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Abstract

The aim of this study was to examine the influence of some dimensions of social capital toward knowledge
sharing intention. The theoretical framework and measurement tool was derived based on the three factors of
social capital dimension (sense of affiliation, reciprocal relationships and peer influence) and knowledge sharing
intention. A survey was conducted and obtained a total of 235 valid respondents. The theoretical model was
examined using structural equation modeling. The findings confirm that employees with high sense of affiliation
and reciprocal relationships are more willing to conform to social pressure in sharing their knowledge. The
results also confirm that peer pressure in the public institution will result to higher propensity in knowledge
sharing among colleagues and peers.

Keywords: affiliation, reciprocal relationships, peer pressure, knowledge sharing behavior, Malaysian
Universities

1. Introduction

Knowledge is seen as one of the ‘most strategically important resource’ that organizations own (Grant, 1996).
Davenport and Prusak (1998) went one step further by reiterating that knowledge assets due to their intangibility
are difficult to imitate and replicate and are therefore more important than tangible resources. Ownership of
knowledge assets are thus seen as a source of long term sustainable competitive advantage. In the context of
higher education, universities are considered as knowledge based organizations due to their role as the epitome
of knowledge development and management. For instance, sharing knowledge helps academics to enhance
teaching ability, develop quality research and avoid repeating mistakes done in the past (Christensen, 2007).
Despite the many benefits of sharing knowledge, academics often see knowledge sharing as ambiguous and
equivocal. This is due to sharing knowledge requires additional effort and time beyond the requirement of their
job. As such, unwillingness to share knowledge is one of the main impediments of knowledge sharing.

In Malaysia, public institutions have dominated the higher education industry for many years until recently
where Malaysia is aiming to be the education hub in South East Asia which is line with the national objective of
transforming Malaysia into knowledge based economy. Public institutions are facing tremendous threat from
private institutions in maintaining its strategic position and also the decreasing funding by the government to
support its operations. Many academics are leaving the public institutions to join the private institutions where
the remuneration package is more attractive. For future growth and enhancement in public institution, knowledge
sharing is exceptionally crucial. Public institutions must encourage and cultivate knowledge sharing among its
employees to further develop and sustain in the market.

Knowledge sharing is based on the voluntary and willingness of an individual to share his or her knowledge.
However, prior research mainly focused in the technology and systems aspect of knowledge sharing and little
emphasis has been placed on individual’s inclination to share knowledge with other employees in the
organization (Hong, Suh, & Koo, 2011). More specifically, there is little research that investigates the influence
of sense of affiliation, reciprocal relationships and peer pressure towards knowledge sharing. Prior researchers
have examined the influence of affiliation and reciprocity towards knowledge sharing attitude and intention
(Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005; S. Liao & Chou, 2012). No one has examined these factors toward social
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pressure in knowledge sharing. These three factors are part of a large social capital theory. Social capital factors
help to facilitate activities within the organisation and these three factors often act as intrinsic motivational
forces in an organization (Bock et al, 2005). Since knowledge sharing requires human interaction, social
bonding and peer influence, we believe that these factors are crucial to facilitate knowledge sharing in an
organization. As such, this research seeks to investigate deeper on the impact of these factors towards knowledge
sharing in the context of public institution in Malaysia. The research questions for this research focus on the
underexplored aspect of knowledge sharing via reciprocal relationships, sense of affiliation and peer pressure.

1) Do affiliation and reciprocal relationships affect peer pressure towards knowledge sharing?
2) Does peer pressure affects knowledge sharing intention?

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses

2.1 Knowledge Sharing

Valuable complex knowledge is created via interaction between individuals and through accumulation of
personal experience. This knowledge resides in the mind of the individual. Such knowledge is mostly tacit in
nature. Tacit or implicit knowledge refers to knowledge that lives and sticks in a person’s mind (Markus, 2001).
This type of knowledge is normally deeply embedded in individuals (Janson & McQueen, 2007) and is hard to
quantify and can be lost easily when employees leave organizations. The willingness of organizational members
to share and use tacit knowledge may depend on the extent that co-workers are trusted recipients and sources
(Lucas & dt ogilivie, 2006). Alternatively, explicit knowledge is easily understood, expressed and shared among
the members in the organization (Biggam, 2001; Girard, 2006). Some authors referred to explicit knowledge as
information that is specific and could be easily encoded into other means (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; Blacker,
1995). It is important for organizations to make sure tacit knowledge is retained within the organization through
the development of proper knowledge sharing practices.

2.2 Peer Pressure towards Knowledge Sharing

Peer pressure is regarded as individuals’ concerns about whether they should or should not conform to the
other’s expectation and opinions (Ajzen, 1991; Goh & Sandhu, 2013). If an individual perceived what is to be
apparent that his or her behavior is highly regarded by others who are regarded with importance to him or her,
then the individual is believed to be motivated with higher intentions to pursue the said behavior (So & Bolloju,
2005). Moreover, when individuals take part in a social system, like an organization, they tend to act as
anticipated by their colleagues (Hsu & Lin, 2008). Consequently, it is important to take into consideration social
pressures or influences when investigating knowledge sharing behavior within organizations.

Previous researchers indicated that there is a positive relationship between peer pressure and behavioral intention
(Harding, Mayhew, Finelli, & Carpenter, 2007; Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003). This implies that one
will have a higher tendency to share his or her knowledge if the individual perceives conforming to the social
norm is crucial. For example, an individual has higher intention to share when the individual perceive sharing
among colleagues is highly regarded by his or her superior. From the empirical findings of Lin and Lee (2004),
and Kuo and Young (2008), they claimed that high social norm does lead to high intention toward knowledge
sharing. Thus we hypothesize:

H1: The higher the peer pressure towards knowledge sharing, the higher the intention to share knowledge.
2.3 Affiliation

A climate of affiliation is defined as “the perception of as sense of togetherness among an organization’s
members, reflects the caring and pro-social behavior critical to inducing an organization’s members to help one
another” (Bock et al., 2005, p.94). Chay, Loh, Menkhoff and Evers (2005) contended that a pro social behavior
encourages one to volunteer to assist those they like and feel compatible with. In other words, the sense of
affiliation measures the feeling of togetherness or closeness with other members. These feelings are developed
based on the care and warmth received by him or her during needy times. As such, strong affiliation in the
organization encourages employees to go beyond their responsibility to help each other in the organization (Bock
& Kim, 2002).

Employees with high affiliation tend to be more concerned on the feelings, thoughts and viewpoint of other
colleagues (Bock et al., 2005). As a result, those with high sense of affiliation will develop a strong bond with
others, such as friendship, and increase social interaction (Cardador & Pratt, 2006). A friendly climate in the
organization motivates members to frequently share and communicate in the organization (Litwin & Stringer,
1968). This reflects that the employee is more attached with the other members in the organization and sets a
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platform for him or her to share their knowledge. Furthermore, when employees have high sense of affiliation
they are more concerned about achieving and conforming to group’s norm and expectation. It is expected that
affiliation will positively affect peer pressure towards knowledge sharing. As such, we hypothesize:

H2: The higher the sense of affiliation, the higher the peer pressure towards knowledge sharing
2.4 Reciprocal Relationships

Social exchange theory evaluates the cost and the perceived benefit before engaging in exchange behavior
(Huang, Davison, & Gu, 2008; L. F. Liao, 2008). If the cost is higher than the benefit, one would not participate
in the action. Social exchange theory involves several social elements, such as social relationship, loyalty and
commitment, and these are not being identified in the economic benefit (Huang et al., 2008; L. F. Liao, 2008).
Relationships between employees in an organization have been argued as an important channel for knowledge
sharing (Burgess, 2005; Yang & Chen, 2007). Given that knowledge sharing behavior is being enhanced by
mutual relationship between the owner of the knowledge with the one who acquire it, reciprocal relationships
stands as a crucial factor for knowledge sharing (Chua, 2003; Ko, Kirsch, & King, 2005). Reciprocal
relationships is defined as employees seeking to establish an ongoing relationship with others in the organization
(Bock et al., 2005).

Through reciprocity, individuals who share their knowledge would assume the receiver would reciprocate similar
assistance, cooperation and support from others in the future if it is required (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005;
Vithessonthi, 2008). Likewise, Hendriks (1999) also commented that individuals’ engagement in knowledge
sharing is due to the anticipation of others to reciprocate by sharing their knowledge back in the future. As such,
if employees believe sharing knowledge would help to build and strengthen their relationship with other
colleagues, they will be more willing to conform to peers’ expectations and opinion in term of sharing their
knowledge. Based on the review above, the third hypothesis is posited as:

H3: The higher the reciprocal relationships, the higher the peer pressure towards knowledge sharing

The proposed conceptual model is depicted in figure 1 below

AFF = Affiliation; RR = Reciprocal relationships; PP = Peer pressure; ITS = Intention to share knowledge

Figure 1. Conceptual model

3. Method

An online survey was conducted to collect data from the respondents in various public universities in Malaysia.
The sampling strategy followed several stages. Firstly, 10 public universities in Malaysia were selected randomly
from the Ministry of Higher Education website. The staff directory listed on each university’s website served as
the sampling frame. Then, respondents were selected based on systematic sampling from the email collected
from respective university’s’ website. Only academics were selected. A total of 620 email invitations were sent to
potential respondents; 37 of these emails were rejected because of unforeseen technical problems. It is assumed
that the remaining 583 emails were successfully mailed to the target respondent. Of the 583 emails, 74 have
chosen to opt-out from the research and the remaining 274 people in total responded to the survey. However,
only 235 questionnaires were usable because 39 were incomplete, hence rendering them unusable for the survey.
Therefore, the concluding overall response rate was 40.3%.

3.1 Measurement and Scale

The items for the constructs were adapted from past studies and measured on a 5-point Likert scale; ranging
from 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree and 5 = strongly agree. Table 1
list all the constructs, sources and number of items used.
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Table 1. Constructs and items

Construct Items Source

Affiliation (AFF) 4 McAllister (1995)

Reciprocal relationships (RR) 5 McAllister (1995)

Peer Pressure (PP) 4 Kuo & Young (2008)

Intention to Share Knowledge (ITS) 5 Van den Hooff & de Ridder (2004)

4. Results
4.1 Respondents’ Profile

The study population consisted of academics in 10 different public universities in Malaysia. Approximately 48%
of the respondents were male and 52% of them were female. The average age of respondent is 36 years old and
approximately 93% of the respondents had postgraduate qualifications. A majority of the respondents held a
lecturer position (50%), 32% of them were senior lecturers and approximately 18% were Professors or Associate
Professors.

4.2 Content Validity and Reliability

A Cronbach coefficient alpha test was conducted on all four factors to test the reliability of all of the item
variables. This was to determine the internal consistency of the scale used. The values of Cronbach Alpha
coefficient are depicted below in Table 2. All of the factors were found to have alpha coefficient values of greater
than 0.7, which is an acceptable level of reliability (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006; Nunnally,
1978).

Factor loadings within the items and correlation between the constructs were used to determine construct validity.
There is no cross loading and all loadings of the constructs were satisfactory with the expected direction (ie 0.6
to 0.94), thus supporting the item convergence on the intended constructs. Moreover, the strength of correlation
between the constructs were low to moderate (ranged from 0.153 to 0.399), thus supporting the discrimant
validity of the measures.

Table 2. Validity and reliability

Construct Item Factor Loading Cronbach’s Alpha
Affiliation (AFF) AFF1 0.809 0.923
AFF2 0.878
AFF3 0.932
AFF4 0.849
Reciprocal relationships (RR) RRI1 0.785 0.922
RR2 0.883
RR3 0.940
RR4 0.792
RRS 0.727
Peer Pressure (PP) PP1 0.746 0.887
PpP2 0.796
PP3 0.900
PP4 0.730
Intention to Share Knowledge ITS1 0.603 0.860
TS) ITS2 0.682
ITS3 0.887
ITS4 0.726
ITSS 0.745
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4.3 Structural Model

Data analysis was performed through Structural equation model by IBM AMOS 20. Structural equation
modelling (SEM) is a confirmatory approach to data analysis and it analyses the measurement model as well as
the path model (Byrne, 2001).

Different model fit indices are used in SEM as there is no consensus on the performance of adequacy of model
fit by a certain fit index. The most commonly used fit indices include: Chi-Square statistic, its degrees of
freedom and p value, goodness of fit index (GFI), adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), root mean square error
approximation index (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) were used to
evaluate the proposed model’s overall goodness of fit. As shown in fig. 2, the goodness-of-fit indices of the
model include chi-square = 144.692, df = 125, p > 0.05, chi/df = 1.158, GFI = 0.921, AGFI = 0.901, RMSEA =
0.029, CFI = 0.991, and TLI = 0.989. All of the model fit indices appeared in their respective common
acceptance levels suggested by prior studies (Chau, 1997; Kline, 2005), hence signifying that the measurement
model exhibited a good fit with the data collected.

Chi-square = 144.692
df =125
p-value = .110
Chi/df = 1.158
GFl = .921
AGFI| = 901
RMSEA = .029
CFI = .991
o TLI = .989
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Figure 2. Illustration of structural model

Table 3 below indicates all path coefficients for the model along with its significance. According to results of the
SEM analysis, the path coefficient for the model shows that all the constructs under the model are related in right
direction and very significant.
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Table 3. Standardized path coefficient critical ratio and standard error

Estimate S.E. CR.
PP <--- AFF 465 .067 5.553%#*
PP <--- RR 214 .093 2.861**
ITS . PP AT17 .074 4.885%**
AFF4 Cemm AFF .849
AFF3 <--- AFF 932 .073 17.148%**
AFF2 <--- AFF .878 .071 15.599%x**
AFF1 <--- AFF .809 .078 13.577%**
RR1 <--- RR 785
RR2 < RR .883 .086 13.622%**
RR3 < RR .940 .084 14.568%**
RR4 < RR 792 .091 11.826%**
RRS <--- RR 727 .075 12.175%**
PP1 <--- PP 746
PP2 <ee- PP 796 .075 14.124%**
PP3 Cemm PP .900 A11 9.164%**
PP4 <e-- PP 730 110 7.749%**
ITS1 <--- ITS .603
ITS2 <--- ITS .682 113 9.157%**
ITS3 <--- ITS .887 158 8.174%%x*
ITS4 <--- ITS 726 130 7.552%%*
ITSS <eee ITS 745 114 7.687%%*

% ) < 0.001, **p < 0.01

This study has shown that the proposed model is applicable in the Malaysian public institutions setting to
significantly explain intention to share knowledge. Affiliation has stronger effect on peer pressure as compared
to reciprocal relationships. The standardized estimates for the path of affiliation to peer pressure towards
knowledge sharing effect is 0.46 under the significance level of p < 0.001. Meanwhile, the standardized
estimates for the path of reciprocal relationships to peer pressure towards knowledge sharing effect is 0.21 under
the significance level of p < 0.01. This indicates that H2 and H3 are supported. Employees who have high sense
of affiliation or belongingness would conform to others’ expectation and opinion in regards to sharing
knowledge in the organization. Likewise, employees who want to strengthen their work relationship with others
would also influence their peers in sharing their knowledge.

On the other hand, we confirmed that peer pressure towards knowledge sharing has an effect towards intention to
share knowledge. The standardized estimates of the path of peer pressure towards knowledge sharing intention
effect is 0.48 under the significance level of p < 0.001. Thus, H1 is supported. This implies that an individual
with higher tendency to conform to social norms of knowledge sharing goes in tandem with the higher the level
of expectation that he or she would engage in knowledge sharing behavior. The finding is in line with previous
research (Bock et al., 2005; S. Liao & Chou, 2012; Vitari, Moro, Ravarini, & Bourdon, 2007).

5. Discussion

This paper has focused on the influence social capital dimensions toward knowledge sharing intention of
employees from the public sector in Malaysia. First, from the literature review, three hypotheses were proposed.
Structural equation modelling was adopted to analyze and confirmed the hypotheses. The findings show that peer
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pressure has a positive impact towards knowledge sharing intention (H1 supported). In addition, affiliation and
reciprocal relationships creates a positive influence over peer pressure towards knowledge sharing (H2 and H3
were supported). This paper contributes to the current literature as no research has investigated the influence of
affiliation and reciprocal relationship towards peer pressure in knowledge sharing. Based on our findings, we can
conclude that both affiliation and reciprocal relationship are crucial in affecting an individual to conform to
social norm towards knowledge sharing.

Social exchange and ties among colleagues is important to promote knowledge sharing. Practitioners should
create, generate or encourage activities that are centred on advocating bilateral relationships. Messages conveyed
should accentuate and highlight the benefits of knowledge sharing which will facilitate the fostering of stronger
relationships with others in the university. Based on the study, it is revealed that academics are affected by the
expectations of their own superior or even colleagues when deciding whether to participate in knowledge sharing
activities. Thus it might prove to be useful to exercise some power on the academics to initiate their knowledge
sharing through the formal channel.

This study includes a few limitations. First, the findings of this research must be interpreted with distinct
parameters and considerations as the sample adopted in this research is purely based on the context of public
universities in Malaysia. Consequently the results are industry specific with reference to the academia world and
would unlikely be readily applicable to other industries. To increase the generalizability of the findings, future
research could involve different industries. Future studies should also examine whether personal and
demographic factors such as gender, ethnicity, job position, type of industry, and country of origin will moderate
the effects of affiliation, reciprocal relationships and peer pressure on knowledge sharing behavior.
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