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Abstract
Purpose – There are very few studies on the impact of job attitude on knowledge sharing. The
purpose of this paper is to examine the effects of job involvement, job satisfaction, organisational
commitment, and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB) on employees’ knowledge sharing
behaviour.
Design/methodology/approach – This research is based on a survey of 116 Information Systems
personnel in Malaysia. Structural equation modelling is used to test the hypothesis.
Findings – The results show that job involvement, job satisfaction and OCB are independent and
positively related to employees’ knowledge sharing behaviour. However, organisational commitment
has a negative relationship with knowledge sharing behaviour. It is found that OCB is not a significant
mediator between job involvement, job satisfaction organisational commitment and knowledge
sharing behaviour.
Research limitations/implications – It is widely reported that knowledge workers may not be
willing to share with others since they can always argue that it is not their job to share. Therefore,
knowledge sharing can be regarded as an extra job. OCB is an extra-role behaviour which is especially
relevant to research on knowledge sharing. Theories and research methods in OCB may be used in
future research on knowledge sharing.
Practical implications – Given the importance of knowledge sharing in today’s competitive
business world, this study provides a broader understanding of different dimensions of job attitudes in
relation to employees’ knowledge sharing behaviours. Our findings suggest that organisational
administrators and managers should look into ways of improving the levels of job satisfaction, job
involvement, and OCB in order to facilitate knowledge sharing behaviour.
Originality/value – This study makes two distinct additions to the organisational behaviour and
knowledge sharing literature. First, job attitudes appear to be significantly related to knowledge
sharing behaviour, addressing a research gap in the literature of knowledge sharing and employee
attitudes. Second, this study reveals that OCB directly affects knowledge sharing but it does not
mediate employees’ job attitudes to promote knowledge sharing behaviours.
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1. Introduction
Knowledge sharing is regarded as the informal communication process involving the
sharing of knowledge between co-workers (Siemsen et al., 2008). Organisational
members are better equipped with skills and knowledge when they engage in knowledge
sharing (Sitko-Lutek et al., 2010). Organisational administrators and mangers

presumably value such practices, in part because knowledge sharing among employees
makes an individual’s job easier, and saves the individual’s time for more substantive
tasks. However, it is difficult to enforce knowledge sharing because knowledge is
created and stored within the organisational members (Chow and Chan, 2008). In the
workplace, knowledge sharing problem is relatively common in which the individual
employees with knowledge are less inclined to share their knowledge (Ho et al., 2009).
Knowledge sharing will not happen if one does not intend to share knowledge
(Siemsen et al., 2008). Furthermore, knowledge sharing behaviours are generally
unnatural because individuals perceive their knowledge as valuable assets, and open
sharing of knowledge with others is limited by their natural tendency to keep
information to themselves (Davenport and Prusak, 1998, as cited by Hsu et al., 2007).
Therefore, the unwillingness of employees to share knowledge with other colleagues has
created problems for organisational survival (Lin, 2007a).
Although knowledge sharing literature is varied, rich and still growing over two
decades, many researchers have limited their studies to focus on interpersonal trust
(Chai and Kim, 2010; Ford and Staples, 2010; Hsu et al., 2007), reciprocal benefits
(Tohidinia and Mosakhani, 2010; Lin, 2007b), cultural factors (Huang et al., 2008;
Ardichvili et al., 2006), and organisational issues (Li, 2010; Kankanhalli et al., 2005) in
relation to knowledge sharing behaviour. Although the accumulation of research on
knowledge sharing has provided useful insights, there has been little formal analysis of
the impact of job attitudes on employees’ knowledge sharing behaviour, and few
attempts to integrate it explicitly with organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB).
In other words, a complete picture of the psychology surrounding knowledge sharing
behaviour is missing.
On the basis of a review study, Hislop (2003) concluded that the most significant
factor influencing knowledge sharing is the employee attitude. In some instances,
employee attitudes may impede knowledge sharing behaviour (Yang, 2008). Because
knowledge sharing behaviour is regarded as an individualistic behaviour (Bock and
Kim, 2002), it is important to understand how the individual attitudinal and behavioural
outcomes may have a differential impact on employees’ knowledge sharing behaviours.
In this regard, this paper aims to fill this gap in the literature by examining how the job
attitudes (i.e. job involvement, job satisfaction and organisational commitment) may
influence the employees’ knowledge sharing behaviours. Our paper is distinctive
because we further examine whether OCB mediates the relationship between job
attitudes and knowledge sharing behaviour.
In the sections that follow, we review the literature on job involvement, job
satisfaction, organisational commitment, OCB and knowledge sharing behaviour that
facilitates the development of model and hypotheses. Next, we describe the research
methodology employed in this study, and present the statistical results and discussions
of the findings. Finally, we discuss both implications and limitations of these findings.
2. Literature review and hypotheses development
2.1 Knowledge sharing
Knowledge sharing is defined as a “social interaction culture, involving the exchange
of employee knowledge, experiences, and skills through the whole department or
organisation” (Lin, 2007b, p. 136). In the real world, creating and sustaining knowledge
sharing culture can be difficult because one of the challenges faced is that of getting
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people to be willing to share their knowledge with other colleagues (Lam and
Lambermont-Ford, 2010).
In practice, some employees are interested to share their knowledge with others,
while some seem reserved or uninterested. These individual differences in knowledge
sharing behaviours may be influenced by individual psychological and/or behavioural
outcomes. For example, the organisational members are more inclined to share
knowledge when they are happier with their colleagues and the employing organisation
(Constant et al., 1994). In most instances, individual psychological outcomes such as
higher job involvement and job satisfaction can motivate individuals to share
knowledge. It is important to note that, of all possible employees’ job attitudes, our focus
in this study lies with four variables (i.e. job involvement, job satisfaction, organisational
commitment and OCB) that affect the employees’ knowledge sharing behaviours.
2.2 Knowledge sharing and job attitudes
2.2.1 Job involvement. Job involvement has been widely studied in psychological
research after Allport (1945) first introduced it as a type of job attitude (Reeve and Smith,
2001). Job involvement is the “degree to which a person is identified psychologically with
his work, or the importance of work in his total self-image” (Lodahl and Kejner, 1965,
p. 24). In other words, job involvement is the degree to which an individual is engaged in
his or her present job (Paullay et al., 1994; Kanungo, 1982). Employees with high levels of
job involvement are psychologically concerned with the type of work they carry out on
their job (Blau, 1986).
Increasing job involvement can improve organisational performance by leading
employees to be more focused in their job, and making work a more rewarding
experience (Brown, 1996). In an empirical study, Keller (1997) found a positive
relationship between high job involvement and research and development (R&D)
performance for scientists. Probst (2000) further reported that employees who rated their
job as important are more satisfied with their work and more committed to the
organisation. It is argued that job involvement could make an employee feel
more confident and prepared to share knowledge about their work compared with those
employees with lower job involvement. As a result, highly involved employees are more
inclined to share knowledge. This reasoning leads to the following hypothesis:
H1. Job involvement will have a positive effect on employees’ knowledge sharing
behaviour.
2.2.2 Job satisfaction. In retrospect, there has been a proliferation of literature on job
attitudes after the publication of Roethlisberger and Dickson’s Management and the
Worker and Hoppock’s work on job satisfaction in the 1930s (Locke, 1969). Job
satisfaction is an emotional reaction and behavioural expression to a job that results
from individual assessment of his or her work achievement, office environment and
work life (Golbasi et al., 2008). According to Locke (1969, p. 316), job satisfaction is
defined as “the pleasurable emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job as
achieving or facilitating the achievement of one’s job values.”
Over the years, a number of organisational research (Wright and Cropanzano, 2000;
Petty et al., 1984; Schwab and Cummings, 1970) has found a positive relationship
between job satisfaction and job performance. This satisfaction-performance
relationship is built on the human relations theory, which emerged from

the Hawthorne studies (Schwab and Cummings, 1970). Organ (1977) later published a
reappraisal of the logic behind the satisfaction-performance relationship, linking it to
social exchange theory, in which performance is regarded as an appropriate form of
reciprocation to the firm in exchange for job satisfaction experienced by an employee
(Organ, 1977). In fact, individuals with higher levels of job satisfaction exhibit more of
the pro-social, OCB (Bateman and Organ, 1983) such as voluntarily sharing knowledge
with other co-workers. In this vein, knowledge sharing behaviour might be viewed as a
viable form of reciprocation to the organisation in exchange for job satisfaction attained.
Following this rationale, we expect job satisfaction to have a positive relationship with
knowledge sharing behaviour, and hypothesis below is proposed:
H2. Job satisfaction will have a positive effect on employees’ knowledge sharing
behaviour.
2.2.3 Organisational commitment. Organisational commitment is a composite of three
elements namely, affective, continuance and normative commitment (Meyer and Allen,
1991). However, studies within the topic of organisational commitment in the workplace
setting tend to measure only one element of commitment (Cohen, 2007). In the present
study, organisational commitment is viewed as the continuation with an organisation
resulting from individual’s recognition of the costs associated with leaving the
organisation. Therefore, the terms “organisational commitment” and “continuance
commitment” are used interchangeably in this study. According to Allen and Meyer
(1990), the continuance component of organisational commitment is developed based on
the magnitude and/or number of side bets a person makes. This aspect is built on the
theoretical work of Becker (1960), in which employees make side bets when they perform
an action that raises the costs associated with discontinuing another action (Meyer and
Allen, 1991; Allen and Meyer, 1990). For instance, a staff who invests time and efforts
acquiring a job skill is “betting” that the time and efforts will pay off, and he or she needs
to be employed in the organisation in order to win the bet (Allen and Meyer, 1990).
Past studies (Meyer and Allen, 1991; Meyer et al., 1989) have found negative
correlations between continuance commitment and performance. In a related vein, the
study of Shore and Wayne (1993) found that continuance commitment is negatively
related to OCB. Shore and Wayne (1993) further explained that organisational members
who feel bound to their employing organisation because of an accrual of side bets are less
inclined to perform OCB. In the workplace, employees’ OCB is likely to result in thoughts
of sharing knowledge. In the face of previous research evidence (Shore and Wayne, 1993;
Meyer and Allen, 1991; Meyer et al., 1989), it is hypothesised that employees with higher
organisational commitment are less likely to share knowledge because their high
continuance commitment levels lead to lower levels of OCB, which is negatively related
to knowledge sharing behaviour. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:
H3. Organisational commitment will have a negative effect on employees’
knowledge sharing behaviour.
2.3 The mediating role of OCB
According to Podsakoff et al. (2000), the term OCB is first coined by Organ and
his associates (Smith et al., 1983; Bateman and Organ, 1983). OCB refers to employee’s
discretionary behaviour that is not formally rewarded by the organisation’s
formal award system (Konovsky and Pugh, 1994; Shore and Wayne, 1993).
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In a work environment, OCB helps to connect an interrelated work relationship between
employees and develop altruistic motive with an organisation (Bolino et al., 2002). For
example, altruism involves sharing knowledge with passion (Hsu and Lin, 2008).
In a review of OCB literature, Podsakoff et al. (2000) posited that OCB is influenced
by positive job attitudes. This is because employees are more likely to offer extra-role
behaviour when they are satisfied with their jobs or committed to their organisations
(Bolino et al., 2002). A stream of research has studied the influence of employee
attitudes on OCB (Manrique de Lara and Rodriguez, 2007). For example, Bateman and
Organ (1983) reported that job satisfaction is positively related to OCB. This finding is
supported by MacKenzie et al. (1998) who posited that job satisfaction motivates
employees to perform OCB voluntarily such as helping co-workers solve work-related
problems. In a more recent study, Hsu and Lin (2008) postulated that individuals with
higher OCB are more willing to share their knowledge. In this regard, we expect OCB to
be positively related to knowledge sharing behaviour in the present study.
According to Baron and Kenny (1986, p. 1176), “[. . .] a given variable may be said to
function as a mediator to the extent it accounts for the relation between the predictor and
the criterion.” Given that past literature has suggested that OCB accounts for the
relationships between the independent variables (e.g. job attitude such as job
satisfaction) and dependent variable (i.e. knowledge sharing behaviour), OCB may
represent a mediator in this study. In other words, the impacts of job involvement, job
satisfaction, and organisational commitment on knowledge sharing behaviour may be
mediated through OCB. For these reasons, we also hypothesise OCB to serve as a
mediator between job involvement and knowledge sharing behaviour, between job
satisfaction and knowledge sharing behaviour, between organisational commitment
and knowledge sharing behaviour. Based on these assertions, the following hypotheses
are proposed:
H4. OCB will have a positive effect on employees’ knowledge sharing behaviour.
H5. Job involvement will have a positive effect on employees’ knowledge sharing
behaviour when OCB mediates the relationship.
H6. Job satisfaction will have a positive effect on employees’ knowledge sharing
behaviour when OCB mediates the relationship.
H7. Organisational commitment will have a negative effect on employees’
knowledge sharing behaviour when OCB mediates the relationship.
3. Research methodology
3.1 Measures
Scale measures of this study are adapted from published research. Job involvement is
assessed using the scale developed by Kanungo (1982). The measures of job satisfaction
are adapted from a shortened version of Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire
(Weiss et al., 1967). The survey items for organisational commitment are an adaptation
of the items developed by Allen and Meyer (1990). The mediating variable, OCB is
measured using items from Williams and Anderson (1991). The measures for knowledge
sharing behaviour are adapted from Cheng and Chen (2007). These scale selections are
made because these scales have demonstrated good psychometric properties and
unidimensionality in numerous studies (Gregory et al., 2010; Karriker and Williams, 2009;

Martin, 2008; Probst, 2000; Yousef, 2002; MacKenzie et al., 1998; Blau, 1986). In the
present study, the survey items are scored on a six-point Likert scale. Anchors ranging
from 1 – extremely disagreed, to 6 – extremely agreed, are used to measure the variables.
The “Appendix” presents the survey items used in this research.
3.2 Sample and procedure
Figure 1 shows the hypothesised model. The research hypotheses are tested using a
sample of 116 IS personnel in Malaysia. The respondents are IS personnel working in
three multinational companies. These three organisations are selected and viewed as
the best and most valid representation of the population in this research for two main
reasons. First, the organisations selected in this study are ranked among the most
recent list of Fortune 500 companies (Fortune, 2010). The Fortune 500 is a list compiled
by Fortune magazine ranking the top 500 corporations in the world as measured by
their gross revenue (Fortune, 2010; Economy Watch, 2010). Second, these organisations
are chosen because their knowledge management systems are sophisticated and
established and their knowledge sharing success stories have been recognised in
practitioners’ articles such as Computerworld, IBM Systems Journal, HP Journal, etc.
Data are collected via stratified random sampling procedure. The strata identified in
this study are work division and length of service. These strata are concerned because
employees’ knowledge sharing experiences are dependent on employees’ job
characteristics and tenure. In this study, 240 survey questionnaires are distributed
to employees working in IT division and have a minimum of six months employment
period with the companies. Data analysis is performed using the 116 completed survey
questionnaires. As a result, the response rate for this research is 48.33 percent.
The sample size of 116 is acceptable for analysis in this study. First, according to
Hair et al. (2010) landmark book, a minimum sample size of 100 is adequate for models
comprising five or fewer constructs. In a related vein, Kunce et al. (1975) posited that
the number of required sample size in structural equation modelling (SEM) research
depends on the number of sample size per measured variables. Kunce et al. (1975)
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suggested that sample size be at least ten times the number of variables in multivariate
studies. Given that the present research model contains five measured variables, the
sample size of 116 is acceptable. Second, there are a number of simulation studies
(Gerbing and Anderson, 1985) that have validated the appropriateness of maximum
likelihood estimation executed with small samples within the SEM analysis. Since the
maximum likelihood estimation technique is used in the present study, SEM results
based on sample size of 116 are reliable. Third, the application of SEM to samples of
116 is compatible with other SEM studies, for example, 107 respondents in the
publication of Personality and Individual Differences (Gignac, 2006), 112 participants in
the publication of MIS Quarterly (Davis, 1989). Therefore, the 116 samples in our study
can also be used for further analysis.
4. Data analysis
4.1 Profile of respondents
Research participants include 61.2 per cent male and 38.8 per cent female. A majority of
these participants are in their 20s. Of these participants, 22.4 per cent are non-executives,
62.9 per cent are executives, 6.9 per cent are assistant managers, and 7.8 per cent are
managers. In terms of employees’ length of service, 30.2 per cent have worked more than
six months but less than one year, 48.3 per cent have between one and three years of
service, and 21.5 per cent of the participants have worked more than three years at the
current company.
4.2 Scale validation
Table I presents the results of reliability and validity analysis. In this study, internal
reliability and validity of the constructs are validated by examining the values of
composite reliability and the average variance extracted. Following Bagozzi and Yi (1988),
a cut-off criterion of composite value of 0.60 or above is used in assessing the internal
reliability of variables. Convergent validity is assumed when a measure of a variable
estimates average variance extracted value of 0.50 or higher (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).
Referring to Table I, all constructs have composite reliability values ranging from 0.816 to
0.921, which are greater than the desirable threshold of 0.60 recommended by Bagozzi and
Yi (1988). Likewise, the resulting average variance extracted for each measure range from
0.598 to 0.700, satisfying the requirement for convergent validity.
Table II shows the correlation matrix and the values for square roots of average
variance extracted. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), discriminant validity is
verified when the average variance shared between a scale and its measures are more
than the variance shared between the scales and other scales in the hypothesised
model. As shown in Table II, the values of square roots of average variance extracted
are greater than the off-diagonal measures in the corresponding rows and columns,
indicating that discriminant validity is established.
On the other hand, the veracity of relationships among constructs in self-report
survey is vulnerable to the problem of common method variance (CMV). Therefore,
Harman’s single-factor test is conducted to address the issue of CMV. The assumption
for this test is that if CMV is present, a single factor would suffice in the factor analysis
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Our test results show that the largest factor accounted for
40.77 percent of the total variance, suggesting that CMV would not be significant in this
study.

Constructs

Items

Loadings

Job involvement ( JIN)

JIN1
JIN2
JIN3
JIN4
JIN5
JSA1
JSA2
JSA3
JSA4
JSA5
JSA6
JSA7
OCM1
OCM2
OCM3
OCM4
OCM5
OCB1
OCB2
OCB3
OCB4
KSB1
KSB2
KSB3

0.755
0.892
0.847
0.888
0.794
0.810
0.830
0.749
0.829
0.733
0.702
0.750
0.800
0.853
0.811
0.814
0.765
0.890
0.852
0.797
0.739
0.852
0.751
0.709

Job satisfaction ( JSA)

Organisational commitment (OCM)

Organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB)

Knowledge sharing behaviour (KSB)

a

Reliability
CRa

Validity
AVEb

0.921

0.700

71
0.912

0.598

0.904

0.655

0.892

0.675

0.816

0.598
Table I.
Results of reliability
and validity analysis

b

Notes: Composite reliability; average variance extracted

JIN
JSA
OCM
OCB
KSB
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JIN

JSA

OCM

OCB

KSB

0.837
0.598 *
0.724 *
0.572 *
0.241 *

0.773
0.597 *
0.510 *
0.383 *

0.809
0.397 *
0.343 *

0.809
0.373 *

0.773

Notes: All correlations are significant at the *0.01 level (two-tailed); the italicised values in the
diagonal row are square roots of the AVE; JIN, job involvement; JSA, job satisfaction; OCM,
organisational commitment; OCB, organisational citizenship behaviour; KSB, knowledge sharing
behaviour

4.3 Hypotheses testing
We tested the hypothesised model using SEM. The software package used to analyse
the data is AMOS 16.0.
Table III shows a summary of model fit indices for all structural models. The
goodness fit indices used in this study include the chi-square (x2) test statistics/degrees
of freedom (df) ratio, goodness-of-fit (GFI) index, adjusted goodness-of-fit (AGFI) index,
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), normed fit index (NFI), comparative

Table II.
Correlation analysis

Table III.
Model fit indices for
the structural models
0.874
0.895
0.868

0.823
0.852
0.822

AGFI $ 0.80b,c
0.035
0.006
0.021

Model fit indices
RMSEA # 0.05e

0.894
0.900
0.879

NFI $ 0.80b,d

0.985
1.000
0.993

CFI $ 0.95f

0.981
0.999
0.992

TLI $ 0.95f

Notes: Desirable range recommended by aRyu et al. (2003); bForza and Filippini (1998); cShimizutani et al. (2008); dSoch and Sandhu (2008); eBrowne and
Cudeck (1993) and fHu and Bentler (1999)

1.143
1.004
1.050

GFI $ 0.80b,c,d
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fit index (CFI), and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI). A x2/df ratio of two or less indicates a good
model fit (Ryu et al., 2003). More recently, several studies (Shimizutani et al., 2008; Soch
and Sandhu, 2008; Forza and Filippini, 1998) have accepted the value of GFI, AGFI and
NFI between the ranges of 0.80 and 0.90 as an indication of good fit. An RMSEA value
falling below the boundary of 0.5 suggests a close approximate fit (Browne and Cudeck,
1993). According to Hu and Bentler (1999), a value greater than 0.95 for CFI and TLI
indicates a good fit. The TLI has two strengths that provide rationale for its significant
evaluation in this study. First, in a simulation study on over 30 indices, Marsh et al.
(1998) reported that the TLI was the only popular used index that was relatively
independent of sample size. Second, TLI represents a relatively unbiased indicator of fit
(McDonald and Marsh, 1990). In this study, the TLI values in all models (Table III) are
above 0.95, suggesting well-fitting models. As shown in Table III, there is a good model
fit for all data because the goodness fit indices of the models have exceeded the
acceptance levels recommended by past studies (Shimizutani et al., 2008; Soch and
Sandhu, 2008; Ryu et al., 2003; Hu and Bentler, 1999; Forza and Filippini, 1998; Browne
and Cudeck, 1993).
All the parameter estimates of job involvement, job satisfaction, organisational
commitment, and OCB have acceptable statistical significance levels. As shown in
Table IV, the hypothesis testing results of structural model 3 indicate that job
satisfaction (b ¼ 0.711, p , 0.001) is reported to have a significant and positive
relationship with knowledge sharing behaviour. Job satisfaction (b ¼ 0.297, p , 0.01) is
positively related to knowledge sharing behaviour. On the other hand, organisational
commitment (b ¼ 2 0.370, p , 0.05) is negatively related to knowledge sharing
behaviour. OCB (b ¼ 0.403, p , 0.001) is found to have a significant and positive direct
relationship with knowledge sharing behaviour.
We accomplished hypothesis testing by performing the statistical mediation analysis
using the classic three-step approach recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986), with
three regression equations to test for mediation. First, the independent variables must be
significantly associated with the mediator (i.e. OCB) in structural model 1. Second, the
independent variables must affect the dependent variable (i.e. knowledge sharing
behaviour) in structural model 2. Third, the mediator must be shown to affect the
dependent variable in structural model 3. Full mediation model holds if the relation
between the independent variable and the dependent variable, controlling for mediator
is zero. Sobel (1982) test is performed to test the significance of mediated effect. Referring
to Table V, it is found that OCB is a not a mediator between job involvement and
knowledge sharing behaviour; job satisfaction and knowledge sharing behaviour;
organisational commitment and knowledge sharing behaviour. As a result, hypotheses
H1 through H4 are statistically supported. However, H5 through H7 are not statistically
supported.
5. Discussions and implications
5.1 Discussions of the results
First, our findings show that job involvement has a direct and positive effect on
employees’ knowledge sharing behaviours. In addition, OCB is not a significant mediator
for job involvement and knowledge sharing behaviours. One possible explanation is that
the IS employees with higher levels of job involvement are in a stronger position
to understand their job task. As a result, these highly involved employees in our survey
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Table IV.
Parameter estimates for
structural model 3

are more confident and willing to engage in knowledge sharing behaviours. On the other
hand, this result can be explained from an employee’s orientation towards collectivism.
According to Moorman and Blakely (1995), employees who show high levels of
collectivism may go beyond their in-role requirement. In fact, the sample collected in this
study are IS personnel from Malaysia. Because the Malaysian work teams are found to be
collectivists (Schermerhorn and Bond, 1997), these IS personnel would value job
involvement in team, and they are more likely to share knowledge with other colleagues.
Second, our results show that job satisfaction exerts a positive influence on
employees’ knowledge sharing behaviours. Our findings reveal that the impact of job
satisfaction on knowledge sharing behaviour is not mediated through OCB. These
findings indicate that IS personnel who exhibit high levels of job satisfaction are more
likely to share knowledge. Supporting this line of reasoning is that IS personnel who
are satisfied with their jobs will be more likely to engage in knowledge sharing
behaviours which might be regarded as a form of reciprocation to the organisation in
exchange for job satisfaction experienced.
Third, the most notable aspect of the findings is that organisational commitment is
negatively related to employees’ knowledge sharing behaviour. Our results also do not
support the mediating effect of OCB on relationship involving organisational
commitment and knowledge sharing behaviour. This finding is inconsistent with an
empirical study by Lin (2007a) which reported that organisational commitment
positively influences knowledge sharing. However, our result is partially consistent
with the findings of Shore and Wayne (1993) in which continuance commitment
was a negative predictor of OCB. Continuance commitment reflects the employees’
Causal path

Parameter estimates

SE

Critical ratios

p-value

JIN ! KSB
JSA ! KSB
OCM ! KSB
OCB ! KSB

0.711
0.297
2 0.370
0.403

0.161
0.100
0.154
0.108

4.404
2.968
2 2.407
3.7226

0.000 * * *
0.003 * *
0.016 *
0.000 * * *

Notes: *p , 0.05, * *p , 0.01 and * * *p , 0.001; JIN, job involvement; JSA, job satisfaction; OCM,
organisational commitment; OCB, organisational citizenship behaviour; KSB, knowledge sharing
behaviour

Constructs
Job involvement
Job satisfaction
Organisational
commitment
Organisational citizenship
behaviour
Table V.
Mediation analysis

Sobel test
statistic
2.850 * *
2.324 *
22.020 *
Nil

Coefficients of Coefficients of
SM 2
SM 1
(IV ! Mediator) (IV ! DV)
0.673 * * *
0.300 * *
20.348 *
Nil

0.190
0.093
0.010
Nil

Coefficients of SM 3
(IV ! DV, mediator
controlled)
0.711 * * *
0.297 * *
20.370 *
0.403 * * *

Notes: *p , 0.05, * *p , 0.01 and * * *p , 0.001; SM, structural model; mediator – organisational
citizenship behaviour; DV, dependent variables; IV, independent variables

intention of continuing the employment with the same organisation (Martin, 2008).
Since continued employment in an organisation is important for employee who
exhibits high levels of continuance commitment, the relationship between
organisational commitment and on-the-job behaviour is highly dependent on the
implication of that behaviour for individual’s employment (Meyer and Allen, 1991).
Our findings imply that individuals with high organisational commitment are more
sensitive to knowledge sharing. For these IS personnel, knowledge sharing may
be considerably less important because they will stay with the organisation in the long
run. Another, more likely, explanation is that these IS personnel might perceive their
knowledge is valuable and thus they indicate an unwillingness to share knowledge
with other colleagues so that they maintain a competitive advantage while they remain
in the employing organisation.
Last, we have provided additional evidence that OCB is positively related to
employees’ knowledge sharing behaviours. This result is supported by a notion made by
Hsu and Lin (2008), in which individuals with higher OCB are more willing to increase
the welfare of others, thereby they will be more favourable to share knowledge. In this
regard, OCB is found to be the predicted variable that facilitates the knowledge sharing
behaviours among the IS personnel.
5.2 Research and theoretical implications
From an academic perspective, our research model provides a different view of
knowledge sharing landscape from the organisational behaviour’s standpoint. Our
findings highlight the importance of employees’ job attitudes namely, job involvement
and job satisfaction and organisational commitment in influencing knowledge sharing
behaviours. Furthermore, this paper adds value by showing that OCB does not mediate
the employees’ job attitudes to promote knowledge sharing behaviours. To the best of
our knowledge, there have been no reports of research that describe how job attitudes
and OCB interact to drive employees’ knowledge sharing behaviours. In this view, this
paper has bridged the gap in the literature of job attitudes and knowledge sharing.
5.3 Practical implications
Much is known about the extrinsic and intrinsic motivations which lead to knowledge
sharing behaviours. Far less is known about the role of job attitudes in predicting
individuals’ knowledge sharing behaviours. For this reason, the present study would
be valuable to industrial practitioners because the proposed model can serve as a
practical assessment tool for measuring the employees’ job attitudes, and relating those
measurements to employees’ knowledge sharing behaviours. Based on this
assessment, management can then identify which job attitude constitutes a barrier,
and direct their resources and efforts at improving the associated job attitude.
Our study shows that attitude factors (i.e. job involvement and job satisfaction) are
positively related to knowledge sharing behaviour. Hence, managers should recognise
the importance of human resource management programs to monitor and improve
employees’ job attitudes. Within service-oriented organisations, rules and job
descriptions can turn into barriers to nurture OCB (Wat and Shaffer, 2005). Since
empowerment is viewed as a process of enabling from the aspect of social exchange
theory (Conger and Kanungo, 1988), IS personnel should be empowered to exercise
discretion when they carry out their job functions and engage in good citizenship
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behaviours such as sharing work-related knowledge with other colleagues. Narrowly
defined rules and regulations as well as job descriptions should be reduced to facilitate
knowledge sharing behaviours.
According to Siemsen et al. (2008), knowledge sharing is an informal process and
therefore employees will be able to share knowledge if they have adequate slack time at
work. From this aspect, management can create a work environment favourable for
employees’ knowledge sharing such as making time available, and providing
employees with more autonomy to adjust their work hours. IS employees with higher
levels of job involvement and job satisfaction are more encouraged to engage in
knowledge sharing if they are not entirely occupied by their regular work-related tasks.
Special attention should be given to the IS personnel who exhibit high level of
organisational commitment but these employees are unwilling to share knowledge.
Organisational administrators and mangers can address this issue in a proactive
manner. One possible strategy might be approaching the IS personnel individually and
communicating the organisational goals with them. Such communication to each
organisational member can help to change their thinking that knowledge sharing is
beneficial and it will not hinder their efforts to distinguish themselves relative to their
colleagues.
More importantly, management must be attentive to the role of OCB in affecting the
employees’ knowledge sharing behaviour. In today’s world, OCB will not necessarily
be encouraged by establishment of more procedurally human resource practices.
Instead, management may select and develop managers or supervisors who exhibit
active constructive leadership as a means to encourage OCB by promoting an
understanding and appreciation of the instrumentality of OCB for organisational
effectiveness (Jiao et al., 2011).
6. Conclusion and research limitation
The research investigates the impact of work attitude on knowledge sharing
behaviour. It is found out that job involvement, job satisfaction and OCB are
independent and positively related to employees’ knowledge sharing behaviour.
However, organisational commitment has a negative relationship with knowledge
sharing behaviour. OCB is found to be a non-mediator between job involvement, job
satisfaction organisational commitment and knowledge sharing behaviour. This
finding implies that the employees are motivated to share knowledge when they
experience higher job involvement and job satisfaction, and not to be influenced by the
mediating effect of OCB. This is a new result for further research in this field.
This study has some research limitations that should be acknowledged. In fact,
identification of these limitations should provide direction for future studies. First,
cross-sectional data are used to test the model. It would be worthwhile for future
studies to conduct experimental or longitudinal research in which the temporal priority
of one variable over another can be tested more clearly. Second, this study does not
incorporate moderating variable in examining the relationships between job attitudes
and knowledge sharing behaviours. Future research should attempt to include
the moderators (e.g. individual or situational factors) in order to account adequately for
the relationships between job attitudes and knowledge sharing behaviours. Third, this
finding is based on a sample collected from IS personnel in Malaysia. We recommend
that future studies test the proposed model in other professional groups or/and

countries. Fourth, the relationship between organisational commitment and knowledge
sharing behaviour depends on continuance commitment examined. Future research
would benefit from further investigation of joint effects of the different commitment
components (e.g. affective, continuance and normative commitment) on employees’
behaviour.
Although this research has these limitations, it has provided theoretical and
empirical justification for expecting employees’ job attitudes to be related to knowledge
sharing behaviour. In other words, IS employees’ propensity to share knowledge is
found to depend on their job involvement, job satisfaction, organisational commitment
and OCB. Given the substantial role of IS personnel in today’s business world, we hope
that our findings may help the organisational administrators and managers to attain a
collective understanding regarding IS personnel’s job attitude and its ramifications in
knowledge sharing behaviours.
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Knowledge sharing behaviour

Organisational citizenship behaviour

Organisational commitment

Job satisfaction

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
1.
2.
3.

Job involvement

82
The most important things that happen to me involve my present job
Most of my interests are centered around my job
I have very strong ties with my present job which would be very difficult to break
I like to be absorbed in my job most of the time
The most important things that happen in life involve work
The chance to make use of my abilities and skills
The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job
The way my job provides for steady employment
The way my supervisor and I understand each other
The way my co-workers get along with each other
The chance to help people
The chance to be “somebody” in the community
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organisation
I feel emotionally attached to this organisation
Too much in my life would be disrupted, if I decided that I wanted to leave my
organisation now
4. It would be very hard for me to leave my organisation right now, even if I wanted
5. I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one organisation
1. I help others who have been absent
2. I help others who have heavy work loads
3. I take time to listen to co-workers’ problems and worries
4. I go out of way to help new employees
1. I will, depending on necessity, share with others any knowledge obtained from other
members in the organisation
2. I will immediately share with my good colleagues any knowledge obtained from other
members in the organisation
3. I will share knowledge with my good colleagues using e-mail.

Survey items
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