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ABSTRACT

Aim/Purpose The need to explore leaders’ role as a mediating factor between knowledge shar-
ing and firms’ competitiveness was the focus of this paper. Further, gaps related
to knowledge sharing influence on firms’ competitiveness from an emerging
economy perspective was a major driver of this study.

Background The relevance of knowledge sharing is today crucial for firms that seek to har-
ness internal resource innovation towards ensuring increased competitiveness.
The link between the actions of leaders and outcomes from sharing knowledge
towards increased competitiveness would further advance theory on knowledge
sharing and provide managerial implication that is instrumental for an improved
organisational outcome.

Methodology The study sample was 282 participants and Partial least square structural equa-
tion model was used for the analysis of the data obtained through a question-
naire survey with the aid of SmartPLSv3.9.

Contribution The study contributes to knowledge management literature through advancing
leadership as a mediating factor that accounts for the link between knowledge
sharing and firms’ competitiveness, most especially from an emerging economy
perspective.
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Organisational Knowledge Sharing and Manufacturing Firms” Competitiveness

Findings Knowledge sharing was found to have a positive effect on firms’ competitive-
ness. The study found that leadership behaviour mediates the relationship be-
tween knowledge sharing and a firm’s competitiveness.

Recommendations ~ The study recommends that, when supported with the right attitude from lead-
for Practitioners ers in the organisation, knowledge sharing will be beneficial towards the firm
gaining competitiveness most especially.

Future Research Future studies should be carried out in other sectors aside from the manufactur-

ing sector using the same measures used to measure knowledge sharing. Also, a
comparative analysis of knowledge sharing and firms’ competitiveness using
leaders’ behaviour as a mediator should be researched in other developing econ-

omies.
Keywords leaders’ behaviour, knowledge sharing, competitiveness, Nigeria manufacturing
firms
INTRODUCTION

Knowledge sharing is instrumental in ensuring that an organisation continuously maintains an edge
over its rivals (Suppiah & Sandhu, 2010). Effective knowledge sharing system in an organisation does
not only involve the free flow of information among workers but that this knowledge is properly uti-
lised, thereby resulting in increased and enhanced skills and expertise, improved job processes, indi-
vidual and organisational performance (Kim et al., 2013). There have been varying studies and
measures on knowledge sharing with varying outcomes, which has accounted for the diverse views
on the construct (Azema & Jafari, 2016; Doronin et al., 2020; J. Lee, 2018).

Mouna and Salem (2012) made an effort to operationalise the construct of knowledge sharing and
four major abstraction levels were provided, which are the conceptual, organisational, logical, and
physical level of abstraction. The conceptual is concerned with the nature of knowledge in the organ-
isation, as it captures the extent of articulation, specialization, and diversity of knowledge sources
(Mouna & Salem, 2012). The organisational level is concerned with the individuals in the organisa-
tions and the activities in the organisation. In this level assessing the knowledge sharing process is
through the individual, the social factors, the leaders, the cultural dimension, and the structural di-
mension (Mouna & Salem, 2012).

The logical is centred around the actions taken to advance knowledge sharing in the organisation and
this can be assessed through the way the work is organised, communication, and the reward system
provided to support knowledge sharing. The physical level is concerned with the process of imple-
menting knowledge sharing within the organisation, as the emphasis is on physical, communicating
and monitoring resources (Mouna & Salem, 2012). This paper aligns with the logical abstraction level
of assessing knowledge sharing. This is because past literature seems to aligh more with the organisa-
tional, conceptual, and physical dimensions with few studies related to the logical (Chickezie et al.,
2016; Men et al., 2019; Son et al., 2017). Further, the logical level of abstraction could best explain
the phenomenon of knowledge sharing and its antecedent challenges in the Nigerian manufacturing
sector.

Moreover, for knowledge sharing to thrive, there is a need for structural adjustment in the form of
job design to ensure its smooth operation (Karim & Majid, 2018). The arrangement of tasks must be
clearly and orderly synchronised to give room for smooth operation (Skaik & Othman, 2014). Also,
employees who are the main participants in this process have to be motivated for them to buy into
the idea and willingly engage in the knowledge sharing or receiving knowledge shared (Pee & Lee,
2015).

However, since the entire knowledge sharing process involves a broad organisational component in-
teraction (Azema & Jafari, 2016), it is likely to stimulate changes in leaders’ behaviour, which could
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account for the sustenance of the knowledge sharing process in the organisation and resultantly lead
to increased firms’ competitiveness. Leaders play important role in the mix, as they bear the burden
of coordinating the employees towards the actualisation of the goals and objectives of an organisa-
tion (Bradshaw et al., 2015). A leaders’ role is to ensure the employees are proficient and to create an
environment that enhances their productivity (Schaubroeck et al., 2011). The behaviour and style of
leadership determine the existence of knowledge sharing and the degree of its intensity in the organi-
sation (Bradshaw et al., 2015).

Manufacturing firms in most developing economies, most especially in Nigeria, are faced with recur-
ring challenges in both their internal and external environment (Akinmulegun & Oluwole, 2014; Kalu
et al,, 2019); however, most confronting is the competition from the foreign market, as consumers
tend to show more preference for foreign goods to locally made ones (Akinmulegun & Oluwole,
2014). Despite the obvious advantage of knowledge sharing, many organisations, most especially
manufacturing firms in Nigeria, are yet to fully maximize its potential. This could be because of the
non-existence of a logical structure that facilitates knowledge sharing and failures of leaders to max-
imize the value of knowledge sharing.

Consequently, it is obvious that for manufacturing firms in Nigeria to gain competitiveness they must
be innovative in their operations and processes. Skaik and Othman (2014) held that knowledge shar-
ing allows employees to develop the right innovative behaviour that will allow the firm to gain com-
petitiveness. Hence, the need to assess the extent to which knowledge sharing through supportive
leadership behaviour is sufficient towards ensuring increased competitiveness.

Furthermore, there has been an expanded body of literature on knowledge sharing (Birasnav, 2014;
Giampaoli et al., 2017), its influence on organisational performance (Jones, 2017; Z. Wang et al.,
2010), innovation (J. Lee, 2018; Z. Wang & Wang, 2012), resilience (Godwin & Amah, 2013) and or-
ganisational learning (Antunes & Pinheiro, 2019; Yang, 2007), with varying results; however, there
are limited studies that have accounted for knowledge sharing influence on firms competitiveness,
most especially manufacturing firms from an emerging economy. This has become necessary given
the focus of most developing economies to engage in manufacturing activities as a medium to in-
crease employment and gross domestic product. It is this gap that we seek to close.

The central objective of this study was assessing the mediating role of leaders’ behaviours on
knowledge sharing and manufacturing firms’ competitiveness. The research questions are to what ex-
tent does knowledge sharing influence manufacturing firms’ competitiveness and to what extent does
leaders’ behaviour mediate the relationship between knowledge sharing and manufacturing firms’
competitiveness. Hence, the paper provides new insight into the role of leadership in advancing
knowledge sharing, which in turn increases the firms’ competitiveness. The paper further presents a
review of extant literature, the methodology, the results, and a discussion, followed by the conclusion
with implications, recommendations, and limitations.

LITERATURE REVIEW

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

The resource-based theory was used to underpin this study. The choice of the theory is because it
provides a better explanation on the relevance of knowledge sharing as an antecedent to gaining
competitiveness and provides evidence that leaders’ ability to effectively manage and encourage the
intangible resources in the organisation towards knowledge sharing would ultimately lead to in-
creased organisational performance.

The theory holds that competitive advantage is gained when the organisation’s valuable internal re-
sources that are limited in supply ate effectively put to use in the interest of the organisation (Batney,
2012; Fossas, 1999). The major premise of the theory is that resources that an organisation possess
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that are valuable, scatce, difficult to substitute, and imitate form the foundation for gaining a compet-
itive edge in its operating industry (Peteraf, 1993). In application to this study, we propose that when
leaders of manufacturing firms are able to use and support their employees (who are fundamental in-
ternal resources) to engage in knowledge sharing, it will lead to the firm to gain increased competi-
tiveness.

Mills et al. (2003) stated that organisational resources are both tangible and intangible. The tangible
resources are the physical resources that are within the control of the organisation, which can be de-
ployed to gain competitiveness (Hitt et al., 2016). The intangible resources are the non-physical re-
sources, which is linked to the human resources activities, image, and brand of the organisation (Hitt
et al,, 2016). Knowledge and innovative actions are all part of the non-physical resources and when
properly managed can lead to firm gaining competitiveness.

LEADERS’ BEHAVIOUR

Leaders coordinate and inspire their teams towards attaining desired goals set by the organisation,
which means that the quality of a leader determines the productivity of the team. Consequently, lead-
ers’ behaviour is a key ingredient to team success (Schaubroeck et al., 2011). Leaders’ behaviour de-
termines the working environment of the organisation; their attitude either promotes or supresses a
conducive working environment, which eventually affects the productivity of the workforce (Lam-
bert, 2002; Popli & Rizvi, 2017). Therefore, leaders are expected to practice effective communicative
and response system with their workforce to ensure professionalism, smooth work process and con-
ducive environment for team success (Valentine & Prater, 2011).

Followers perspective on their leaders’ behaviour affects managerial success and advancement of the
organisation (Elangovan & Xie, 2000; Ohemeng et al., 2018). Effective leadership behaviour is not
based on how well it is being executed but on the perception of the subordinates. If the subordinate
views the leaders’ behaviour as being desirable, it will yield a positive impact; however, if it is in the
negative, it will negatively affect the morale of the staff and their performance.

Einarsen et al. (2007) opined that there are four types of leadership behaviour: tyrannical, derailed,
supportive-disloyal, and constructive. A tyrannical leader is supportive and attentive only to the goals
of the corporation but displays anti-team behaviour especially to workers at a lower level. A derailed
leader is neither supportive nor cooperative towards the goals of the cooperation and employees at
the lower level of the organisational hierarchy. A supportive-disloyal leader is supportive and atten-
tive to workers but unsupportive to the laid down conduct of the corporation, while the constructive
leader is supportive of both team and corporate conduct.

From this differentiation, a supportive-disloyal and constructive leader are favourable to the team;
however, for an organisation to have competitive edge and advance, constructive leadership behav-
iour is the most suitable as it is both favourable for the organisation and the workforce (Obuobisa-
Darko, 2019). Consequently, this paper is interested in constructive leadership as a derivative of
knowledge sharing and its influence on firms’ competitiveness.

ORGANISATIONAL KNOWLEDGE SHARING

One of the essential ingredients that facilitates an organisation maintaining an edge over its rival is
knowledge (Suppiah & Sandhu, 2010). Knowledge is different from data and information; knowledge
is unique and higher than data and information because it is embedded in the consciousness of an
individual. Also, Alavi and Leidner (2001) opined that information becomes knowledge after it has
been sorted out in the mind of a person; knowledge then becomes information after it has been in-
terpreted and conveyed in form of words, transcripts, and other figurative forms.

Knowledge sharing is essential in corporate sceneries, group work, or programme to achieve a com-
petitive and excellent result (Evwierhurhoma & Onouha, 2020). An organisation benefits from
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knowledge possessed by individuals within its setting by creating an environment that allows
knowledge sharing and using the shared knowledge to advance its competitiveness. Argote (2012)
maintained that the capability to use prevailing knowledge is an essential tool that will result in the
achievement of corporate desired goals and objective.

There seems to be no generally accepted definition of knowledge sharing; however, scholars agree
that knowledge sharing involves providing, sending, and distributing valuable ideas to groups, which
helps in improving the process of things in the organisation (Azema & Jafari, 2016; Igwe & Ononye,
2020). However, we adopted the conceptualisation of Mouna and Salem (2012) in defining and oper-
ationalising knowledge sharing with specific emphases on the logical structural process. This abstrac-
tion of knowledge sharing is concerned with explaining knowledge sharing through the stimulating
factors that drives knowledge sharing in the organisation, such as, work design, communication, and
reward system (Mouna & Salem, 2012).

Knowledge sharing is not just sharing information, as it is an embodiment of the entirety of the ac-
tivities that occur in the organisation in terms of the information that drives the operation of the or-
ganisation (Akosile & Olatokun, 2020). This explains the views of Foss and Pedersen (2002) that
knowledge sharing is an internal resource that drives organisations’ competitiveness. Further, on
what accounts for knowledge sharing in the organisation, the study by Igwe and Onoye (2020) found
a link between social media and knowledge sharing. Also, social settings affect knowledge sharing as
people within the same social cluster share information within themselves more easily than with
those who are not identified with the group (McPherson et al., 2001).

WORK DESIGN

Work design is concerned about how activities are systematically arranged to become full jobs in an
organisation, as it is a strategic arrangement of jobs, obligations, and accountabilities to accomplish
desired ends (Isichei & Ayandele, 2017; Nielsen & Momeni, 20106). It consists of work elements that
form the interior and exterior corporate features, the arrangement of responsibilities, the activities of
employees, and work processes (Campion et al., 2005).

Work design encompasses certain work elements such as tasks, work processes, supervision, commu-
nication flow, and span of control. Work design ought to be carried out in such a way as to enhance
workers’ autonomy, well-being, and elasticity (Xue et al., 2011; Walczak, 2005). When this is in place,
it facilitates easy and free flow of knowledge sharing among employees, which can lead to improved
skills, work processes, and innovation that in turn would account for improved organisational com-
petitiveness.

Hence, the effect of work design on knowledge sharing cannot be overemphasized; when jobs are
pootly designed, it negatively impacts on knowledge sharing, which will adversely affect creativity,
flexibility, and performance of workers (Walczak, 2005). A systematic job design that enhances
knowledge sharing will recognise work activities inherent in a job, set up the obligation connected to
the work, give room for autonomy, involve workers in administration, boost the desires of the work-
ers in their work, give a quick response on worker’s performance, acknowledgement, and backing of
workers, ensure cordial rapport, and provide a communication medium for active responses from
workers (Xue et al., 2011).

REWARD SYSTEM

One of the factors governing the continuous existence and advancement of an organisation is the re-
ward system for its staff (Lawler, 2003). Consequently, managers need to note activities that stimulate
proficiency to act along that line (Covington & Miieller, 2001). An attractive reward system promotes
positive behaviour towards the job and boosts mutuality among workers resulting in exceptional suc-
cess and advancement of workers and the organisation as a whole (Bucklin et al., 2004). It is a known
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fact that the reward system used in an organisation determines the quality of the human resources
available to it (Osibanjo et al., 2012).

Rewards are utilised by organisations to serve as an incentive and to encourage productive workers.
It can be monetary and non-monetary compensation given to workers to motivate them into putting
in more work for the overall and continuous success of the organisation. A financial reward system is
one of the ways organisations can retain their highly productive workers, and rewards are offered as
wages, salary, indemnity, superannuation design, distribution of revenue, shares and other forms of
benefits (Pattanayak, 2005), while non-financial rewards include recognition, prizes, advancement,
more conducive atmosphere, commemorations, official banquets, and events (Chaing & Birtch,

2008).

It is a stimulus that influences the attitude of workers motivating them to exert more efforts (Griffin,
2002). Hence, reward system should be deliberately designed to elicit the best performance from
workers while aiding the preservation of efficient employees in the organisation (Andreson, 2013).
However, to avoid negative notions and conflicts, workers should be given a clear understanding of
the reward system practised in the organisation (Isichei et al., 2020). Moreover, a reward system
should be properly planned for employees, as it will help them develop positive feelings towards their
job to ensure organisational performance (Armstrong, 2007).

INFORMATION COMMUNICATION

Nissen et al. (2000) held that information communication can be used to boost interactive progres-
sion or flow in an organisation through the ease of obtaining facts while promoting openness. Infor-
mation communication helps in promoting access to facts and figures through channels of choice.
Currently, as a result of innovation in technology, individuals and organisations utilise technologies in
communication, known as information communication technology (ICT).

ICT is essential in knowledge management as it helps gather information from existing information
banks (Chaing & Birtch, 2008). The use of ICT has turned the world to a global village where people
who live far apart from each other are able to interact as though they live nearby. With the increased
use of ICT, knowledge sharing becomes easy using technologies such as the internet, cell phones,
wireless networks, and other channels (Mallmann et al., 2016). ICT has helped in remodelling organi-
sations and exposing them to useful information that is capable of improving their performance and
success while ensuring they are way ahead of their rival (Tan, 2016).

The use of ICT in knowledge sharing lessens obstacles and promotes innovative idea generation. It
also improves the speed of communication and ensures convenient and less expensive sharing of rel-
evant information (Murray, 2006). However, despite its usefulness, effectively adopting it to drive in-
creased knowledge sharing remains a fundamental issue that has attracted scholars’ attention (Bhatt,
2001; Han & Anantatmula, 2007).

COMPETITIVENESS

Competitiveness is the edge an organisation has over rival organisation through the provision of a
product of superior quality at a reduced price and provision of a product with higher benefit (Hos-
seini et al., 2018). It is a situation where consumers esteem the product of an organisation above its
rivals; therefore, for an organisation to be ahead of competitors, the organisation must add value to
processes fostering its accomplishment and advancement. Also, Saloner et al. (2001) opined that
competitiveness is when the products of an organisation are worth more than the products of its ri-
val.

Competitiveness can also be seen as anything that escalates profits above overheads (Rumelt, 2003).
This was supported by Besanko et al. (2000) who asserted that an organisation can be said to have an
edge above its competitors when the monetary returns are above proportional returns of its rival.
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Also, Hakkah and Ghodsi (2015) agreed that an organisation has gained competitiveness when it
generates higher profits compared to its rival. Invariably, competitiveness is defined based on domi-
nance and advantage an organisation has in terms of the value of products, prices, and returns result-
ing from dominant competence, expertise, and assets (L. Wang et al., 2011).

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WORK DESIGN AND COMPETITIVENESS

Organisations’ work structure has been found to be fundamental to knowledge sharing (Hall, 2001;
Karim & Majid, 2018; Xue et al,, 2011). Effective knowledge sharing is only possible when there is a
smooth flow of interaction among employee’s in the organisation (Skaik & Othman, 2014).
Knowledge sharing has been proven to be possible in a work design that allows for sharing (Foss et
al., 2009; Karim & Majid, 2018). The study of Foss et al. (2009) found work design as a component
of knowledge sharing to have a direct link to the performance of the firms. Similarly, the study by Z.
Wang et al. (2016) found knowledge sharing can drive increased performance when there is an ena-
bling environment that supports knowledge sharing. The firm can gain increased competitiveness
when they design the work to be supportive and encourage the sharing of valuable ideas that relate
with the work, as it would make for a more innovative and time-saving outcome that could predict
increased competitiveness. Hence, we propose that:

Hi.: Work design affects firms’ competitiveness.

Organisations’ leadership, not the employees, have the responsibility to design employees’ work
structure. Knowledge sharing success starts with leaders’ willingness to constructively engage em-
ployees in the organisational work design process, thereby allowing them to contribute to the design
of a work structure that supports knowledge sharing in the organisation (Foss, 2007). Sheehan (2016)
found that leaders’ behaviour is essential in driving increased knowledge sharing in the organisation.
Similarly, Pee and Lee (2015) also showed that the extent of leaders’ supports manifest through the
way the job is designed, and it directly influences the extent the employees are willing to share
knowledge in the organisation. The leaders’ behaviour in knowledge sharing is first profound in the
way the work is designed because an organisation cannot say they support and encourage knowledge
sharing when the nature of the work is a discouraging factor. Hence we propose that:

Hip: Leaders behaviour mediates the relationship between work design and firms’
competitiveness.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ORGANISATIONAL REWARD AND
COMPETITIVENESS

The monetary incentives are extrinsic motivation while non-monetary incentives satisfy the internal
aspiration of employees (Alfandi & Alkahsawneh, 2014). Employees are fundamental in the organisa-
tional knowledge sharing theory (Mohajan, 2019; Muhammed & Zaim, 2020) and the extent to which
they perceive the organisation is willing to appreciate their knowledge sharing efforts, the more will-
ing they will be towards engaging in knowledge sharing that would improve the firms’ performance
(Dzenopoljac et al., 2018). Reward and incentives have been found to predict employees’ willingness
to share information (Hall, 2001; Lin, 2007a; Von Krogh, 1998). Reward stimulates employees to act
more, as it is perceived as an encouragement, which could trigger renewed effort in sharing
knowledge that would help the organisation gain increased competitiveness (Mat et al., 2016). Hence
we propose that:

Hb>.: Organisational reward affects the firms’ competitiveness

The leaders determine the reward that employees get in the organisation, and the reward system has
been shown to have a direct influence on employees’ behaviour towards knowledge sharing in the
organisation (Intezari et al., 2017; Yang, 2007). When employees feel the leaders have the disposition
to reward them when they share knowledge, they will be motivated to share it (McDermott &
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O’Dell, 2001), and when this knowledge is shared, it can be either accepted in that form or modified,
thus, leading to new venture creation, product modification, or increased market share, which are ele-
ments of increased competitiveness (Park & Kim, 2018). We thus propose that:

Hb;,: Leaders behaviour mediates organisational reward influence on firms’ competi-
tiveness

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INFORMATION COMMUNICATION AND
COMPETITIVENESS

The role of information communication in knowledge sharing has been established in literature
(Bond et al., 2007; Jones, 2017; Ngozi et al., 2014). The adoption of ICT allows for a quick and
timely process in sharing knowledge in the organisation (Mallmann et al., 2016; Tan, 2016). The
adoption of ICT in knowledge sharing reduces the challenges associated with human communication
and supports a smooth flow of communication to the benefit of employees and the organisation.
Kabah and Ramaiah (2019) stated that ICT as a tool for knowledge sharing facilitates ease in the
work process and supports innovativeness. Kettinger et al. (2015) found that the adoption of infor-
mation communication increased the possibility of knowledge sharing in an organisation, as it allows
for ease in sharing information, ideas, and innovation, which impacts the performance of the organi-
sation favourably. Thus, we propose that:

Hj;.: Information communication as knowledge sharing dimension affects firms’
competitiveness

V. H. Lee et al. (2016) found that knowledge management activities help improve a firms’ competi-
tiveness, and Edwards (2017) stated that knowledge sharing is fundamental to organisational
knowledge management activities. Hence, the willingness of the leaders to invest in information com-
munication and encourage employees to adopt this measure towards sharing knowledge would im-
prove the firms’ competitiveness, and this is an area that has been well researched (Islam, Ikeda, &
Islam, 2013). However, when the leaders can manage and effectively ensure a balance between the
extent of ICT adoption and knowledge sharing, there could be a better possibility of ensuring that
ICT leads to knowledge sharing, which in turn supports the organisations increased competitiveness
goal. AlShamsi and Ajmal (2018) found that organisational leadership is the most important in the
knowledge sharing drive of an organisation, most especially, when the firm is ICT driven. Hence, we
propose that:

Hj,: Leaders’ behaviour mediates the relationship between information communica-
tion and firms’ competitiveness

METHODOLOGY

Figure 1 shows the tested theoretical relationship between knowledge sharing, leaders’ behaviour, and
firms’ competitiveness. A cross-sectional survey method was used, based on the need to gather infor-
mation from a large sample at a time. The sample size was 282 employees from 18 manufacturing
tirms from the six geopolitical zones in Nigeria. The study adopted stratified sampling technique, and
the choice of this technique was based on the need to ensure that the study covered firms in the dif-
ferent manufacturing sectors in the country. The criteria for selection of the firms were based on the
number of years of operation, which should not be minimum of 3 years, and having an operational
facility within the state. A questionnaire was the primary source of data collection and was distributed
using the personal and mailing approach. Partial least square structural equation model was used for
data analysis with the aid of SmartPls v3.9. The choice of this technique is because it is suitable with
models that have higher-order construct and allows you determine the extent the first level order ac-
counts for the higher-order constructs (Hair, Risher, et al., 2018).
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Figure 1. Theoretical relationship on knowledge sharing, leaders’ behaviour,
and firm’s competitiveness.

MEASURES

This paper relied on the definition of knowledge sharing by Centobelli et al. (2017), where the con-
structs are seen as a set of practices and effort undertaking in the organisation to support and en-
courage knowledge sharing. As such, we operationalised knowledge sharing using the factors that lit-
erature has identified as the logical dimensions of knowledge sharing (Mouna & Salem, 2012) or seen
as the stimulating factors of knowledge sharing (H. Lee & Choi, 2003). The choice of this measure is
because the focus is to illustrate what role leadership behaviour has in ensuring work design, infor-
mation communication, and reward systems are sufficient to drive knowledge sharing that will lead to
increased competitiveness for manufacturing firms in developing economies giving the challenges
they face from foreign goods importations, most especially in Nigeria. Harman’s one-factor test was
conducted for method variance. The result showed that none of the items accounts for more than
50% the variance (Podsakoff & Organ, 19806).

Work design

The measure of work design was adapted from the study of Nicolai et al. (2009) who adopted the
measures designed by Sims et al. (1976). The scale had 15 items that used a Likert scale format that
ranged from very little extent (1) to very large extent (5). Sample items from the scale are the follow-
ing: “My job allows me to share news ideas,” “My job supports team discussions before task are car-
ried out in the organisation.” The scale was subjected to content analysis and principal component
analysis (PCA) from the data gathered from the pilot study conducted using some staff of selected
manufacturing. This was done to ensure that there were no interpretation problems and the clarity of
the language. The PCA result from the pilot study showed that all items loaded on one factor; how-
ever, the items wete reduced from 10 items to 6 items, as items with a rotation score less than 0.70
were excluded (Pallant, 2011).

Organisational reward

The scale for measuring organisational reward was adapted from the studies of Lin (2007b) and Har-
gadon (1998). The initial scale had eight (8) items that used a Likert scale format that ranged from
very little extent (1) to very large extent (5). Samples of the items are “Sharing ideas with my col-
leagues should be compensated with promotion” and “Incentives offered to me will drive my willing-
ness to share my knowledge in my organisation.” The scale was subjected to content analysis and
principal component analysis from the data gathered from the pilot study using some staff of selected
manufacturing. This was done to ensure that there were no interpretation problems and the clarity of
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the language. The PCA result from the pilot study showed that all items loaded on one factor; how-
ever, 2 items were removed from the scale because factor loadings less than 0.70 was obtained (Pal-
lant, 2011). Hence, the number of items in the scale was reduced to 6 items.

Information communication

The scale of information communication capability for knowledge sharing was measured by adapting
items from the scale of Lin (2007b) and H. Lee and Choi (2003). The scale originally had 8 items that
used a Likert scale format that ranged from very little extent (1) to very large extent (5). The content
and PCA led to the reduction of the final instrument to 5 items.

Leadership behaviour

The scale for leadership behaviour was measured from a self-designed instrument that was adapted
from the study of Phong et al. (2018). The scale originally had 7 items that used a Likert scale format
that ranged from very little extent (1) to very large extent (5). The content and PCA led to the reduc-
tion of the final instrument to 5 items.

Competitiveness

The scale was self-designed; however, items were adapted from the study by Rao and Holt (2005).
The scale originally had 6 items that used a Likert scale format that ranged from very little extent (1)
to very large extent (5). The content and PCA led to the reduction of the final instrument to 5 items.

RESULT

The pre-analysis led to identifying only two hundred and fifty (250) usable retrieved responses from
the two hundred and eighty-two distributed, which is about 88% of the total sample. The demo-
graphic distribution showed that male participants were one hundred and sixty-six (166), which is
66% while the female participants were eighty-four (84), which is 44% of the participants. Investiga-
tion showed that lower-level managers were eighty-nine (89), which is 36% of the participants; mid-
dle level were one hundred and eleven (111), which is 44% of the participants, and top-level manag-
ers were fifty (50), which is 20% of the participants. The number of years of experience of the partic-
ipants shows that participants that have spent 1-5years in the firms were seventy-three (73), which is
29% of the participants; 6-10years were one hundred and two (102), which is 41% of the participants
and 10years, and above were seventy-five (75), which is 30% of the participants. G-power analysis
indicates that the minimum sample required was 187 and given the sample size determined using
Taro Yamane (1967) was above the required, the usable instrument was sustained and used for fur-
ther analysis.

ASSESSMENT OF THE STUDY MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENT MODEL

The initial result obtained showed that some of the items had below the threshold of 0.60 suggested
by Hair, Sarstedt et al. (2018) to determine factor significance, and the need to further strengthen the
reliability of the scale as suggested by Becker et al. (2018) led to the removal of the items, thus, ensut-
ing that the measurements presented below are in line with literature recommendations. In the scale
of work design, 2 items were dropped, and the final scale had 4 items measuring the variable. Organi-
sational reward had 3 items removed, 3 items were removed from information communication, 2
items from leadership behaviour, and 1 item from competitiveness. The variance inflation factor
(VIF) was used to assess for multicollinearity and the result in Table 1 indicates that there is no col-
linearity problem based on the recommendation of Latan and Noonan (2017). The reliability criteria
were satisfied as the Cronbach alpha, rho_A, composite reliability result and Average Variance Ex-
tracted (AVE) were within the recommended threshold (Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 2001). Con-
vergent and discriminant validity was satisfied as the AVE result were greater than the correlations
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and HTMT inference ratio was less than 1 from the Fornell-Larcker Criterion result (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981; Franke & Sarstedt, 2019).

Table 1. Measurement result on knowledge sharing, leaders’ behaviour and competitiveness
of manufacturing firms.

Variables Factor rho_A Composite Average Cronbach’s  VIF

Loadings Reliability =~ Variance Alpha

Extracted
(AVE)

Work Design 0.708 0.790 0.638 0.700
WDS1 0.786 1.340
WDS2 0.793 1.490
WDS3 0.719 1.224
WDS4 0.889 1.302
Organisational  Re- 0.767 0.701 0.635 0.766
ward
ORD1 0.810 1.568
ORD2 0.741 1.761
ORD3 0.837 1.462
Information Commu- 0.707 0.789 0.771 0.704
nication
ICN1 0.868 1.418
ICN2 0.888 1.418
Leaders Behaviour 0.869 0.723 0.793 0.869
LDBI1 0.895 2.972
LDB2 0.924 3.409
LDB3 0.850 1.801
Competitiveness 0.799 0.738 0.761 0.765
CAGI1 0.873 1.850
CAG2 0.886 1.505
CAG3 0.871 2.012
CAG4 0.859 1.238

ASSESSMENT OF STRUCTURAL PATH MODEL

The result of the path analysis, as shown in Figure 2, indicates the entire paths are positive, which in-
dicates that there is a positive relationship between knowledge sharing, leaders’ behaviour, and com-
petitiveness of the firms. The paths between the proxies of knowledge sharing and competitiveness
that is mediated by leaders’ behaviour showed the strongest of the relationships, which is next fol-
lowed by information communication mediated by leaders’ behaviour. Following the recommenda-
tions of Henseler and Chin (2010), it can be stated that the coefficient of determination between
knowledge sharing and leadership behaviour is weak, but when leaders’ behaviour mediates the rela-
tionship, the relationship is more strengthened. 62.9% of changes in competitiveness is accounted for
by the share contribution of activities in knowledge sharing and leadership behaviour as depicted in
Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Path result on knowledge sharing, leader’s behaviour and firms’ competitiveness

The result indicates that all the paths were significant, as the t-value and p-value for all the paths
show conformity with recommendations with literature (Hair, Sarstedt, et al., 2018). The paths are
significant as they fall within the threshold for the t-values 1.96 and above and the p-values less than
0.05 (See Table 2 for a detailed result). The hypothesis (Hia) proved significant as the t-value (1.960)
falls within the threshold and given the p-value is less than 0.05, the hypothesis is accepted. The hy-
pothesis (Hi) proved significant as the t-value (4.344) falls within the threshold and given the p-
value is less than 0.05, the hypothesis is accepted. The hypothesis (Hz.) proved significant as the t-
value (2.132) falls within the threshold and given the p-value is less than 0.05, the hypothesis is ac-
cepted. The hypothesis (Hap) proved significant as the t-value (1.989) falls within the threshold and
given the p-value is less than 0.05, the hypothesis is accepted. The hypothesis (Hs.) proved signifi-
cant as the t-value (2.078) falls within the threshold and given the p-value is less than 0.05, the hy-
pothesis is accepted. The hypothesis (Hjsp) proved significant as the t-value (4.559) falls within the
threshold and given the p-value is less than 0.05, the hypothesis is accepted.

Table 2. Direct significance on the relationship between leaders’ behaviour, knowledge
sharing and competitiveness of manufacturing firms in Nigeria

Standard T Statistics P Values Hypothe-

Deviation (|O/STDEV]) sis Deci-
(STDEYV) sion
Work design -> Competitiveness 0.057 1.960 0.003 Accept Hi,
i -> i ->
Work de's%gn Leaders behaviour 0.042 4344 0.000 Accept Hyp
Competitiveness
T > e
r(1)61'S,cgsan1satlonal Reward -> Competitive 0.060 2132 0.002 Accept Hz,
T > -
prgan1satlonal B'eward Leaders behav. 0.043 1,989 0.001 Accept Hap,
iour -> Competitiveness
I.nformatlon Communication -> Competi- 0.055 5078 0.038 Accept H3,
tiveness
. Cation >
Information Communication -> Leaders 0.046 4559 0.000 Accept Hj,

behaviour -> Competitiveness
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Finally, the model was assessed for goodness of fit and the study used chi-square as Hair, Sarstedt, et
al., (2018) recommended as one of the methods for model fit assessment. Sequel to the result ob-
tained from the analysis, it is worthy to state that the model is fit, as the chi-square value (497.772) is
greater than 0.05 as Benitez et al. (2019) recommended.

DISCUSSION

This paper focused on the mediating role of leaders’ behaviour on the link between knowledge shar-
ing and organisational performance of manufacturing firms. The result also addressed specific re-
search questions, which were to unravel the extent work design, organisational reward, and infor-
mation communication, as proxies of knowledge sharing, affects manufacturing firms’ competitive-
ness. The analysis provided a vivid answer to our study question, as it was confirmed that work de-
sign is useful towards knowledge sharing, which is in agreement with the position of Z. Wang et al.
(2010).

The result is consistent with the study of Foss et al. (2009) and Karim and Majid (2018) that also
found that work design as a knowledge sharing measure is a major driver for competitiveness. The
leadership behaviour mediates the relationship between work design and competitiveness from the
result of the analysis. The result agrees with the study of Pee and Lee (2015) that shows that top
management ability to design the work environment that supports knowledge sharing would be use-
ful to gain competitiveness.

Organisational reward influence on firms’ competitiveness also proved significant as the t-value was
within the threshold. The result is consistent with the outcome from the studies of Lin (2007a) and
Hall (2001) that also found that reward as a dimension of knowledge sharing significantly predicts
competitiveness. The result also shows that leadership behaviour mediates organisational reward for
knowledge sharing and firms’ competitiveness relationship. The result is consistent with the study of
Intezari et al. (2017) that stated that leaders’ support is useful towards ensuring knowledge sharing
leads to increased performance.

Further, information communication also proved significant as the t-value was within the threshold.
The result agrees with the study of Jones (2017) and Kettinger et al. (2015), which also shows that
information communication as a measure of knowledge sharing significantly predicts competitive-
ness. Also, the result showed that leadership behaviour mediates information communication adop-
tion towards knowledge sharing and gaining competitiveness. The result also agrees with the finding
of Mohamed et al. (2000).

Finally, the result confirms that leadership behaviour mediates the relationship between knowledge
sharing and competitiveness. Though the mediating relationship is partial, as the direct relationship
was confirmed significant; however, it thus means that leaders’ behaviour is a cogent factor for con-
sideration in assessing the link between knowledge sharing and firms’ competitiveness. The result is
consistent with the outcome of the study of Muhammed & Zaim (2020) that found that leaders’ sup-
ports are fundamental in knowledge sharing behaviour, which in turn would lead to increased perfor-
mance. The result confirms the position of Skaik and Othman (2014) that management support is
critical towards driving knowledge sharing that would lead to increased competitiveness for an organ-
isation.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

This paper was on the mediating effect of leaders’ behaviour on knowledge sharing and competitive-
ness of manufacturing firms. The study relied on a sample of 282 participants from 18 manufacturing
tirms in Nigeria. The study concludes that knowledge sharing significantly affects the competitive-
ness of firms. The study also concludes that leadership behaviour partially mediates knowledge shar-
ing and firms’ competitiveness. The study advances the need for knowledge sharing in manufacturing
tirms from an emerging economy perspective and proposed an integrative model that would help
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manufacturing firms ensure increased employment opportunity for the society and contribute favour-
ably to the country’s gross domestic product.

Hence, the study recommends that (i) the work design should be able to support knowledge sharing,
as it will ensure the firm gains increased competitiveness, (ii) effort should be made to drive
knowledge sharing through increased reward for employees for willingly sharing innovative ideas that
will allow the firms gain competitiveness, and (iii) the leaders should support the adoption of infor-
mation communication techniques for knowledge sharing, as it will help the firm gain competitive-
ness.

RESEARCH IMPLICATION

This paper reemphasises the relevance of knowledge sharing in advancing organisational competitive-
ness. Taking into cognizance the theoretical modelling and operational limitations, this paper ad-
vances specific implication for firms in their adoption of knowledge sharing as a tool to drive in-
creased competitiveness. Manufacturing firms should place more emphasis on the factors that sup-
port knowledge sharing such as reward systems, information technology, and work design, as our
tindings show that they are fundamental to drive increased competitiveness. There should be an ef-
fective reward system that encourages employees to engage in sharing knowledge in the organisation,
as it will be beneficial to improve the competitiveness of the firm. Firms should consider designing
employees work to support them in knowledge sharing since it has the capacity to drive the firms’
competitiveness. Also, firms are encouraged to adopt information communication to support
knowledge sharing given the result from our paper have shown that it supports increased firms’ com-
petitiveness. Further, the role of leadership is emphasised in this study, as it is fundamental in im-
proving knowledge sharing in the organisation, as such, leaders in organisations are reminded of their
role in encouraging knowledge sharing.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The study is limited to a survey design. Since knowledge sharing is not a one-off set of activities, as it
is continuous, future research should consider a longitudinal study approach. Further, as the study
was limited to manufacturing firms in Nigeria, there is a need for future studies to capture other sec-
tors. The understanding and modelling of knowledge sharing in this paper is limited to a logical layer
(one of four layers) based on Mouna and Salem (2012) dimensional abstraction, future studies can
consider testing all four layers. Despite the limitations, the study offers quite interesting findings for
readership and scholarship.
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