

[image: image1]
Why do academicians share knowledge? A study of higher education institutions in India









 


	
	
TYPE Original Research
PUBLISHED 01 September 2023
DOI 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1181030






Why do academicians share knowledge? A study of higher education institutions in India

Asad Ahmad1, Md Sarwar Alam2, Mohd Danish Kirmani3 and Dag Øivind Madsen4*


1Department of Management, Jamia Hamdard, New Dehli, India

2Department of Business Administration, Aligarh Muslim University Murshidabad Centre, Murshidabad, West Bengal, India

3Department of Management, SRM University AP, Amaravati, India

4USN School of Business, University of South-Eastern Norway, Kongsberg, Norway

[image: image2]

OPEN ACCESS

EDITED BY
 Delali A. Dovie, University of Ghana, Ghana

REVIEWED BY
 Kamla Al-Busaidi, Sultan Qaboos University, Oman
 Alev Elçi, Aksaray University, Türkiye

*CORRESPONDENCE
 Dag Øivind Madsen, dag.oivind.madsen@usn.no 

RECEIVED 08 March 2023
ACCEPTED 27 July 2023
PUBLISHED 01 September 2023

CITATION
 Ahmad A, Alam MS, Kirmani MD and Madsen DØ (2023) Why do academicians share knowledge? A study of higher education institutions in India. Front. Psychol. 14:1181030. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1181030

COPYRIGHT
 © 2023 Ahmad, Alam, Kirmani and Madsen. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.
 

Purpose: Indian higher education institutions are diverse in nature; there are institutions with good infrastructure and resources as well as institutes that have little in terms of resources and infrastructure. Keeping in mind the relevance of knowledge sharing in academic institutions, the researchers in the present study have tried to find factors determining the knowledge sharing behavior of the academicians of different institutes in India.

Design: The researchers in the present work have expanded on extant research by demarcating factors that affect the knowledge sharing behavior of academicians. A structured questionnaire was shared through e-mail and social media groups, and a snowball approach was used to reach out to the maximum number of respondents.

Findings: The present study offers an integrated and extended theory of planned behavior (TPB) theoretical model, augmenting it with constructs such as motivation and the opportunity to share knowledge adapted from related studies. The findings of this research provide theoretical as well as practical suggestions in determining and explaining the knowledge sharing behavior of academicians.

Originality: The researchers in the present study have tried to present a shorter and more reliable scale that can be used to assess the behavioral intentions of academicians to share knowledge.
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1. Introduction

The present business world is full of competition and uncertainties. It has become challenging for any business or organization to survive and grow in their respective sectors. The world economy now relies on knowledge and it has been recognized as a strategic resource for sustainable competitive advantage (Howell and Annansingh, 2013; Islam et al., 2015; Lee, 2016; Santoro et al., 2018). In the contemporary knowledge-intensive age, the effective flow of knowledge resources has become an important criterion for any organization to achieve a long-lasting competitive advantage (Obrenovic et al., 2021; Kumar et al., 2022). Knowledge sharing has become a critical factor for achieving such a competitive edge (Obrenovic et al., 2021). Organizations across different sectors have comprehended the benefits and rewards of knowledge sharing practices. Such practices have helped them to achieve their goals (Al-Kurdi et al., 2020). Like these organizations, knowledge sharing plays a key role in educational institutions (Jameel et al., 2021). Specifically, higher education institutions (HEIs) are like knowledge control rooms that have a vital role in the socio-economic advancement of nations (Syed et al., 2021; Shaukat et al., 2023). Knowledge management and knowledge sharing are key emerging issues in such institutions (Al-Kurdi et al., 2020). Furthermore, with the internationalization of institutions and the development of knowledge societies across the world, there is now increased pressure on HEIs to develop a positive environment for knowledge sharing on their premises (Chedid et al., 2022). It has become vital for universities to establish knowledge management systems and promote knowledge sharing within their institutions (Al-Kurdi et al., 2018).

Moreover, it has been suggested that the individuals, i.e., the employees, are the key facilitators of knowledge management and knowledge sharing activities in an organization (Prabhakar et al., 2018; Obrenovic et al., 2020). Individuals with different characteristics bring a wide set of knowledge, skills, and abilities, and have the potential to develop and modify the existing knowledge of an organization (Esmaeelinezhad and Afrazeh, 2018). In the case of HEIs, the concept of knowledge sharing has been adopted by academicians over the last decade (Al-Kurdi et al., 2018). Historically, academicians have practiced freedom and autonomy in their institutions (Sporn, 1996). They are typically recognized as the intellectual leaders of society who play a major role in creating and utilizing knowledge and intellectual property through research, teaching, and learning (Kim and Ju, 2008; Al-Kurdi et al., 2020; Jameel et al., 2021). Additionally, their performance and productivity are the key determinants of the ranking of universities, which include publications, conference participations, community services, and professional activities (Massoudi et al., 2020; Syed et al., 2021). All such activities cannot be empowered without knowledge sharing practices (Akosile and Olatokun, 2020; Shaukat et al., 2023). It is not possible for faculty members to accomplish such responsibilities without collaborations and partnerships in form of knowledge sharing (Mutahar et al., 2022). On the other hand, oftentimes, such individuals may give priority to their individual goals (Kim and Ju, 2008) and may fear losing their knowledge power by sharing their knowledge with fellow members (Al-Kurdi et al., 2018). Such unwillingness to share knowledge could weaken the institution’s efforts to attain its goals, foster research collaborations, and boost innovation in society at large (Al-Kurdi et al., 2020). Therefore, identifying and comprehending the factors shaping an individual’s knowledge sharing behavior is of prime importance in the case of knowledge management professionals. In the case of academicians, it is essential to examine the attitudes, actions, and behaviors related to knowledge sharing in academic environments (Shaukat et al., 2023). It is equally important to understand what factors can affect the intentions to share knowledge, which in turn could enhance universities’ knowledge management and knowledge sharing practices and bring innovation (Al-Kurdi et al., 2020). Various studies have suggested that when it comes to knowledge sharing practices, an individual’s behavior coming out of his/her own personality as well as the surrounding conditions and other factors play a key role (Ajzen, 1991; Cheng et al., 2013; Razak et al., 2016; Safa and Solms, 2016). Therefore, in line with the imperativeness of knowledge sharing practices in HEIs and an individual’s behavioral approach toward knowledge sharing coming out of personal factors and the surrounding conditions, the present study is an attempt to understand the knowledge sharing approach and pattern of academicians, i.e., the university teachers working in the HEIs of India.



2. Literature review


2.1. Knowledge management

In the knowledge-driven global economy, knowledge management has been found to be a key element in developing a sustainable competitive advantage (Santoro et al., 2018). Davenport and Prusak (1998) defined knowledge management as “the process of capturing, storing, sharing, and using knowledge.” It involves people who are responsible for carrying out all these activities. Zhang et al. (2015) defined it as “certain organizational approaches to achieve organizational goals through the effective use of knowledge.” García-Sánchez et al. (2017), in their study, mentioned that the knowledge management concept is multidimensional. Some studies have considered it to consist of four processes, namely “acquisition or creation,” “storage or retrieval,” “sharing or transfer,” and “usage or application” (García-Sánchez et al., 2017; Esmaeelinezhad and Afrazeh, 2018). Some have considered it to be five-dimensional, encompassing processing related to capturing, integrating, sharing, using, and maintaining knowledge (Farnese et al., 2019), whereas some have argued for three dimensions, namely, knowledge acquisition, knowledge sharing, and knowledge utilization (Tiwana, 2002). Among all the processes and activities of knowledge management, knowledge sharing has been considered to be the key process and has received immense attention from academic researchers and industry practitioners (Witherspoon et al., 2013; Islam et al., 2015; Razak et al., 2016; Al-Kurdi et al., 2018; Prabhakar et al., 2018; Obrenovic et al., 2020). Abubakar et al. (2019) cited knowledge sharing as a critical factor of the knowledge management process. They mentioned that knowledge sharing among peers in the form of collaboration enables the knowledge creation process by providing a competitive advantage to the organization over its competitors.



2.2. Knowledge sharing

According to Razak et al. (2016), knowledge sharing is the act of exchanging and disseminating ideas, experiences, and knowledge with others so that it can be used, retained, and sustained in an organization. Doğan and Doğan (2020) defined it as “the transfer or dissemination of information from one person, group, and organization to another person, group, and organization.” Lin (2007) defined knowledge sharing as “a social interaction culture, involving the exchange of employee knowledge, experiences, and skills through the whole department or organization.” Furthermore, Ortiz et al. (2017) defined it as “the activity of sharing individuals’ experience and professional knowledge with others within teams/organizations to help them learn new ideas.” It involves the dissemination of organizational knowledge among the employees in order to get them involved in focused actions and innovation within the organization (Islam et al., 2015). Witherspoon et al. (2013) considered it to be an important process for developing and sustaining new and innovative business processes.



2.3. Research gap

Previous studies have shown that knowledge sharing has been widely examined for professional and non-professional groups around the world belonging to different sectors and work environments (Shaukat et al., 2023). Various organizations across other sectors have leveraged the benefits and advantages of knowledge sharing practices. They have conducted research on knowledge sharing so that organizational goals could be achieved effectively using such practices (Al-Kurdi et al., 2020). Kumar et al. (2022) identified that knowledge sharing practices are being executed differently as per the industry or sector the organization belongs to. Some of the key sectors where knowledge sharing research has taken place worldwide include tourism, healthcare, information technology (IT), banking, insurance, and e-commerce (Lee and Hong, 2014; Liou et al., 2016; Safa and Solms, 2016; Mafabi et al., 2017; Park and Kim, 2018; Obrenovic et al., 2020; Rohman et al., 2020; Kumar et al., 2022). Le and Nguyen (2023) studied employees’ knowledge sharing behavior in Vietnamese firms. Kumar et al. (2022) investigated the knowledge sharing behavior of the employees belonging to the hotel industry in the travel destinations of India. Mohd Rasdi and Tangaraja (2022) studied knowledge sharing behavior among Malaysian public service administrators. Obrenovic et al. (2020) conducted an empirical study to examine the knowledge sharing behavior among the employees of various technological firms in Croatia in industries such as electronics, medicine, IT, and biochemistry. Furthermore, the last decade has witnessed some imperative studies on knowledge sharing behavior in the education sector, especially HEIs (Sadiq Sohail and Daud, 2009; Al-Kurdi et al., 2018, 2020; Prabhakar et al., 2018; Chedid et al., 2019, 2022; Farrukh et al., 2020; Jameel et al., 2021; Syed et al., 2021; Mutahar et al., 2022; Kaba et al., 2023; Shaukat et al., 2023). Kaba et al. (2023) examined the demographic characteristics differences in the knowledge sharing behavior of non-academic staff of two universities in India and the UAE. Shaukat et al. (2023) studied the impact of personality traits on the knowledge sharing behavior of academicians belonging to public universities in Pakistan. Mutahar et al. (2022) investigated the impact of trust on academician’s knowledge sharing behavior in Malaysian research universities. Finally, Chedid et al. (2022) examined the relationship between individual factors and attitude toward knowledge sharing among professors and researchers. Table 1 shows a summary of some of the recent key studies conducted in the area of HEIs.



TABLE 1 Recent studies conducted in the area of HEIs.
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Most such studies have used the theory of reasoned action (TRA) and the theory of planned behavior (TPB) models to understand the knowledge sharing pattern of academicians. The TPB is one of most powerful applied behavioral models but researchers have nevertheless anticipated the need to extend it further with some additional variables. Specifically, more variables should be included for understanding academicians’ behavior as primary knowledge sharing providers in HEIs (Al-Kurdi et al., 2020). According to Shaukat et al. (2023), knowledge sharing behavior should be treated as a multi-dimensional construct for an inclusive and vigorous understanding of such behavior and its sub-dimensions. The present study has identified a significant research gap in the form of two important variables missing from the discussions which are based on (i) motivations that push an individual to share knowledge, and (ii) opportunities that allow an individual to share knowledge. Al-Kurdi et al. (2020) mentioned in their discussion of limitations that motivation as a construct should be added to the research models to study academicians’ knowledge sharing behavior. The motivations of the academicians must be investigated for promoting such behavior and developing robust knowledge management strategies (Asghar and Naveed, 2021). As per the previous literature, universities have been facing a big challenge in form of academicians’ unwillingness to share knowledge with others (Mutahar et al., 2022). University managements need the motivation of these individuals for a positive approach toward knowledge sharing (Jameel et al., 2021; Obrenovic et al., 2021). Hence, it is critical to add motivation to share knowledge into the research model of further investigations. Furthermore, knowledge sharing can be expected from the academicians only in the presence of the availability of services and the right circumstances for sharing (Massoudi et al., 2020; Jameel et al., 2021; Karem et al., 2022). Academicians with a huge burden of work and assignments should be supported with favorable working conditions. This will lead them to a better state of mind for getting involved in knowledge sharing activities (Fauzi et al., 2019). Organizational support like facilitating conditions inspires knowledge sharing by stimulating employees’ willingness and innovative behavior (Kambey et al., 2018; Le and Lei, 2019; Obrenovic et al., 2020). Such factors can play a key role in enhancing the knowledge sharing behavior of university teachers (Javaid et al., 2020; Syed et al., 2021). Hence, opportunities to share knowledge is crucial to be examined in context of academicians’ knowledge sharing behavior in HEIs (Sadiq Sohail and Daud, 2009; Fauzi et al., 2019; Al-Kurdi et al., 2020).

Another important gap in the present research is the country or region where the study has been conducted. This is because the knowledge sharing behavior of the academicians is strongly associated with: (i) the characteristics of each country or region, and (ii) the culture of the institution based on various factors like culture, lifestyle, and beliefs of the knowledge workers (Al-Kurdi et al., 2018; Chedid et al., 2022; Farrukh et al., 2022). Cultural diversity often limits the generalizability of research (Al-Kurdi et al., 2020). The present study has been conducted in the Indian context where the results might be different from another nations. Moreover, to the best of the knowledge of the researchers, no study in India has been carried out with such an extensive number of variables to understand the knowledge sharing behavior of the academicians in Indian HEIs.



2.4. Objectives of the study

In line with the research gaps identified by the researchers, the study has the following objectives:

• To identify the key variables of knowledge sharing behavior among the academicians working in HEIs.

• To determine the relationships between the identified variables.

• To determine whether the academicians differ in exhibiting knowledge sharing behavior based on their age, gender, designation, total experience, and the type of university they are working with.

• To suggest a model based on the various relationships identified between the variables.




3. Research model and hypothesis development

Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh (2021) mentioned that researchers in the area of knowledge sharing are using socio-psychological theories to gain a better understanding of the psychological characteristics of an individual’s knowledge sharing behavior. According to Shaukat et al. (2023), universities should focus on how their academicians’ psychology works so that they can be helped to explore their potential for learning and research. When discussing the socio-psychological characteristics of an individual to understand their knowledge sharing behavior, the theory of planned behavior (TPB) has been widely used by knowledge sharing researchers (Al-Kurdi et al., 2020; Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh, 2021; Negara et al., 2021). Furthermore, in context of HEIs, this model has been given prominent place to understand the academicians’ knowledge sharing behavior (Safa and Solms, 2016; Abdillah et al., 2018; Esmaeelinezhad and Afrazeh, 2018; Islam et al., 2018; Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh, 2021; Jameel et al., 2021; Syed et al., 2021). Syed et al. (2021) applied the TPB to study the knowledge sharing behavior of academicians in HEIs. They mentioned that the behavioral intention and the actual sharing behavior both are important determinants of academicians’ knowledge sharing behavior. Hence, the research model in the present study is based on the TPB model. Based on the model, we have chosen “attitude toward knowledge sharing,” “subjective norms,” “intention to share knowledge,” and “knowledge sharing behavior” as the variables to study among the academicians.

In addition, apart from the dimensions of the TPB, additional variables are needed for understanding the academicians’ behavior in HEIs (Al-Kurdi et al., 2020). Such behavior must be investigated as a multi-dimensional construct so that a robust understanding can be achieved (Shaukat et al., 2023). Various studies have considered “motivation” as a crucial element for exhibiting knowledge sharing behavior (Bock et al., 2005; Lin, 2007; Razak et al., 2016). Furthermore, this dimension has been highly recommended to study in the context of academicians in HEIs (Asghar and Naveed, 2021; Jameel et al., 2021; Mutahar et al., 2022). Obrenovic et al. (2020) mentioned that it is important to understand what motivates or controls an individual to participate in knowledge sharing practice as human beings possess complex set of factors. Chedid et al. (2019) have suggested that HEIs should develop mechanisms based on motivational factors to promote knowledge sharing among its members. Therefore, the present study identifies the “motivation to share knowledge” as a key antecedent for knowledge sharing behavior. Additionally, facilitating conditions are equally important factors responsible for individuals to engage in some specific behavior. There are certain organizational factors which are outside the control of its members. These have major role in swaying employees to participate in knowledge sharing (Al-Kurdi et al., 2018). Even with strong intention, an individual will not be able to exhibit the behavior in presence of some hindrance. For example, these hindrances may be in the form of a lack of proper infrastructure, formal and informal meeting spaces, physical environment, and technology. These factors have been studied as “opportunities to share” by some previous studies (Sadiq Sohail and Daud, 2009; Lee and Hong, 2014; Islam et al., 2015). Such factors can play major role in enhancing the knowledge sharing behavior of the university teachers (Javaid et al., 2020; Syed et al., 2021). Hence, the present study identifies “opportunities to share knowledge” as a dimension critical to give direction to the knowledge sharing behavior of the academicians. The next sub-sections provide a description of these variables and the hypotheses framed based on the various possible relationships between them.


3.1. Attitude toward knowledge sharing and intention to share knowledge

The TPB has considered attitude as a key dimension to be studied for understanding an individual’s behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Chennamaneni et al., 2012; Kaba et al., 2023). Furthermore, many imperative studies have used this dimension to explain the knowledge sharing behavior of the academicians in HEIs (Fauzi et al., 2019; Al-Kurdi et al., 2020; Jameel et al., 2021; Syed et al., 2021; Chedid et al., 2022). Attitude can be defined as an individual’s positive or negative evaluation toward engaging in a specific behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Safa and Solms, 2016). It forms the basis of the individual’s past and present experiences resulting in his/her favoring or disfavoring a specific object or behavior (Shropshire et al., 2015; Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh, 2021). In context of knowledge sharing behavior, Bock et al. (2005) defined it as the degree of an individual’s positive feelings regarding sharing his/her knowledge. Mousa et al. (2019) defined attitude toward knowledge sharing as the “degree to which an individual has a favorable or bad KS assessment.” Jameel et al. (2021), in context of academicians, defined the concept as the favorable or unfavorable assessment of the academicians’ sharing behavior based on their sharing beliefs. Another important dimension identified by the TPB is an individual’s behavioral intention. Intention has been defined as an individual’s willingness to getting involved in a specific behavior (Ajzen, 1991). It shows the mental preparedness of a person to engage in certain actions at present or in the near future. In a knowledge sharing context, it refers to a person’s willingness to share knowledge with their colleagues, team, or organization (Safa and Solms, 2016). Knowledge sharing intention shows knowledge worker’s eagerness to get involved in knowledge sharing behavior (Wu and Zhu, 2012). Obrenovic et al. (2021) mentioned that employees showing stronger knowledge sharing intention gradually move to actual sharing action. In the context of academicians in HEIs, this is the academician’s readiness to share knowledge through research work, teaching, and conferences, etc. (Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh, 2021; Syed et al., 2021).

According to the TPB, attitudes toward a particular behavior and subjective norms have an impact on an individual’s intention to engage in the behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Al-Kurdi et al., 2020). In the context of knowledge sharing, attitudes are responsible for building an individual’s intention to exhibit knowledge sharing behavior (Bock et al., 2005; Lin, 2007; Alajmi, 2011; Skaik and Othman, 2015; Safa and Solms, 2016; Al-Kurdi et al., 2018). Various studies have found attitude as a strong predictor of behavioral intention in knowledge sharing (Chennamaneni et al., 2012; Abdillah et al., 2018; Obrenovic et al., 2021). In the context of academicians working in HEIs, Jameel et al. (2021) found a significant impact of academicians’ attitudes toward knowledge sharing on their intention to share knowledge. They have mentioned that academicians with a positive attitude for knowledge sharing will produce mature academicians willing to share their knowledge with others in the universities. Al-Kurdi et al. (2020) found academician’s attitudes toward knowledge sharing is a strong antecedent to the intention to share knowledge in HEIs. Further, the same result has been supported by some other studies (Chedid et al., 2019; Fauzi et al., 2019; Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh, 2021; Syed et al., 2021). Therefore, the researchers posit the first hypothesis as:


H1: An academician’s attitude toward knowledge sharing has a positive significant impact on their intention to share knowledge.
 



3.2. Subjective norms, attitude toward knowledge sharing, intention to share knowledge, and knowledge sharing behavior

Subjective norms can be defined as individual’s perceived social pressure to engage or not to engage in a specific behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Cheng et al., 2013). It refers to the belief regarding the acceptance or non-acceptance of a particular behavior (Negara et al., 2021). In the context of knowledge sharing, subjective norms provide an outline for employees to understand the behavior expected from them for sharing and learning. They also prescribe proper behavior to be exhibited in knowledge sharing (Obrenovic et al., 2021). These are the workplace rules and regulations that influence and assess employees’ behavioral adoption of knowledge sharing in the workplace (La Barbera and Ajzen, 2020). In the context of academicians working in HEIs, a subjective norm can be defined as the perception of other relevant stakeholders including colleagues, management, and the educational community at large that the academicians should share knowledge as an essential responsibility of knowledge management (Skaik and Othman, 2015; Safa and Solms, 2016; Fauzi et al., 2019). Such norms are the external compulsions that the academicians feel regarding getting involved in knowledge sharing as per the community’s expectations (Jameel et al., 2021).

According to the TPB, subjective norms are critical in influencing intention toward a specific behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Al-Kurdi et al., 2020). Numerous studies have found that an individual’s subjective norms have a positive significant impact on their intention to share knowledge (Skaik and Othman, 2015; Safa and Solms, 2016; Chedid et al., 2019; Obrenovic et al., 2020; Negara et al., 2021; Obrenovic et al., 2021; Kaba et al., 2023). In the context of academicians working in HEIs, numerous studies have reported subjective norms as a strong predictor of the intention to share knowledge (Chennamaneni et al., 2012; Fauzi et al., 2019; Al-Kurdi et al., 2020; Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh, 2021; Jameel et al., 2021). Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh (2021) found that knowledge sharing intentions among academicians can be derived from supportive subjective norms. Jameel et al. (2021) have also reported a positive and significant impact of subjective norms on the knowledge sharing intentions of academicians. Furthermore, when the individuals in an organization are motivated enough to follow group norms in comparison to their individual norms, their behavior is more likely to be a strong reflection of the group’s collective action instead of individual actions. In such situations, an individual’s subjective norms will possibly affect his/her behavioral intentions directly and indirectly through the attitude toward the behavior (Bock et al., 2005; Syed et al., 2021). Additionally, there are studies that show a positive significant impact of such norms on academicians’ actual knowledge sharing behavior (Al-Kurdi et al., 2020; Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh, 2021; Jameel et al., 2021; Syed et al., 2021). It is critical to test the relationship between academicians’ subjective norms and their actual knowledge sharing behavior. Hence, the study proposes the following hypotheses relating to subjective norms with the intention to share knowledge, attitude toward knowledge sharing, and knowledge sharing behavior:


H2: An academician’s subjective norms have a positive significant impact on their intention to share knowledge.

H3: An academician’s subjective norms have a positive significant impact on their attitude toward knowledge sharing.

H4: An academician’s subjective norms have a positive significant impact on their knowledge sharing behavior.
 



3.3. Intention to share knowledge and knowledge sharing behavior

Knowledge sharing behavior refers to a person’s actual response toward engaging in knowledge sharing, taking non-volitional controls under consideration (Ajzen, 1991; Safa and Solms, 2016). Some studies have defined this as the exchange of information taking place between the individuals to generate new knowledge, learn new skills, identify solutions to problems, and bring sustainable innovation to attain organizational goals effectively (Phong et al., 2018; Raza and Awang, 2020). Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh (2021) explained knowledge sharing behavior as “a set of discretionary activities of making personal valuable knowledge and experience actively available to others within an organization to foster organizational learning.” In the context of academicians working in HEIs, it refers to the actual actions taken by academicians in knowledge sharing through publications, conferences, community services, and professional activities (Massoudi et al., 2020; Syed et al., 2021).

According to the TPB, the stronger the intention to engage in a particular behavior, the more likely the individual will exhibit the actual behavior (Ajzen, 1991). It shows the link between beliefs and behavior, further indicating that behavior can be planned and is intentional (Wahyuni et al., 2020). Numerous studies have suggested that intention has a positive and significant effect on the knowledge sharing behavior of an individual (Lin and Lee, 2004; Wang and Noe, 2010; Alajmi, 2011; Obrenovic et al., 2020, 2021). In the context of academicians working in HEIs, their intention to share knowledge has been found to be critical for leading to actual knowledge sharing behavior (Fauzi et al., 2019; Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh, 2021; Jameel et al., 2021; Syed et al., 2021). Hence, the researchers propose the following hypothesis:


H5: The stronger an academician’s intention to share knowledge, the more likely he/she will engage in knowledge sharing behavior.
 



3.4. Motivation to share knowledge, attitude toward knowledge sharing, intention to share knowledge, and knowledge sharing behavior

The motivation to share knowledge has been defined as the driver responsible for an individual’s behavior toward sharing knowledge with others (Razak et al., 2016). Obrenovic et al. (2021) suggested that it should be the organization’s foremost priority to inspire their employees to engage in knowledge sharing, which if not attained may have an adverse impact on its sustainable goals. In context of HEIs, universities require their academic staff to be motivated to engage in knowledge sharing with a positive approach (Jameel et al., 2021). It is imperative to examine their motivations to share knowledge for implementing an effective knowledge management system (Asghar and Naveed, 2021). Chedid et al. (2022), in their study conducted among professors and researchers, reported that their motivation positively affects their knowledge sharing attitude. According to expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964), people are more inclined to perform an action if they perceive more positive outcomes associated with the specific action. A motive acts as a stimulus for a person to engage in a specific behavior (Safa and Solms, 2016). According to Ryan et al. (2010), an individual’s motivations arising from their needs and expectations may result in the showing of certain behavior. Various motivational factors like an employee’s promotion, reputation, and curiosity satisfaction can help in developing intentions to share knowledge among individuals (Safa and Solms, 2016). According to previous studies, willing individuals should be motivated to exhibit knowledge sharing behavior (Ziemba and Eisenbardt, 2014). Additionally, numerous studies reported a positive and significant relationship between several motivational factors (reciprocal benefits, knowledge self-efficacy, and enjoyment in helping others) and an employee’s attitude toward knowledge sharing as well as their intentions to share knowledge (Bock et al., 2005; Lin, 2007; Islam et al., 2018; Chedid et al., 2019; Javaid et al., 2020; Obrenovic et al., 2020). Furthermore, many researchers have identified that the extrinsic and intrinsic motivations of an individual to share knowledge have an impact on their actual knowledge sharing behavior (Bock et al., 2005; Negara et al., 2021; Obrenovic et al., 2021). Employees are more inclined toward knowledge sharing when some rewards are provided (Negara et al., 2021). Al-Kurdi et al. (2020) mentioned that it is not possible for any HEI to make it obligatory for the academicians to engage in actual knowledge sharing behavior, but such behavior can be nurtured through motivation. Therefore, the study posits the following three hypotheses:


H6: An academician with strong motivation to share knowledge will have a positive and significant attitude toward knowledge sharing.

H7: An academician with strong motivation to share knowledge will have a positive and significant intention to share knowledge.

H8: An academician with strong motivation to share knowledge will engage in knowledge sharing behavior.
 



3.5. Opportunities to share knowledge, attitude toward knowledge sharing, intention to share knowledge, and knowledge sharing behavior

Opportunities to share knowledge refers to the facilitating conditions allowing an individual to share knowledge with others (Sadiq Sohail and Daud, 2009). The facilitating conditions is a key organizational support that can trigger an employee’s readiness to share knowledge and innovative behavior (Kambey et al., 2018; Le and Lei, 2019; Obrenovic et al., 2020). In context of HEIs, Fauzi et al. (2019) emphasized providing facilitating conditions to academicians as it will help them to be in a positive state of mind for knowledge sharing practices. The HEIs must facilitate better services and the right circumstances for its academicians to inculcate knowledge sharing behavior among them (Massoudi et al., 2020; Jameel et al., 2021). Such facilitating conditions may be in the form of sound university infrastructure, formal and informal meeting places, the latest information and communication technology (ICT) support, and other resources (Sadiq Sohail and Daud, 2009). It is easy to influence or inculcate a behavior in the presence of sound facilitating conditions in the work environment. Some studies have found a significant relationship between such opportunities available to an individual within an organization and their knowledge sharing behavior (Radaelli et al., 2014; Sergeeva and Andreeva, 2016). Kumar et al. (2022) mentioned that facilitating conditions like IT support has a positive and significant influence on the knowledge sharing behavior of the employees. In context of HEIs, various studies have reported that the facilitating conditions have a key role in enhancing the knowledge sharing behavior of academicians (Sadiq Sohail and Daud, 2009; Fauzi et al., 2019; Javaid et al., 2020; Syed et al., 2021). Hence, taking all the behavioral elements including attitude, intention, and actual behavior into consideration, the study sets forth the following three hypotheses:


H9: The higher the number of opportunities for an academician to share knowledge in an organization, the more positive their attitude toward knowledge sharing will be.

H10: The higher the number of opportunities for an academician to share knowledge in an organization, the more positive their intention to share knowledge will be.

H11: An academician with a higher number of opportunities to share knowledge in an organization will engage in knowledge sharing behavior.
 

Based on the hypotheses posited by the researchers, Figure 1 shows the research model for the present study.
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FIGURE 1
 Hypothesized research model.





4. Research methodology

The researchers in the present study have proposed a conceptual model vis-a-vis the knowledge sharing behavior of the academicians. A 28-item research instrument comprising six factors has been adapted from the extant literature. The instrument comprised six items on attitude toward knowledge sharing (adapted from Bock et al., 2005; Sadiq Sohail and Daud, 2009), five and four items on subjective norms and the intention to share knowledge, respectively (adapted from Bock et al., 2005), four items each on the opportunities to share knowledge and motivation to share (adapted from Sadiq Sohail and Daud, 2009), and five items on knowledge sharing behavior (adapted from Cheng et al., 2009). The variable items were modified and rephrased by the researchers keeping in mind the respondents of higher educational institutions. Keeping in mind the cost-effectiveness and ease of collecting responses, a questionnaire was developed to collect data from the respondents (Bryman and Bell, 2014). The questionnaire comprised two sections; the initial one included demographic data like age, gender, designation, university/college type, and experience, and the second section comprised the abovementioned items measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree).


4.1. Sample and data collection

The objective of the study was to look into the knowledge sharing behavior of academic staff. The population of the present work is the academicians of higher academic institutions in India. Initially, faculty members of different colleges and universities of Delhi NCR were approached through email to fill out the survey but very few responses were recorded.

Universities and academic institutes are supposed to have a similar structure (Altbach, 2015). The response rate was meager, so to increase the responses, the researchers tried to reach out to faculty members of various institutes in India. The questionnaire link was shared through emails and social media groups. A snowball approach was also used to reach out to the maximum number of respondents. After all the efforts to get in touch with faculty members of different institutes and get their responses for the study, the researchers were only able to gather 112 filled responses for further analysis. However, this sample size is in line with the recommendations of Hair et al. (2010), who have suggested that SEM models can be estimated with a sample size as small as 100 if the number of factors and observed variables is not high and the model proposed is not complex.

Table 2 provides a summary of the demographic profile of the respondents. The population surveyed contained more male (71) than female (41) respondents. In terms of academic positions, assistant professors were the most common participants in the survey at around 80%, and the remaining 20% represented associate and full professors. Most of the respondents were from government-funded universities. In terms of experience, 40% of them had less than 5 years of experience, 37% had an experience of 5–10 years, while the remaining 23% had more than 10 years of experience.



TABLE 2 Demographic profiles of respondents.
[image: Table2]




5. Analysis and results


5.1. Confirmatory factor analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was employed in AMOS 24.0. The objectives for conducting CFA were to check the goodness of fit for the measurement model (DeVellis, 1991; Hair et al., 2010) and to assess the construct validity of the research instrument (Hair et al., 2010). CFA was performed on the six constructs. The item loadings for some items were low and hence these items were removed (ATKS2, ATKS5, ATKS6, KNOWS5, SN1, and SN2) (see Table 3). The model fit indices were acceptable (CMIN/df = 2.22; TLI = 0.91; CFI = 0.926; SRMR = 0.059; RMSEA = 0.0.085; Gerbing and Anderson, 1988; Hu and Bentler, 1999; Hair et al., 2010).



TABLE 3 Factor loadings.
[image: Table3]

The values for average variance extracted (AVE) were also acceptable for all constructs (see Table 4) confirming convergent validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010). The composite reliability (CR) values were also greater than 0.7 for all the constructs (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010; Malhotra and Dash, 2011).



TABLE 4 Validity and reliability.
[image: Table4]

Discriminant validity was assessed by comparing the values of AVE and MSV (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010). For all the constructs, the values of AVE were observed to be greater than the MSV values. The square root of the AVE values on the diagonal (highlighted in bold) were greater than the inter-construct correlations in their respective columns (see Table 4). The method of Heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT) from Henseler et al. (2015) was also used to assess the discriminant validity. HTMT scores for all constructs were calculated using the plugin provided by Gaskin for AMOS 24.0. The HTMT scores for all the constructs were observed to be less than 0.85 (Table 5), thus confirming discriminant validity.



TABLE 5 Discriminant validity using HTMT scores.
[image: Table5]



5.2. Common method bias

The common method bias was assessed using the common latent factor (CLF) method. The difference between standardized weights with CLF and without CLF was less than 0.200 for all the constructs, ensuring the non-existence of common method variance issues with the responses (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Serrano Archimi et al., 2018).



5.3. Structural model

Additionally, the structural model findings showed that the construct subjective norms (SN) significantly and positively affected the attitude towards knowledge sharing (ATKS; ß = 0.796; sig < 0.05) and actual knowledge sharing behavior (KSB; ß = 0.223; sig < 0.05). Hence, the hypotheses H3 and H4 were supported. However, the significant influence impact of SN on the intention to share knowledge (ISK) was not observed in the study findings (sig > 0.05). Thus, the hypothesis H2 was not supported.

Similarly, the hypotheses H9, H10, and H11 were not supported as the significant impact of the construct opportunities to share knowledge (OSK) was not observed on the constructs ATKS (sig > 0.05), ISK (sig > 0.05), and KSB (sig > 0.05). The construct motivation to share knowledge was observed to have a significant and positive impact on KSB (ß = 0.093; sig < 0.05) but not on the constructs ATKS (sig > 0.05) and ISK (sig > 0.05). Therefore, hypothesis H8 was supported but hypotheses H6 and H7 were not supported.

Furthermore, the study findings suggested a significant and positive impact (ß = 0.654; sig < 0.05) of ATKS on ISK. Also, the significant and positive impact of ISK on KBS was observed (ß = 0.344; sig < 0.05). Thus, the hypotheses H1 and H5 were supported. A summary of the results can be seen in Table 6.



TABLE 6 Results of hypotheses testing.
[image: Table6]

Model fit indices for the final structural model were within the acceptable range (CMIN/df = 2.056; CFI = 0.946; TLI = 0.934; SRMR = 0.056; RMSEA = 0.079).




6. Findings and discussion

A review of extant literature supports the robustness of the TPB in predicting behavioral intentions (Razak et al., 2016). To improve the predictive power of the knowledge sharing behavior model, the researchers in the present study included two other important variables, namely, opportunities to share knowledge and motivation to share knowledge, along with the variables of the TPB. Several researchers have claimed that these two variables play an important role in predicting knowledge sharing behavior (Bock et al., 2005; Sadiq Sohail and Daud, 2009; Wang and Noe, 2010; Razak et al., 2016; Safa and Solms, 2016). Thus, in the present study, two additional variables, MOTS and OPTS, were introduced with other factors “attitude toward knowledge sharing,” “subjective norms,” “intention to share knowledge,” and “knowledge sharing behavior” to better explain the knowledge sharing behavior of academicians.

The results of the structural model signify that intention to share knowledge, motivation to share knowledge, and subjective norms have a strong effect on the actual knowledge sharing behavior of the academicians. The opportunity to share knowledge had no effect on the actual knowledge sharing behavior. The analysis also suggested that subjective norms positively impacted the attitude towards knowledge sharing and knowledge sharing behavior but interestingly had no impact on the intention to share knowledge of the academicians. The study findings related to SN are in line with several studies (Fauzi et al., 2019; Al-Kurdi et al., 2020; Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh, 2021; Jameel et al., 2021). Attitude to share knowledge had a significant positive impact on intentions to share knowledge, with the findings being in line with the results of Bock et al. (2005), Lin (2007), Alajmi (2011), Chennamaneni et al. (2012), Skaik and Othman (2015), Safa and Solms (2016), Abdillah et al. (2018) and Obrenovic et al. (2021). The findings of the studies by Lin and Lee (2004), Wang and Noe (2010), Alajmi (2011), Fauzi et al. (2019), Afshar Jalili and Ghaleh (2021), Jameel et al. (2021), and Syed et al. (2021), support the findings of the present study in that the intention to share knowledge has a significant and positive influence on knowledge sharing behavior. Interestingly, the results of the present study did not find motivation to share to knowledge determined attitude and intention but positively impacted knowledge sharing behavior, which earlier studies (Islam et al., 2018; Chedid et al., 2019; Javaid et al., 2020; Obrenovic et al., 2020) have suggested to be an important factor in knowledge sharing behavior. On the other hand, the opportunity to share knowledge had no impact on attitude, intention, or the actual knowledge sharing behavior of the academicians, and these findings are not in line with the findings of Bock et al. (2005) and Sadiq Sohail and Daud (2009).

The findings of the present research provide theoretical as well as practical suggestions in determining and explaining the knowledge sharing behavior of academicians. The theoretical contribution of the present research is four-fold. First, the researchers in the present work have offered novelty by expanding the extant research by demarcating factors that affect the knowledge sharing behavior of academicians. Second, the present study offers an integrated and extended TPB theoretical model, augmenting it with constructs like motivation and opportunity to share knowledge adapted from related research findings. Third, the researchers in the present study have tried to present a shorter and more reliable scale which can be used to assess the behavioral intentions of academicians to share knowledge. Fourth, the findings of the study resulted in an intention-based knowledge sharing behavior model which connotes its robustness. Academicians in developed nations differ from those in emerging countries where the infrastructure and facilities are not so supportive. Thus, the present study offers insight into knowledge sharing behavior of the academicians from the perspective of academicians from a developing country like India.

Knowing the relevance of knowledge sharing behavior among faculty members in any institute, the administration always ponders to develop the culture among the faculty members. Besides the theoretical contributions, the findings of the present study offer practical implications for the administrators of universities. From an administrative perspective, the findings suggest that subjective norms, attitude to sharing knowledge, and motivation to share knowledge are strong predictors of the actual knowledge sharing behavior of the academic community. Thus, it might be recommended that the administration motivates academicians to build positive attitudes towards the sharing of knowledge, for example by offering different types of incentives and rewards.



7. Limitations and directions for future research

Like any piece of research, the present study has limitations that should be considered carefully. First, the researchers used a researcher-controlled sample to generate data for this study, and the small sample size might restrict the generalizability of the findings. Future researchers may validate the results by relying on a broader and a more representative probability-based sample. The second limitation is based on the factors used in the study. The present study has mainly focused on a few factors and therefore some relevant factors determining knowledge sharing behavior might have been overlooked. Future researchers may take into account other important factors, like organizational culture and leadership. These factors might have an effect on knowledge sharing behavior. Third, the respondents in the present study were only academicians, and future studies may broaden the scope by analyzing other types of sectors of the economy.
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