20 (25.3 percent), and 20
and above (19.3 percent), indicating that a considerable number of respondents possess sufficient
amount of experiential knowledge and were in an appropriate position to respond in tandem with
knowledge sharing and innovation activities.

Following the procedure previously described in the methodology, the analysis of results should start
with the evaluation of the measurement model of this study. The confirmatory factor analysis was
performed to determine the relationship between the latent constructs (i.e. knowledge donating,
knowledge collecting and innovation success) and their indicators. The factor loadings of the meas-
urement indicators show that all items were within the satisfactory range of > 0.707 as recommend-
ed by Chin (1998) and Hair, Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2013). Knowledge donating indicators ranged
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from 0.848 to 0.887, knowledge collecting indicators ranged from 0.858 to 0.908, and innovation
success indicators ranged from 0.732 to 0.846 (see Table 2). Therefore, all items correlated strongly
with their underlying constructs and were retained in the measurement model. The t-values of the
measurement indicators show that all the items were > 1.96, indicating that the items had statistical
significance to the underlying constructs. Knowledge donating indicators ranged from 53.847 to
68.515, knowledge collecting indicators ranged from 57.548 — 92.595, and innovation success indica-
tors ranged from 20.442 to 62.420. The results of the measurement model as shown in Table 1 show
that the CR values were above the acceptable threshold of > 0.7, indicating strong reliability. The
AVE values exceeded the acceptable level of 0.50 as recommended by Henseler, Ringle and Sinkovics
(2009), demonstrating a satisfactory convergent validity. Also, this indicates that 50 percent or more
of the constructs’ variability is as a result of its own indicators. Discriminant validity is established
when the AVE values are greater than the inter-construct correlations. The result shows evidence of
discriminant validity of constructs. The multicollinearity test shows that the VIF values were all less
than the cut off value of 5.0 recommended by Hair et al. (2013), confirming that there is no multi-
collinearity problem among the constructs. In addition, the inferences made from the measurement
model were deemed reliable because both independent constructs are not perfectly correlated.

Table 1. Reliability, validity and multicollinearity test

Discriminant Validity

Indicators 1 2 3 CR AVE VIF
Knowledge Donating 0.867 0924  0.751 1.087
Knowledge Collecting 0.282  0.888 0.937  0.788 1.087
Innovation Success 0495 0346 0.794 0911  0.631

Table 2. Factor loading and cross loadings

Indicators KD KC IS

KD1 0.861 0.260 0.390
KD2 0.848 0.265 0.459
KD3 0.870 0.197 0.446
KD4 0.887 0.258 0.413
KC1 0.216 0.901 0.245
KC2 0.247 0.884 0.305
KC3 0.255 0.858 0.329
KC4 0.275 0.908 0.332
1S1 0.493 0.315 0.846
1S2 0.438 0.281 0.834
1S3 0.452 0.335 0.815
1S4 0.309 0.217 0.776
1S5 0.324 0.268 0.758
1S6 0.244 0.178 0.732

Note: KD= Knowledge donating, KC= Knowledge collecting,
IS= Innovation success

The convergent validity was also tested by extracting the factor loadings and cross-loading of the
indicators of the latent constructs. The results shown in Table 2 demonstrate that the indicators
loaded on their respective constructs than any other constructs. Importantly, convergent validity
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is achieved when the indicators load greater than 0.70 on their respective construct than the oth-
er constructs (Yoo & Alavi, 2001, cited in Yesil et al., 2013). This result supports the convergent
validity among the constructs.

Overall, the measurement model has satisfactory values for all the quality criteria. Collectively, these
results provide evidence that validates the appropriateness of the measurement model for this study.
However, after the quality of the measurement model was ascertained in step one; the structural
model was created to assess the significance of the hypothesised paths. The model was evaluated
based on beta values, t-values, R-square (R2) and p-values. The results of the analysis are depicted in
Figure 1 and summarised in Table 3.

Knowledge 0431

Donating @
0.224

Innowvation
Success

Knowladge
Collecting

Figure 1. The structural model with path coefficients and R-square

Figure 1 shows the beta coefficients of the different paths and R2 The R? indicated that knowledge
sharing process i.e. knowledge donating and knowledge collecting can account for 29.1 percent of
the variation in innovation success. The remaining 70.1 petcent can be linked to other factors not
included in this study. Falk and Miller (1992, cited in Ferreras-Mendez, Newell, Fernandez-Mesa, &
Alegre, 2015) state that the value must be greater than 0.1, which ensures at least 10 percent of varia-
bility is explained from the model. Lower R? values, in spite of being significant, provide little infor-
mation, so the hypothesis regarding latent construct cannot be sustained.

Table 3. Structural model estimates

Hypotheses  Path (Relationship) Beta T-value P-value Support
Ha Knowledge Donating 0.431  7.506 0.000 Yes
—~Innovation Success
Hb Knowledge Collecting 0.224  4.630 0.000 Yes
—>Innovation Success
Note: p < 0.05

Table 3 shows the estimates of the structural model, where the beta values of the path coefficient
indicate the direct effects of the independent latent constructs on the dependent latent construct; t-
values indicate the statistical importance of the hypothesised paths to the structural model; and the
p-values indicate the significance of the results. From the estimates, knowledge donating (3 = 0.431,
7.506 > 1.96, p < 0.05) and knowledge collecting (3 = 0.224, 4.630 > 1.96, p < 0.05) were found to
have a significant positive relationship with innovation success. Statistically, knowledge donating had
a much stronger relationship with innovation success than that of knowledge collecting and innova-
tion success. However, the results support hypotheses Ha and Hb.
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CONCLUSION

This study integrated two important organisational constructs: knowledge sharing and innovation
success. Specifically, it investigated the effects of knowledge donating on innovation success and
knowledge collecting on innovation success. The knowledge type examined was tacit knowledge.

The results obtained are interesting for both theory and practice. In theory, this study adds to the
burgeoning literature that linked empirically the tacit knowledge sharing process with innovation suc-
cess. Thus, it extends the applicability of research and generalisation of results from previous inves-
tigations (e.g., Al-Husseini & Elbeltagi, 2015a; Z. Wang & Wang, 2012; Yesil et al., 2013) in the devel-
oping country context; that is, Nigeria. The structural model demonstrated quite a significant support
for the hypothesised relationship, which showed that knowledge sharing through knowledge donating
and collecting enhances innovation success of public organisations. The results support the theoreti-
cal arguments in previous studies (e.g., Al-Husseini & Elbeltagi, 2015a, 2015b; Lee & Hidayat, 2018;
Leonardi, 2014; Lin, 2007; Melhem & Norsiah, 2014; Najla et al., 2017; Z. Wang & Wang, 2012; Yesil,
2014; Yesil et al., 2013) that knowledge sharing through donating and collecting contributes to inno-
vation success. The results somewhat agree with Hussein et al. (2016) that employee willingness to
share knowledge partially influences firm innovation capability, with knowledge donating having no
influence on firm innovation capability and knowledge collecting having a positive influence on firm
innovation capability. It can be said that knowledge collecting is analogous to learning because it is
through collecting of knowledge that individuals are able to reflect, understand, synthesise and ex-
ternalise valuable knowledge, thus, extending or reframing knowledge utilised for innovative activi-
ties. Furthermore, knowledge collecting affects not just the knowledge at the cognitive level but also
the behaviour of individuals in the application of knowledge in specific work contexts (Wipawa-
yangkool & Teng, 2016). The results contradict the findings of Islam et al. (2017) that the effect of
knowledge sharing on innovation is insignificant. The possible reason for this is that knowledge shar-
ing effect is inconsequential on innovation unless it results in the addition of value or enables new
actions through learning or the creation of new knowledge. Knowledge sharing is the basis upon
which new ideas are created in an attempt to enhance innovation efforts. Abdallah et al. (2012) ar-
gued that the transfer of knowledge from one employee to another creates new knowledge, and sub-
sequently leads to innovation when the new knowledge is successfully applied. In tacit knowledge
sharing, new ideas are formed and the foundation is created for the development of something new
or improved with the possibility of developing innovative processes (Ferretti & Afonso, 2017). How-
ever, the knowledge sharing process has an important role to play in both facilitating the creation of
different ideas and in convergence of the different ideas to an actionable step or course of action in
the innovation process.

The results show that the degree of significance of the knowledge sharing dimensions on innovation
varies. The complementarity of knowledge donating and knowledge collecting does not imply equali-
ty in nature and symmetry because both dimensions have different nature and can be influenced by
different factors (Guistiniano, Lombardi, & Cavaliere, 2016). Hence, knowledge donating effect on
innovation success was more significantly positive than the effect of knowledge collecting on innova-
tion success. According to Garcia and Coltre (2017), the core of knowledge sharing lies in explicating
the accessible particulars of an individual’s tacit components to address current situations or prob-
lems as well as those likely to occur in the future. Through situated interactions at work, individuals
develop new mental models or tacitly identify trends and anomalies in specific work context or set-
ting that can be explicated with considerable effort. These implicit expressions are sometimes
brought to bear explicitly in an attempt to make sense of a given situation or respond to the com-
plexities of work situations.

In practice, the relationships among the constructs provide managerial implications for the need to
strengthen knowledge sharing practices to increase tacit knowledge utilisation and workplace creativi-
ty for sustained innovation. As problem and opportunity context continue to evolve in today’s work
environment, emphasis should be on setting up mechanisms such as communities of practice, brain-
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storming sessions, mentoring programs, public forums and other interactive forums to better interac-
tions and synergy among employees. Through socialisation, individuals may come to understand each
other’s definition of knowledge, agree on a common and justified knowledge about actions in any
given work situation, and address problems and opportunities more creatively (Krogh et al., 2000).
Although the knowledge sharing mechanisms used may vary based on the unique needs and demands
of individuals, it enables organisations to operationalise their value chain by leveraging on what indi-
viduals know to achieve positive innovation results (McNabb, 2007). In addition, this study proposes
the following practical solutions based on the findings. First, public organisations should promote a
supportive culture to spur creativity through the frequent share of experiences, information and skills
among the various knowledge actors. This culture type invariably incorporates and utilises different
knowledge contributions in the innovation process to respond to the requirements of a changing
business environment, and strengthens internal and external communication linkages to secure the
desired inflow of new knowledge to drive the innovation process effectively. Second, public manag-
ers should convey the importance of knowledge sharing and its value to knowledge users in clear
terms and attend to creating conditions or contexts that encourage people to share knowledge freely
and willingly with others. Third, it is apt to improve organisational commitment and support for
knowledge sharing activities such as mentorship programs, workshops, conferences, seminar and
other related training and development programs in order to provide opportunities for employees to
develop innovation competencies from the transfer of tacit knowledge developed over time from
experience. Finally, to optimise innovation outcomes from knowledge sharing activities, knowledge
sharing should be in tandem with the industry or global best practices. Adherence to best practices in
the knowledge sharing domain may bring about improvements in the knowledge sharing dimensions;
that is, donating and collecting, and subsequently impact on innovation positively.

However, like every study, the findings summarised in this study should be taken with consideration
of some limitations. This study was highly subjective; employees may overstate or hide certain infor-
mation with strong implications to the research findings. To an extent, this could limit the generalisa-
bility and applicability of findings. It is important to add interviews to provide depth in terms of
insights and substance to the questionnaire. This study focus was on state-owned public organisa-
tions. Future studies may extend to public organisation with different ownership structure to broaden
our understanding and fill in knowledge gaps.
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APPENDIX

Knowledge Sharing and Innovation Success Measurement Scale

Knowledge Donating Measurement Scale

KS1: When I learn something new, I tell colleagues within my department about it

KS2: I share any experience, skill or insights I have with colleagues within my department when they
ask for it

KS3: When I learn something new, I tell colleagues outside my department about it

KS4: I share any experience, skills or insights I have with colleagues outside my department when
they ask for it

Knowledge Collecting Measurement Scale

KC1: When colleagues within my department learn something new, they tell me about it

KC2: Colleagues within my department share their experiences, skills or insights with me when I ask
them to

KC3: When colleagues outside my department learn something new, they tell me about it

KC4:Colleagues outside my department share their experiences, skills or insights with me when I ask
them to

Innovation Success Measurement Scale

IS1: In my organisation, ideas are developed within expected timeframe

1S2: My organisation is quick to introduce services, processes or policies that embody new ideas to
the public

1S3: My organisation adapts its services, processes or policies from recent experiences

1S4: Employees are able to interact and contribute effectively in developing new services, processes
or policies

1S5: In developing new services, processes or policies, employees and consumers collaborate closely

1S6: My organisation provides training for members of staff
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