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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study was to investigate factors influencing knowledge
sharing among the personnel of Agricultural Extension and Education Organization in
the Iranian Ministry of Jihad-e Agriculture. A survey method was employed for the
study, and 110 personnel randomly selected as a sample out of 140 who were busy
working in the organization. Data was collected through a questionnaire employed as the
tool of the study. The reliability of the questionnaire was determined as 0.93. The
personnel were of the belief that knowledge sharing happened in their organization to a
large extent. According to the study, there existed significant relationships between the
factors of social trust, relational social capital and attitude toward knowledge sharing,
and the dependent variable of knowledge sharing. A stepwise regression analysis
indicated that relational social capital and attitude towards knowledge sharing could
explain about 37 percent in the variations of knowledge sharing.
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INTRODUCTION

Knowledge management has long been a
significant ~ matter =~ of concern in
organizations. It emerged as a key planned
instrument for improving organizations and
to promote the use of knowledge among
personnel (Kim and Ju, 2008). Today,
knowledge is seen as one of the most
significant resources in any organization
(Smith, 2001; Ofek and Sarvary, 2001), thus
successes in any organization depend on the
efficiency of managers in managing the
knowledge of personnel as well as
promoting knowledge sharing in their
organizations.

The main goal of knowledge management
in organizations is to encourage knowledge
sharing among  personnel in  the
organization. However  sharing  of
knowledge is hard to ensure, because it is
generated and stored in the minds of staff in
an office. Knowledge sharing involves a set
of behaviors that help the better exchange of
acquired information among personnel with
their organizations also being able to really
reduce the time spent on problem solving,
while increasing the quality of work among
personnel (Dave and Koskela, 2009).
Knowledge sharing can influence and shape
skills, attitudes, and activities of personnel
in achieving organizational goals (Collins
and Clark, 2003).
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Yang and Wu (2008) noted that people
owning specific knowledge could enjoy
special benefits and unique positions.
Therefore, the issue of knowledge sharing
involves the social dilemma, and complex
interactions  between  personnel and
organization policy. An important question
that arises is: what factors enable
organizations to promote sharing of
knowledge among staff in their offices?

Agricultural Extension and Education
Organization (AEEO) which is affiliated
with the Iranian Ministry of Jihad-e
Agriculture is one of the main organizations
involved in  agricultural  knowledge
processes  particularly in  knowledge
creation, store and exchange. In fact, it is
one of the main components of Iranian
Agricultural Knowledge and Information
System (AKIS), and therefore, the
improvement of knowledge sharing in
AEEO is perceived by academia and
practitioners to greatly contribute to
agricultural knowledge management. To
date, little empirical research has been
carried out to investigate knowledge sharing
behavior and to determine factors
influencing it in agricultural organizations,
and therefore, to improve knowledge
management in AEEO, more detailed
information concerning personnel
knowledge sharing is indispensable. To
address the problem, the main purpose of
this study was formulated as identifying
factors influencing knowledge sharing
among personnel of AEEO. Several
organizational as well as individual factors
and also factors related to knowledge level
influence knowledge sharing, but in this
study the effects of the two former aspects
will be examined. The remainder of this
paper is organized as follows: in section 2,
the research model and hypotheses are
presented as based on theoretical rationales.
The research methodology and specific
information pertaining to the research
procedures and measures are given in
section 3, while section 4 outlines the data
analysis and presents the results. Finally, the
implications of the findings are discussed in

492

section 5, together with managerial
implications and an overview of the research
limitations.

Theoretical Background and
Hypotheses

Many researchers have argued that
knowledge sharing, the process by which an
individual imparts his or her expertise,
insight, or understanding to another
individual, so that the recipient may
potentially acquire and use the knowledge to
better perform his or her tasks, plays a
crucial role in knowledge management
(Bock and Kim, 2002; Markus, 2001;
Wasko and Faraj, 2005; Yu et al, 2009).
Knowledge sharing is one of the knowledge
management processes which include
knowledge creation/generation and
acquisition, knowledge codification and
knowledge sharing, which is similar to
knowledge transfer and knowledge use of
application (Alavi and Leidner, 2001; Bock
and Kim, 2002; Kankanhalli, Tan and Wei,
2005).Employing Davenport and Prusak’s
(1998) proposal, one operationally considers
knowledge sharing as a process that includes
the attempt to transfer knowledge by a
sender, the completion of the transfer, and
the successful absorption of this knowledge
by a recipient. To be more specific in terms
of this study, knowledge sharing is the
extent to which an individual shares the
knowledge he has acquired or created with
the people who are working in the same
office where the individual works. As Yu et
al. (2009) stated, knowledge sharing
behavior can not be forced but can only be
encouraged and facilitated. However, there
are various factors that should be identified
to foster sharing of knowledge.

Yang and Chen (2007) categorized the
influencing factors regarding knowledge
sharing into three aspects: organizational,
individual, and knowledge level.
Organizational and individual factors are
focused on in this study. The authors
proposed that such factors as organizational


https://dorl.net/dor/20.1001.1.16807073.2011.13.4.14.3
https://jast.modares.ac.ir/article-23-11060-en.html

[ Downloaded from jast.modares.ac.ir on 2025-07-29 |

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.16807073.2011.13.4.14.3 ]

Factors Influencing Toward Knowledge Sharing

culture, organizational structure and
technologies belong to organizational
category, and such factors as trust and social
capital fall into the individual category.

Organizational Factors

Much literature has concentrated on the
context and means to manage knowledge in
a top-down fashion, focusing on the analysis
of the role of organizational and technical
infrastructure in facilitating knowledge
sharing among individuals (Hoof and
Huysman, 2009). Based on the existing
literature, organizational culture (Huysman
and Wulf, 2006; Hoof and Huysman, 2009),
organizational  structure = (Hoof  and
Huysman, 2009, Yang and Wu, 2008), and
information and communication technology
(ICT) infrastructure (Carlson and Dauvis,
1998; Hoof and Huysman, 2009; in the
organization are well-known organizational
factors that most researchers are now agree
on their direct and/or indirect influence on
the sharing of knowledge.

Performance of knowledge sharing
involved a variety of challenges. Among the
most  difficulty of this challenge,
organizational culture is believed to be the
most  significant input to effective
knowledge management which determines
values, beliefs, and work systems that could
either encourage or impede knowledge
creation and sharing (Hsieh ef al., 2009).

Hla: Organizational culture is positively
associated with knowledge sharing.

Hlb: A knowledge friendly culture
positively influences knowledge sharing.

Knowledge sharing can be managed by
providing the context and means to manage
knowledge in a top-down fashion. Much
literature has concentrated on the analysis of
the role that organizational structure plays in
facilitating the sharing of knowledge among
individuals (Egan and Kim, 2000). The
concept of organizational structure is the
extent to which a structure facilitates
knowledge sharing.
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H2a: Organizational structure is positively
associated with knowledge sharing.

H3b: The extent to which the
organizations’ structure supports knowledge
sharing positively influences knowledge
sharing.

Dave and Koskela (2009) suggested that
ICT encourages organizations to develop
corporate of staff toward sharing of
knowledge and aid in the exchange of
knowledge in an organization. It plays a
supporting role in relations between
personnel and contributes to a shared
identity, norms and values.

H3a: The level of ICT support in the
organization is positively associated with
knowledge sharing;

H3b: The level of ICT support in the
organization positively influences
knowledge sharing.

Individual Factors

Among individual factors, focus was made
on social trust (Hsu et al., 2007; Watson and
Hewett, 2006; Chiu et al., 2006), relational
social capital (Wasko and Faraj, 2005;
Tiwana and Bush, 2005, Chow and Chan,
2008), and individual attitudes towards
knowledge sharing (Kim and Ju, 2008), of
which the last one was proposed by the
researchers as an independent variable that
could directly influence knowledge sharing.

Most of the problems encountered in
knowledge sharing can be traced back to a
lack of trust among staff in an organization.
Researches have showed that most
employees are often either unwilling or
unable to share their knowledge and
information with other colleagues, because
of a lack of social trust among them (Chen
and Huang, 2009). Therefore the concept of
social trust is the degree of one’s willingness
to be vulnerable to the action(s) of another.
Within the specific context of the current
research, it is hypothesized that:

H4a: The level of social trust is positively
associated with knowledge sharing.
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H4b: The level of social trust positively
influences knowledge sharing.

More recent efforts have focused on social
capital approaches to motivate behavior that
helps in promoting knowledge sharing. The
concept of relational social capital is
providing access to staff with relevant
knowledge (Blacker, 1995) and providing a
common interest as well as an environment
of appreciation of the value of others’
knowledge to help in understanding the
personnel’s knowledge in an organization
(Bock et al., 2005). This would lead to the
following hypotheses:

H5a: The level of relational social capital
is positively associated with knowledge
sharing.

H5b: The level of relational social capital
positively influences knowledge sharing.

Although researchers and practitioners
have realized that individuals are not born to
share what they know, some individuals are
more inclined than others to share their
knowledge (Wasko and Faraj, 2005). We
should consider that knowledge sharing is a
personal behavior (Yang and Wu, 2008) and
therefore an individual’s attitude toward
knowledge sharing may influence his
behavior of knowledge sharing.

H6a: Employee’s attitude  towards
knowledge sharing is positively associated
with knowledge sharing.

H6b: An employee’s attitude towards
knowledge sharing positively influences his
attitude towards knowledge sharing.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

A survey was undertaken to carry out this
research. The research populations consisted
of personnel of AEEO in the Iranian
Ministry of Jihad-e Agriculture (N=
140).This organization was selected because
it is knowledge-intensive and highly active
in knowledge processes in agriculture sector.
The populations were engaged in two
departments including Extension
Department (100 personnel in four offices
of: [Extension and Extension Systems
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Improvement, Provision and Support of
Extension Network, Developing
Agricultural Organizations, and Rural and
Nomadic Women Affairs), and Education
Department (40 personnel in three of its
offices namely: Educational Technology,
Agricultural Jobs, and Organizations). They
were more involved in support and planning
activities in the organization than in field
work. Through a proportional stratified
sampling technique, 110 personnel of AEEO
were selected following the
recommendations of Krejcie and Morgan
(1970). Sample populations were on the
average 42 years old, while the majority
(68.8%) being male. Sixty percent of the
samples were working in Extension
Department while the rest (40%) were
engaged in Education Department. A
questionnaire, consisting of three sections
was designed to collect data. In designing a
suitable questionnaire for the study, the
authors were aided by the scientific staff of
Tehran and Tarbiat Modares Universities.
Section one of the questionnaire was related
to demographic information of the
participants, including: age, gender, work
experience, and place (department) of work.

Since knowledge sharing behavior is
difficult to observe from an external
perspective due to the nature of knowledge
in relation to information (Davenport and
Prusak, 1998), and on the other hand
informers are the best judges as to whether
or not knowledge gets shared (Yu et al,
2009), self-reporting was employed to
evaluate  actual knowledge  sharing.
Therefore, section two of the questionnaire
(9 items) was designed to determine the
extent to which the personnel share
knowledge with their colleagues, and was
assessed on a five-point, Likert-type scale
that ranged from very low (1) to very high
(5). The knowledge sharing scale was
derived from a study on knowledge sharing
and communication styles (Vries et al.,
2006). Section three of the questionnaire (47
items) was designed to identify the factors
influencing knowledge sharing among
personnel of the organization, and was
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assessed on a five-point, Likert-type scale
ranging from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (5). The scales for
organizational culture, organizational
structure, and ICT infrastructure were
slightly adapted versions of the scales used
by Gold et al. (2001). For relational social
capital, a scale was used that integrated
items from a social identification scale
(Doosje et al., 1995). Scale for social trust
was an adapted version of the scale used by
Hoof and Huysman (2009).The scale for
attitude toward knowledge sharing was
newly designed.

The instrument of the study was assessed
for face and content validities by an AEEO
panel of experts. A pilot test was conducted
with the participation of 25 personnel of the
Agricultural Ministry who were not included
in the study. Some changes were made to
improve the clarity and readability of the
instrument. Cronbach's alpha applied to
assess how well a set of variables employed
in an instrument measure a one-dimensional
construct through coefficient reliability.
Table 1 presents the analysis of internal
consistency of the relational dimension
factors, the organizational factors, individual
factors and the dependent variable
(knowledge sharing). Results indicated that
the scales for knowledge sharing (0.80),
organizational culture (0.91), organizational
structure (0.75), ICT infrastructure (0.85),
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social trust (0.86), relational social capital
(0.72), and finally individual attitude toward
knowledge sharing (0.71) were reliable
regarding the study.

Fifty five questionnaires (50%) were
returned within two weeks. A follow-up
letter was sent two weeks later than the
original to remind of those who did not
respond. As a result of this 2™ effort, an
additional 25 questionnaire were received.
In all, 80 survey instruments (73%) were
returned to control nonresponsive error; later
responses (23%) were compared with the
early responses (50%). No significant
differences were found, therefore the results
of the study could be generalized to the
target population.

RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics
Knowledge Sharing among Colleagues

The objective of the study was to
determine the extent to which personnel
share their knowledge with the colleagues,
who are working in the same office. The
results of ranking showed the notions of: “I
am willing to share my knowledge with my
colleagues, if they are willing to” (Mean=
4.34; SD= 0.61), “when I need some special

Table 1. Measurement Model and Construct Reliability Results.

Construct Description Items Cronbach's alpha

Knowledge sharing

Create knowledge, knowledge transfer and 9 0.80

acquired information among colleagues in
organization.

Organizational culture

Beliefs and attitudes of personnel toward 15 0.91

knowledge sharing in organization.
Organizational structure Ability and flexibility of decision making 6 0.75
in organization.

ICT infrastructure Access to and application of ICT in 7 0.85
organization.

Social trust Trust in colleagues’ expertise and 9 0.86
cooperation.

Relational social capital Interaction among personnel. 5 0.72

Individual attitude toward  The degree of one’s favorable or positive 5 0.71

knowledge sharing

feeling about knowledge.
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information, I ask my colleagues” (Mean=
4.24; SD=0.64) and “when one of my
colleagues have special skills, I ask him
(her) to teach me on that” (Mean=4.16; SD=
0.73) ranking 1%, 2" and 3", respectively.
On the other hand, “I consider it important
that my colleagues be aware of what I am
working on” (Mean=3.54; SD= 0.95), and “I
regularly inform my colleagues of what I am
working on” (Mean=3.47; SD= 0.97) were
ranked 8" and 9", respectively. The mean
score of knowledge sharing among
personnel was 4.19 (4= Much), with
standard deviation of 0.66. This result
showed that personnel in general believed
that knowledge sharing happened in their
organization to a large extent. The ranking
of main variables related to knowledge
sharing has been presented in Table 2.

Descriptive  Statistics  of  Independent
Variables

Table 3 shows means and standard
deviations of independent variables. To
investigate personnel’s perceptions
regarding these factors, statements were
ranked based on their mean scores. The
results revealed that among variables related
to organizational culture, “The management

of this organization encourages personnel to
come up with new ideas” (Mean=3.19; SD=
1.17), came up with the highest mean and
ranked 1%, while the least mean was for “The
management of this organization encourages
personnel to state all the ideas in their
minds” (Mean=2.31; SD= 1.28). Mean score
of organizational culture (Mean=2.80; SD=
0.81) revealed that culture of the
organization was not supportive of
knowledge sharing. According to the results,
among variables related to organizational
structure, “personnel don’t need any
explanation to fulfill their duties, because
the duties have been predefined and clear”
(Mean=2.67; SD= 1.08), acquired the
highest mean and was ranked 1*, while the
least mean went to ‘“personnel are
encouraged to take risks and make decisions
when it is necessary” (Mean=2.30; SD=
1.13). Mean score of organizational structure
(Mean=2.53; SD= 0.76) indicated that the
organizational structure did not contribute to
knowledge sharing among personnel.

With regard to ICT infrastructure, the
statement “‘personnel of this organization
can use email and internet” (Mean=4.09;
SD=0.96) was at the highest rank, and “I
always have access to all information
resources in this organization” (Mean=2.74;
SD= 1.09) was ranked as the last standing

Table 2. The extent of knowledge sharing in the organization as perceived by personnel (n= 110).

Variable Mean Std. dev. Rank
1. I am willing to share my knowledge with my colleagues if they 4.34 0.61 1
are willing to.

2. When I need especial information, I ask my colleagues. 4.24 0.64

3. When any of my colleagues has special skills, I ask him/her to 4.16 0.73 3
teach me on that.

4.1 like being informed of what knowledge, skills and information 4.15 0.64 4
my colleagues have.

5. When I want to learn something new, I ask my colleagues about 4.02 0.77 5
1t.

6. I regularly share my knowledge with my colleagues. 3.79 0.81 6
7.1 have learned a lot through communication with my colleagues. 3.64 0.94

8. I consider it important that my colleagues be aware of what I am 3.54 0.95 8
working on.

9. I regularly inform my colleagues of what I am working on. 3.47 0.97 9
Collective personnel knowledge sharing with their colleagues 4.19 0.66

Scale: Very little= 1; Little= 2; Somewhat= 3; Much= 4; Very much= 5.
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Table 3. Personnels’ perceptions about
independent variables (n= 110).

Variable Mean  Std.

Dev.

Organizational culture 2.80 0.81
Organizational structure 253  0.76
ICT infrastructure 340 0.71
Relational social capital 4.06 051
Social trust 3.73  0.60

Attitude toward knowledge 4.37  0.54
sharing

statement. Based on the mean score of ICT
infrastructure (Mean=3.40; SD= 0.71), it
could be said that the personnel were
somehow in  agreement that ICT
infrastructure (in the organization) was
supporting knowledge sharing by personnel.
The ranking of the variables related to
relational social capital showed that “when a
client asks a question, I know which
colleagues could be of help to him”
(Mean=4.35; SD= 0.53) ranked 1%, and
while the least mean was registered for “I
view this organization as a group I belong
to” (Mean=3.72; SD= 0.93). Mean score of
relational social capital (Mean=4.06; SD=
0.51) revealed that close relations between
personnel were supportive of sharing
knowledge.

The results suggested that among variables
of social trust “I feel like I’ve established
good relationships with my colleagues”
(Mean=4.10; SD= 0.72), was at the highest
rank, and “when I face difficulty, I can trust
my colleagues to help me” (Mean= 3.45;
SD= 0.91) ranked the lowest. It could be
said that based on the mean score of social
trust (Mean= 3.73; SD= 0.60), that
personnel trusted their colleagues’ expertise
and cooperation to some extent. Among
variables related to personnel’s attitude
toward knowledge sharing, “I feel
knowledge sharing between personnel is
necessary in the organization” (Mean=4.44;
SD= 0.81) ranked 1%, while “I feel that if I
share knowledge with my colleagues, my
knowledge develops” (Mean=4.26; SD=
0.90) ranked as 5™ Mean score of
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personnel’s attitudes toward knowledge
sharing (Mean=4.37; SD= 0.54) indicated
that they were positive in their attitudes
towards knowledge sharing in the
organization.

Hypothesis Testing

Correlations between Independent Variables
and Knowledge Sharing

Likely correlations between independent
variables and knowledge sharing was
investigated through Pearson correlations
(Table 4). Results showed that there existed
a significant relationship between social
trust and knowledge sharing (r= 0.253),
providing support for H4a. Relational social
capital had a positive significant relationship
with knowledge sharing (r= 0.583),
providing support for H5a. The results
provided support for Hb6a, as respondents’
attitudes towards knowledge sharing in the
organization showed a positive relationship
with knowledge sharing (r= 0.376). But all
the hypotheses derived from organizational
factors (H1a, H2a and H3a) were rejected.

Factors Explaining Variations in Knowledge
Sharing

Multivariate Liner Regressions were
employed to investigate causal relations
between independent and dependent
variables. Utilizing the stepwise method, the
results of multiple regression showed that

Table 4. Correlations between independent
variables and knowledge sharing.

Variables r P

Organizational culture 0.119  0.293
Organizational structure 0.213  0.058
ICT infrastructure 0.101  0.372
Social Trust 0.253*  0.024
Relational social capital 0.583** 0.000

Attitude toward knowledge 0.376*%* 0.001
sharing

*Correlation significant at 0.05 and **
Correlation significant at 0.01
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relational social capital (B= 0.874, P< 0.01)
and attitude toward knowledge sharing (B=
0.361, P< 0.05) remained in the regression
while the other independent variables were
eliminated. Relational social capital and
attitude toward knowledge sharing could
explain about 37% (R?%= 0.37) of the
variations in knowledge sharing (Table 5).
Therefore, these results provided support for
HS5b and H6b, although 1b, 2b, 3b, and 4b
were rejected.

DICSUSSION

The aim of this research was to address the
direct effect of some well-known individual
and organizational factors on knowledge
sharing. The study found support for the
impact of relational social capital and
attitudes toward knowledge sharing on the
extent to which individuals share their
knowledge.

Discussion of the Empirical Results

The present study echoes the findings of
prior research (Wasko and Faraj, 2005;
Tiwana and Bush, 2005) that social relations
positively influence knowledge sharing; the
extent to which an individual has good
relations with co-workers leads to more
knowledge sharing between employees. It
has been widely realized that social
relationship can also affect an individual’s
attitude towards knowledge sharing (Bock et
al., 2005; Chiu et al., 2006; and Tiwana and
Bush, 2005). Since an individual’s attitude
could influence his/her knowledge sharing,
social relations have also indirect effect on
knowledge sharing behavior. Our findings

Table 5. Multivariate Regression analysis.

support prior research (Hsu et al, 2007;
Watson and Hewett, 2006; Chiu et al., 2006)
that observes a positive significant
relationship between social trust and sharing
of knowledge. Individuals who trust each
other are more willing to share relevant
ideas and information. The study echoes the
literature that individual’s positive attitude
toward knowledge sharing improves his/her
knowledge sharing behavior. Although
nobody denies the effect of attitude’s effect
on behavior, in most of the studies on
knowledge sharing, this causal relation
appears to be missing.

The finding of positive relationships
between individual factors and knowledge
sharing provides empirical support for the
notion that knowledge sharing is a personal
behavior, and people themselves decide
whether to share their knowledge. Sharing of
knowledge is influenced by the social
dynamics going on among individuals. This
does not mean, however, that managers
cannot play any role in knowledge sharing
promotion. Organization managers could
create the conditions in which emergent
variables exist.

Furthermore, the results indicated that
organizational  culture, structure and
organizational ICT infrastructure did not
exert any influence on knowledge sharing.
This finding contradicts most of the research
findings (Hoof and Huysman, 2009) and
theoretical discussion within the existing
knowledge sharing behavior literature,
where these organizational factors are often
extolled as important determinants of the
knowledge sharing behavior. In the present
study, the relationships between
organizational factors and knowledge
sharing were positive but too negligible to

Coefficients Unstandardized coefficients Standardized
B  Std.Error Beta t Sig
Constant 9.736 3.898 - 2.498 0.015
Relational social capital (X1) 0.874 0.158 0.517 0.515 0.000
Attitude toward knowledge sharing (X2) 0.361 0.152 0.222 2.370 0.020

R=0.620; Adjusted R?= 0.368; F=24.032, Sig. F= 0.000.

498


https://dorl.net/dor/20.1001.1.16807073.2011.13.4.14.3
https://jast.modares.ac.ir/article-23-11060-en.html

[ Downloaded from jast.modares.ac.ir on 2025-07-29 |

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.16807073.2011.13.4.14.3 ]

Factors Influencing Toward Knowledge Sharing

be significant.

Variance explained in the knowledge
sharing (37%) was not very high. The reason
could be that other potential determinants
(e.g. outcome expectations, organizational
rewards and the value of knowledge) were
not included as part of the study.

Limitations and Future Studies

Although this research provides insights
into the factors which impact knowledge
sharing in the organization, the results must
be carefully interpreted. First, although the
sample size was adequate for hypotheses
testing, members from only one Iranian
organization were surveyed, thus, external
validity limitations exist, and it may
introduce a selection bias to the findings.
Additional  investigations  with  other
organizational settings could generate
findings that are more robust and
generalizable. Second, although self-
reported measures represent the most
appropriate method in this study because all
the variables referred to subjective states, as
with any self-reported behavior, this runs the
risk of a response bias. Therefore, similar
studies that use multi-method and multi-trait
measurements  should produce  more
powerful results. Third, as discussed earlier,
this study was only able to explain less than
forty percent (37%) of the variance in
knowledge sharing. Future studies are
encouraged to extend our theoretical model
to account for any unexplained behavioral
variance, e.g. organizational rewards,
outcome expectations, the value of
knowledge and so forth. A direct effect of an
individual’s attitude toward knowledge
sharing on knowledge sharing was supported
in this study. Therefore, not only the direct
effect of individual’s attitude toward
knowledge sharing on sharing of knowledge
could be studied in future researches, but
also factors influencing individual’s attitude
toward knowledge sharing, e.g.
organizational reward (Constant et al., 1994)
and social relationship (Chiu et al., 2006;
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Tiwana and Bush, 2005) could be
investigated in the coming knowledge
sharing studies.

CONCLUSIONS

Factors influencing knowledge sharing
among the personnel of Agricultural
Extension and Education Organization in
Iranian Ministry of Jihad-e Agriculture were
examined in this study. The study revealed
that personnel’s social relationships along
with their attitudes toward knowledge
sharing influence the extent to which they
share their knowledge with their co-workers
working in the same office. Managers are
encouraged to improve their personnel’s
social relations and inspire a positive
attitude toward knowledge sharing in their
personnel to help employees create, share
and utilize working knowledge in the
organization and try to save the existing
knowledge from fading away. Future studies
are needed to investigate such other
influencing factors as knowledge value,
organizational rewards and outcome
expectations, and also the paths between
influencing factors and knowledge sharing
for a more informed approach to guiding and
directing organizations towards an improved
knowledge-sharing climate.
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