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Abstract As knowledge management is recognized as an important competency of organizations,
organizations are continuously investing in knowledge management policies and technologies.
Knowledge management preemptively requires employees to share knowledge, but sharing activities
for continuous knowledge management have not been performed. The purpose of this study is to
verify the effect of the organization's mutual exchange efforts through collaborative communication
on the knowledge sharing intention of its employees. The study surveyed workers of organizations that
operate knowledge management policies and verified the research hypothesis by applying 326
samples to structural equation modeling. As a result of the analysis, factors of collaborative
communication(rationality, reciprocal feedback, formality) had a positive effect on the intention to
share knowledge, and task interdependence and territoriality had a moderating effect on the
relationship between collaborative communication and intention to share knowledge. The study has
implications in terms of suggesting an activity strategy that an organization should pursue to improve
knowledge sharing among its employees.
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Fig. 1. Research Model
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Samples

Demographic Categories Frequency %

Total 326 100.0
Manufacturer 116 35.6

Industry -
Service 210 64.4
Gender Male 161 494
Female 165 50.6
Staff 91 27.9
Job Assistant Manager 96 29.4
Position Manager 72 221
General Manager 62 19.0

4. 4

ol4
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Questionnaire

Constructs ltem M SD
Rat1 5.313 1.233 -0.443 -0.267
Rationality Rat2 5.298 1.236 -0.334 -0.634
Rat3 5.276 1.264 -0.456 -0.462
RF1 4957 1.351 -0.514 | -0.111
Reciprocal RF2 4.890 1.375 -0.541 -0.043
Feedback RF3 4914 1.363 -0.560 0.083
RF4 4.850 1.427 -0.549 -0.084
Forl | 4.985 | 1435 | -0.462 | -0.330
For2 4816 1.346 -0.322 -0.255

Skewness| Kurtosis

Formality | ro3 | 5113 | 1473 | -0.567 | -0.238

Ford | 5113 1506 | -0.578 | -0.246

TI1 | 5077 | 1312 | -0478 | 0.042

Task Inter= | 1y | 5074 | 1459 | -0568 | -0.077
dependence

TI3 5.239 1340 | -0642 | 0212
Terl | 3.169 1.301 0450 | -0.053
Ter2 | 3.080 1.284 0419 | -0.106
Ter3 | 3.055 1.295 0281 | -0.392
Terd | 3178 1.274 0.397 0.156
ISK1 5.252 1269 | -1.004 | 1.120

Territoriality

of 283 245 A=Y S Dlst
A, A A5 54 2059 =7 9 P9
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Table 3. Result for Exploratory Factor Analysis

factor

Constructs | Item

Ratl | 202 200 208 301 746 239
Rationality | Rat2 | 260 206 220 308 .754 .216
Rat3 | 267 262 225 243 750 .228
RE1 | 173 785 320 230 174 260
Reciprocal RF2 172 812 292 194 207 187
Feedback | RF3 | 167 818 318 175 .169 .163
RF4 | 179 780 346 104 166 117
Forl | 172 382 768 228 163  .137
Formality | For2 | 163 .350 762 205 .164 .142
For3 | 186 311 786 .162 202 223
1 | 185 168 199 834 265 144
T2 | 278 271 241 729 247 207
T3 | 257 187 173 738 280 308
Tor | 849 112 -149 -139 -139 -120
Ter2 | 846 -.156 -139 -.106 -.196 -.133
Ter3 | -791 -194 -096 -214 -105 -.188
Terd | _g12 -113 -168 -137 -.169 -.173
ntention 10| ISK1 | 328 250 201 261 275 677
Share ISK2 | 251 258 261 251 296 .716
Knowledge | ISK3 | 593 257 245 265 241 708

Eigenvalue 358 355 327 258 249 220

% of Variance 17.06 16.89 1555 12.29 11.84 1047
KMO = 0.949, Bartlett's x’= 6595.677 (p¢0.01)

Task Inter-
dependence

Territoriality

3t 22815 gyt ZHS Table 494 Zo] 71 @
2 o] JF A5924(0.908)0.8 AFA QAR
Ql 0.7 oS 55T ACE YERFTH30)

Table 4. Result for Reliability and Validity

Intention to . Average
Share ISK2 5.215 1.269 -0.870 0.618 Constructs CroAnlbﬁZh s gglr:asglt:ft Variance
Knowledge ISK3 5.184 1.321 -0.927 0.725 p Y | Extracted

ISK4 5.307 1.269 -0.915 0.933 Rationality 0.914 0.875 0.700

Reciprocal Feedback 0.939 0.893 0.675

Formality 0914 0.845 0.645

4.2 MM 2 EfEM Task Interdependence 0.908 0.842 0.640

N = A - " a4 A= Territoriality 0911 0.861 0.609

3 q_ Z 1= =
E?_, ?i — ?‘—J— oxo —L-i =0 7] \l— ?i?'ﬂ"_j- = o Intention to Share Knowledge 0.915 0.868 0.687
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Table 5. Result for Correlation and Discriminant Validity

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6

Rationality 0.836°

Reciprocal x
Feedback 605 0822

Formality .602** | .751** | 0.803°

Task Inter- 721% | B581** | 590** | 0.800°
dependence

Territoriality —.bb4**| - 466%* | -.466** | -.534** | 0.780°7

Intention to | 297.x | g53%x | g56** | 703** |-.609*| 0.829°
Share Knowledge

a: The values in italics on the diagonal line present the square
root of AVE estimate, **: p ¢ 0.01
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Fig. 2. Results of the Main Effect

Table 6. Summary of Hypothesis Tests (Main Effect)

Path Coefficient t-value Results
H1 Rat — ISK 0.533 9.347** Support
H2 RF — ISK 0.168 2.345* Support
H3 For — ISK 0.229 3.102** Support

* p € 0.05 **:p <001
Rat(Rationality), RF(Reciprocal Feedback),
ISK(Intention to Share Knowledge)

For(Formality),
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Table 7. Summary of Moderating Effect Tests (H4)

Path Coefficient t-value Results
Rat — ISK 0.479 6.822%*

Hda TI — ISK 0.396 5.666** Support
Rat x Tl — ISK -0.194 -5.159**
RF — ISK 0.344 6.703**

H4b TI — ISK 0.557 10.198** | Support
RF x TI — ISK -0.211 -5.363**
For — ISK 0.365 6.703**

Héc TI — ISK 0.538 10.198** | Support
For x Tl — ISK -0.174 -5.363**

**: p (0.01, * p<0.05
Rat(Rationality), RF(Reciprocal Feedback), For(Formality),
ISK(Intention to Share Knowledge), TI(Task Interdependence)
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Fig. 3. Moderation Effect of Task Inter—dependence(H4a)
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Table 8. Summary of Moderating Effect Tests (H5)

Path Coefficient t-value Results
Rat — ISK 0.627 12.155%*
Hb5a Ter — ISK -0.276 -5.579** Support
Rat x Ter — ISK 0.271 6.473**
RF — ISK 0.498 10.624**
H5b Ter — ISK -0.411 -8.338** Support
RF x Ter — ISK 0.275 6.683**
For — ISK 0.521 10.725%*
H5¢c Ter — ISK -0.397 -8.048** Support
For x Ter — ISK 0.263 6.074**
**:p (0.01, * p < 0.05
Rat(Rationality), RF(Reciprocal Feedback), For(Formality),

ISK(Intention to Share Knowledge), Ter(Territoriality)
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