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Abstract 
Knowledge is the organization’s most important strategic resource that can 
provide organizations with a sustainable competitive advantage; at the same 
time, knowledge management depends on knowledge sharing. Knowledge 
sharing is affected by multi-level factors: Organizational level, team level and 
individual level factors; some will promote knowledge sharing, and some will 
have a negative impact. Therefore, this paper reviews the concepts of know-
ledge sharing and the related factors that affect knowledge sharing. Finally, 
this paper proposes future research directions about knowledge sharing. 
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1. Introduction 

Ipe & Minu (2003) showed that knowledge was the organization’s most impor-
tant strategic resource; it could provide enterprises with sustainable competitive 
advantage in a competitive dynamic economy. As the knowledge is the most 
important factor in today’s organizations, the facilitation of the creation, shar-
ing, and the utilization of knowledge becomes more and more important [1]; so 
we need to pay attention to the knowledge management; this knowledge man-
agement is considered to have a major influence on organization’s success [1]. In 
order to maintain competitive advantage, organizations rely on staff and training 
systems. This system is focused on the selection of specific knowledge, skills, ab-
ilities or helping employees get this particularity, namely, knowledge manage-
ment. Knowledge management system tries to lead and support the flow of ideas 
and experience of the members [2]. Renzl, Birgit (2008) showed that knowledge 
sharing within a team or between teams was crucial for organizations to develop 
the skills and capabilities, to enhance the value and sustain competitive advan-
tage [3]; knowledge sharing behavior was the basis means that employees can 
contribute to the application of knowledge, innovation and optimization of the 
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organizational [4]. So knowledge sharing plays an increasingly important role in 
knowledge management outcomes [5]. It is an important gathering in the field 
of knowledge management [6]. As knowledge sharing has such a great potential 
benefits, many organizations have invested a lot of time and money to the 
knowledge management. 

2. Knowledge Sharing Related Concepts 
2.1. Definition 

Knowledge sharing is different from knowledge transfer and knowledge ex-
change. While “knowledge exchange” has been used interchangeably with 
“knowledge sharing”, knowledge transfer involves the sharing of knowledge 
source and the acquisition of knowledge source. Knowledge transfer is used to 
describe the moving between different units, departments, organizations [4]. 

Knowledge sharing is not communication, but related to the communication, 
so does information distribution [6]. In the strict sense, knowledge cannot be 
shared, so you can’t freely distribute knowledge, unlike goods, it relies on a cog-
nitive subject. In order to gain knowledge from others, rebuilding behavior in-
dispensable. It uses knowledge to acquire knowledge, thus sharing knowledge. 
Sharing knowledge is assumed to be at least a relationship between the two par-
ties, one side is to have knowledge, and the other side to acquire knowledge [6]. 

Connelly (2000) defined knowledge sharing as the exchange of knowledge, or 
the behavior that help others with knowledge. Ipe (2003) thought that the 
knowledge sharing between individuals was the process that private individuals 
knowledge turn to be understood, absorbed and used by others [1]. It means that 
knowledge sharing is at least a conscious behavior, and knowledge sources also 
don’t want to give up ownership of knowledge. 

From the above definition of knowledge sharing, knowledge sharing, we can 
sum up the basic characteristics are: 1) knowledge sharing is a major individual 
behavior; 2) knowledge sharing is a voluntary, proactive, behavioral awareness; 
3) knowledge sharing is controlled by environmental systems or procedures, such 
as legal, ethical standards and code of conduct, habits; 4) the result of knowledge 
sharing knowledge is to be jointly occupied by two or more parties [7]. 

2.2. The Formation Process 

Davenport and Prusak’s (1998) proposed a knowledge-sharing formula: Share = 
pass + absorb. Subsequently, Hendriks, Paul (1999) proposed the formation of 
knowledge sharing process had two sub-processes: First, knowledge sharing as-
sumes that owner has a externalizing behavior [6]. The process of the externali-
zation takes many forms. Knowledge externalization is not a conscious action, 
they did not design to share knowledge with others; second, as shown in Figure 
1 [6], knowledge sharing assumed knowledge winner (the figure for the know-
ledge restorer) has a internalized behavior. 

Internalization appears in different forms, such as learning by doing, reading 
or trying to understand the explicit knowledge in the knowledge base. But there 
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are obstacles to hinder the internalization of the external knowledge, such as the 
barriers of time and space, as well as from the different social, cultural, linguistic 
and spiritual and conceptual framework [6]. 

3. Factors Affecting Knowledge Sharing 
3.1. Organizational Level 

De Long & Fahey (2000) discovered the benefits of the new technology infra-
structure would be limited when long-standing organization values and practice 
didn’t support knowledge sharing based on a qualitative study of 50 companies. 
This shows that the organizational factors of knowledge sharing play a signifi-
cant role [8]. 

3.1.1. Technical 
A KMS developer in Ernst & Young said: “If people do not want to share, even if 
giving them the world’s best technology is useless”. Thus it can be seen, although 
information technology is not the important document in knowledge manage-
ment, it can make knowledge sharing more efficient. Because companies can’t 
have long-term human capital, so there are many companies choose to use in-
formation technology to facilitate knowledge sharing to retain organizational 
knowledge and to facilitate knowledge rosing from the individual level to the 
organizational level [9]. 

Cabrera, Ángel Cabrera & Elizabeth F (2002) pointed out that knowledge 
management projects largely led by IT departments [10], so the technology was 
an important part of knowledge management. Researchers have emphasized the 
importance of information technology infrastructure and applications in organ-
ization contact information. 

The technology also includes many aspects, Alavi & Leidner (2001) showed 
that IT increased knowledge transfer by extending individual beyond the formal 
communication channels, such as: computer networks, electronic bulletin 
boards, etc. [11]. 
 

 
Figure 1. A simple model of knowledge sharing. Source: [6], p. 93. 
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3.1.2. Creative 
Recently, Chinese researcher did a study of organizational creative culture hav-
ing a multi-level effect on individual knowledge sharing [12]. The study showed 
that organizations with creative culture would support staff interaction to en-
courage them share experiences, know-how, ideas and other tacit knowledge. So, 
in the end of the study the researcher recommend company to pay more atten-
tion to the culture of creative and the exchange of ideas that can positively affect 
the action of knowledge management. In other words, innovation culture is the 
most important factor to promote knowledge sharing [12]. 

3.1.3. Competition 
The culture that encourage individuals to compete successfully dominates will 
have a negative effect on knowledge sharing [4]. It means that the organizational 
climate which emphasis on individual competition will become knowledge- 
sharing’s obstacles, on the contrary, sense of organization cooperation will help 
to build trust, which is a necessary condition for knowledge sharing [4]. 

3.1.4. Fair 
Fair is important to the sharing of knowledge. Procedural fairness would be an 
employee of cognitive knowledge sharing’s positive impact. Lin (2007) found 
that distributive justice and procedural fairness would have a direct positive ef-
fect on sharing tacit knowledge by organizational commitment, also distributive 
justice would influence knowledge sharing through the trust among colleagues 
[4]. To sum up, fair is a very important factor that influence the knowledge 
sharing. 

3.2. Team Level 
3.2.1. Shared Mental 
Shared mental model means team members have similar or compatible know-
ledge structure for the related things within the team. It is clear that this know-
ledge structure helps members to describe, interpret and predict events in the 
context and guide members to interact with other members in the desired con-
text [13]. Most of the past empirical research found that shared mental model 
among the members helped each other in the coordination and integration, 
contributed to the mutual cooperation and coordination among the members, 
therefore, shared mental model has a positive effect on team effectiveness [13], 
finally it can have a positive effect on knowledge sharing. 

3.2.2. Team Memebers’ Diversity 
From the perspective of independent variables, researchers have different classi-
fication methods for team diversity, such as demographic variables or individual 
characteristics. The former refers to the long lasting features, such as gender, 
race, age, etc. the latter is the characteristics of subjective understanding, such as 
cognition, attention and so on. Besides, many researchers use the former cha-
racteristics to replace the latter characteristics, because the latter characteristics 
are hard to be measured [14]. 
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Knowledge sharing requires a good interaction between team members, more 
communication opportunities and willingness. When the difference of team 
members are too large, may hinder knowledge sharing among members [15]. 
Ojha (2005) showed that if the team members thought that they were the few 
people in their team, such as: gender, marital status, level of education of the 
minority, then they were less prone to knowledge sharing. Studies had shown 
that isolated members of society were less likely to agree with the others, and 
they would not contribute their knowledge in a heterogeneous team [16]. 

3.3. Individual Level 
3.3.1. Personality 
Personal characteristics such as age, education and work experience that is likely 
to slow the relationship between knowledge promoter and process [17]. Perso-
nality will have an impact on knowledge sharing.  

1) Openness Personality 
Research shows that if individual has high openness, he tends to have a high 

level of curiosity to seek other people’s ideas and opinions. On the contrary, the 
members with high introversion trait make them lonely, live alone, not good at 
communication and have a tendency to avoid social [18], this is not good for 
knowledge sharing. 

2) Proactive Personality 
Proactive personality refers to a stable tendency that the individual is not 

bound by the existing environment, they can explore new ways to affect the ex-
ternal environment through the active behavior [19]. According to a survey of 
199 employees, researcher shows that the proactive personality has the positive 
effect on the knowledge sharing [19]. 

3) Responsibility Personality 
Cabrera & Cabrera (2002) thought that the individual responsibility contri-

buted to the smooth implementation of knowledge management systems [10], 
personal responsibility was regarded as an important personality characteristic 
factors included in the study of knowledge sharing system. 

3.3.2. Intrinsic Motivation 
Yoon, Cheolho, Rolland & Erik (2012) based on self-determination theory, in-
vestigated the effect of three basic psychological needs for knowledge sharing 
factors, the results showed the ability and sense of belonging had a positive im-
pact on knowledge sharing behavior, and although the sense of autonomy had a 
positive effect, not significant [20]. Meeting the psychological needs can pro-
mote intrinsic motivation, and this will enhance the results also reflect the in-
trinsic motivation to share knowledge to generate a positive impact. 

In addition, one of the motive factor is fear, Szulanski noted that knowledge 
holders generally had a monopoly and exclusive mentality, which was the main 
reason for their lack of willingness to share. Knowledge holders fear superiority 
and some special interests lost by knowledge sharing, worried inequities exist in 
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the “knowledge exchange”, and which leads to the sharing of knowledge being 
difficult [9]. 

3.3.3. The Social Capital 
Knowledge sharing will be embedded in the vast network of organizations, such 
as: communities of practice [4]. Chiu et al. (2006) study showed that in a virtual 
community, individuals having the direct contacts and relationships with other 
members had a positive impact on sharing knowledge [21]. In social networks, 
relationships are in an important part. The trust also affects knowledge sharing. 
Bakker et al. (2006) divided credibility into three dimensions: competence, inte-
grity and kindness. Research showed that when people thought team members 
were very capable, individuals would be less tendency to share knowledge, while 
they believed that the team members were honest, fair, honest, and they were 
more inclined to share knowledge [4]. 

To sum up, this paper constructs a model as Figure 2. 

4. Conclusions 

Knowledge is the most important strategic resource of the 21st century. This 
paper reviewed the concept of knowledge sharing, formation and influencing 
factors. We can see the importance of knowledge sharing and it is influenced by 
many factors, which provides a theoretical basis for enterprises to enhance 
knowledge sharing. 

However, knowledge sharing study also has some limitations; researchers 
need to continue to study the relevant areas of knowledge sharing. 

First, knowledge sharing’s measurement standard is still uncertainty. 
 

 
Figure 2. Influential factors of knowledge sharing’s formation. 
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Second, it can be seen from the above; among the influencing factors of 
knowledge sharing, the study about personal characteristics factors is relatively 
less. In fact, this should be a focus of the study; demographic characteristics are a 
very important research direction. Each individual has own unique understand-
ing of action, because each person’s perception of external things can be seen as 
a gradual process: personal vision is limited; they only have selective observa-
tion, and interpretation of relevant information after filtration using the existing 
cognitive structure and values formation [14]. Therefore, the demographic cha-
racteristics is a direction worthy of study; to study the demographic characteris-
tics, you can use the relevant demographic indicators such as age, organizational 
tenure, professional background, education, gender, ethnicity, and socio-eco- 
nomic background. 

Finally, the study should be done for different organization types. Different 
organization types have different characteristics; knowledge sharing will produce 
different effects on organizational. 
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