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A B S T R A C T A R T I C L E I N F O 
The study aims to investigate how to put "new wine" (organizational, individual, 
technological factors) into "old bottles" (organizational performance) in the presence 
of potential mediators (organizational commitment, perceived cost of knowledge 
sharing, knowledge sharing practices). With the help of a survey-based 
questionnaire, the data of 777 pharmaceutics were collected by using a convenient 
sampling technique from two metropolitan cities, i.e., Lahore and Karachi, Pakistan. 
The internal reliability results confirm the internal reliability and validity of the 
constructs existing in this study. Further, the results of SEM establish the positive 
and significant relationship between organizational, individual, technological factors 
and organizational performance; that claim that organizational commitment, 
perceived knowledge sharing costs and knowledge sharing practices are potential 
mediators. The results also indicate that the employees are more affiliated with a 
favorable organizational climate, management support and rewards, when facilitated; 
resultantly, they are more willing to share their personal experiences and knowledge 
to complete assigned job tasks. So, policymakers may develop policies that help 
higher management to provide an effective organizational climate, management 
support, rewards, interpersonal Trust, attitude, self-Efficacy for employees, and 
information technology support, where they can share their experiences with other 
colleagues. The act will help create knowledge workers in organizations that will 
perceive a sense of belonging among them and participate in knowledge sharing 
practices. 
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1. BACKGROUND 

The global pharmaceutical industry is probably worth approximately $1.25 trillion dollars in 2019 and is 
projected to attain $1.5 trillion in 2023 (Qian, Durairaj, Prins, and Chen, 2021). The gross national income of 
USA is about 25000 US dollar per annum (Templin, Cravo Oliveira Hashiguchi, Thomson, Dieleman, and 
Bendavid, 2019). Market of pharmaceutical business revolve around Japan with 48.4 billion dollars (Yao, 2021). 
The pharmaceutical industry contributes around Rs. 3.2 billion (PACRA, 2020) to the GDP of Pakistan. It is the 
single largest multinational investment of the country. 

When individuals perceive that if their practices of knowledge sharing with other organizational members 
may cost them adversely, they hesitate knowledge sharing with other individuals (Razzaq, Rehman, Dost, and 
Akram, 2017) and adversely impact organizational performance (Butt, Shah, and Ahmad, 2021). 80% of total 
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organizational knowledge is found in the mind of the individuals working for the organization (Schulze, and 
Hoegl, 2008) so there is a need to keep the flow of organization not only by providing favorable organizational 
climate but also by leading the employees of the organization by considering transformational leadership for 
effective knowledge sharing practices among the individuals (Rehman, Sheikh, Jalil, and Razzaq, 2021). One of 
the issues encountered by the organization in achieving optimum levels of organizational performance is 
unwillingness of the individuals to share knowledge within the organization due to the perceived costs of 
knowledge sharing. Through transformational leadership, when leaders show concern about the betterment of 
the employees (Zareen, Razzaq, and Mujtaba, 2015), not only makes them more committed towards 
organization but also fosters knowledge sharing among the employees of the organization that results higher 
levels of organizational performance.  

Existing body of research on Pakistan’s pharmaceutical industry is limited. Prior research in this context is 
either conceptual (Benussi et al., 2022) or there is limited empirical research focusing on few areas like 
perceived costs of knowledge sharing (Razzak et al., 2017) and organizational climate, organizational 
commitment, knowledge sharing practices and organizational performance. Contemporary research has 
highlighted the importance of variables like organization structure, organization learning, and innovation for 
competitive performance, but research on these variables in context of Pakistani pharmaceutical companies is 
extremely limited representing an important research gap. This research is bridging this gap.  

Following are the objectives of the study, 

1. To examine the impact of organizational climate on organizational performance. 

2. To investigate the effect of transformational leadership on organizational performance. 

3. To check the impact of information technology on organizational performance. 

4. To investigate the mediating role of perceived costs of knowledge sharing between organizational 
climate and organizational performance 

5. To investigate the mediating role of perceived costs of knowledge sharing between transformational 
leadership and organizational performance 

6. To examine the mediating role of perceived costs of knowledge sharing between information 
technology and organizational performance 

7. To examine the mediating role of knowledge sharing practices between organizational climate and 
organizational performance 

8. To check the mediating role of knowledge sharing practices between transformational leadership and 
organizational performance 

9. To examine the mediating role of knowledge sharing practices between information technology and 
organizational performance. 

Following are the research questions of the study, 

1. Does organizational climate impacts organizational performance? 

2. Does transformational leadership positively and significantly impact organizational performance? 

3. Does information technology positively and significantly impact organizational performance 

4. Do perceived costs of knowledge sharing mediate the relationship between organizational climate 
and organizational performance? 

5. Do perceived costs of knowledge sharing mediate the relationship between transformational 
leadership and organizational performance? 

6. Do perceived costs of knowledge sharing mediate the relationship between information technology 
and organizational performance? 

7. Do knowledge sharing practices mediate the relationship between organizational climate and 
organizational performance? 

8. Do knowledge sharing practices mediate the relationship between transformational leadership and 
organizational performance? 
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9. Do knowledge sharing practices mediate the relationship between information technology and 
organizational performance? 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview of the Pharmaceutical Companies in Pakistan 

The concept and applications of intellectual capital has attained significant attention among researchers, 
academicians and practitioners. In the beginning of the twenty first century intellectual capital appeared as a 
major source of competitiveness for organizations. In the present era, most of the organizations, particularly 
high tech and knowledge intensive are based on intellectual capital. Intellectual capital is a critical source for 
organizations to gain competitive advantage in a knowledge-based economy (Ghlichlee, and Goodarzi, 2022). 
In a knowledge-based economy organizations are facing intense globalized competition for their survival 
(Stehr, Adolf, andMast, 2020). There is a widespread recognition that intellectual capital is a critical force 
that drives economic growth (Fahimi et al., 2018). Knowledge is a critical element that change the 
competition model of business from time to time. It has been recognized as one of the most important success 
factors to an organization in many key aspects, such as innovation, quality and so on (Le and Lei, 2019). 
Intellectual capital constituted the intangible assets of organization. Today, the intangible assets of 
organizations are considered more influential than the tangible assets and these are also referred as the 
intellectual capital of organizations. The paradigm of business shifts from an asset centric environment to a 
knowledge-based environment. Therefore, the recognition and application of intellectual capital is 
prerequisite for the success of organizations in competitive environment (Allameh, 2018). Intellectual capital 
has significant positive impact on innovation and ultimately innovation management would subsequently 
improve the performance (Obeidat et al., 2021). 

 

Organizational Climate 

Organizational climate is defined as the perception that the members of an organization have of the 
characteristics that define and differentiate it. An emphasis of the concept has been placed on “the perceptions 
shared by a group of subjects about their working environment” (Brow y Moberg, 1991, p. 55). Perceptions 
can refer to structural processes such as supervision style, organizational policies, practices, procedures and 
working environment, among others. It is about a multidimensional concept and, because of this, it has been 
claimed that the climate of an organization constitutes a group of properties or characteristics of the working 
internal environment, perceived directly or indirectly by the workers of an organization, which influence the 
worker’s behavior (Khasawneh, 2018). The first studies on organizational climate were carried out around the 
30s by Kurt Lewin, who coined the term psychological atmosphere aiming to study climate as an empirical 
reality. Lewin, Lippit and White (1939) designed an experiment, which allowed them to learn the effect that a 
particular kind of leadership had in relation to climate; they found that for different types of leadership, 
different types of social atmospheres emerged. 

 

Transformational leadership 

Research on transformational leadership (TFL) indicates that TFL can be defined as the style of 
leadership that can engage the organization’s employees and encourage them to achieve the firm’s targets. 
Transformational leaders can be used to promote better performance by motivating individuals to collaborate 
in the pursuit of the firm’s higher-level objectives (Zareen et al., 2015). 

 

Information Technology 

The world is experiencing a revolution in information technology, innovation, and telecommunications, 
which is driving the emergence of the knowledge-based economy (Tavakoli, 2013). This requires successful 
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organizations of the twenty-first century to recognize the importance of intellectual capital as a source of 
sustainable competitive advantage. The field of intellectual capital has developed in two phases. The first 
phase started in the 1990s and focused on raising awareness, defining concepts, reviewing case studies and 
developing initial conceptualizations (Seleim, Ashour, and Bontis, 2007). The second phase, which started in 
the year 2000, addressed measurement, modeling, international cases and various levels of analysis (Seleim et 
al., 2007). 

 

Perceived Costs of Knowledge Sharing 

Social Dilemma Theory provides a reason why knowledge sharing may not occur. Due to the natural 
instinct of self-preservation, individuals are largely self-serving (Leana and van Buren, 1999), especially 
when a potential detriment, or cost, is perceived, a social dilemma thus manifests as to share or not to share 
one’s knowledge (Zeng, and Chen, 2003). There is a choice between the consequences of taking the time and 
making the effort to share knowledge and the consequences of not devoting the resources (Barachini, 2009). 

 

Organizational commitment 

Organizational commitment is an employee’s psychological attachment to the achievement of the 
organization’s goals (Rehman et al., 2021). Research has determined that it influences various employee 
behaviors, such as job satisfaction and performance, and reduces turnover and tardiness (Zareen et al., 2013). 
There has been growing recognition over the past two decades that human resources are key to organizational 
success (Mukhuty, Upadhyay, and Rothwell, 2022), and numerous studies have examined the organizational 
commitment of individual employees within the industrial sector (Zareen et al., 2013). Organizational 
commitment received attention because it could predict organizational behaviors (Khalid et al., 2022) (such 
as turnover and absenteeism), and improve work atmosphere and culture. 

 

3. THEORETICAL LENS 

Social capital Theory 

Theoretical framework for this study is the social capital theory as leaders at organization may use 
fundamental of the social capital theory to get understanding of the reasons of knowledge sharing practices 
that may benefit the organization as whole (Reiche, 2012). By keeping in view, the leadership theories like 
transformational leadership theory, the organizational leaders who are capable of making individuals feel 
more affiliated towards the organization are more probably to increase the willingness of the individuals to 
share their knowledge with other organizational members. 

Social exchange theory 

Social exchange theory (SET) is one of the most influential conceptual bases for understanding workplace 
behavior (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). SET was developed in late 1950s with key proponents of 
Homans. Homans (1961) suggests “social behavior as exchange” and exchange between people is based on 
the principles of costs and benefits. This implies that people involve in exchange with the purpose of 
maximizing benefits and minimizing costs. People may evaluate the potential benefits and costs before they 
perform a behavior. If the costs associated with the behavior exceed the rewards, people possibly choose to 
terminate the behavior. As social behavior is an exchange, Cropanzano et al., (2005) suggests that resources 
are involved in the social exchange process. The resources can be regarded as the currency of social 
exchange. There are two main forms of resources, i.e., economic and socioeconomic outcomes (Cropanzano 
et al., 2005). 
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4. PROPOSED THEORETICAL RESEARCH MODEL OF THE STUDY 

Following is the theoretical research of the study, 

 

 

H1: Organizational climate significantly impacts organizational performance 

H2: Management support significantly impacts organizational performance 

H3: Incentives significantly impacts organizational performance 

H4: Interpersonal trust significantly impacts organizational performance 

H5: Individual attitude significantly impacts organizational performance 

H6 Individual self-efficacy significantly impacts organizational performance 

H7: Information technology support significantly impacts organizational performance 

H8: Organizational commitment mediates the relationship between organizational climate and perceived 
cost of knowledge sharing 

H9: organizational commitment mediates the relationship between management support and perceived 
cost of knowledge sharing 

H10: organizational commitment mediates the relationship between incentives and perceived cost of 
knowledge sharing 

H11: organizational commitment mediates the relationship between interpersonal trust and perceived cost 
of knowledge sharing 

H12: organizational commitment mediates the relationship between individual attitude and perceived cost 
of knowledge sharing 

H13: organizational commitment mediates the relationship between individual self-efficacy and perceived 
cost of knowledge sharing 
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H14: organizational commitment mediates the relationship between information technology support and 
perceived cost of knowledge sharing  

H15: perceived cost of knowledge sharing mediates the relationship between organizational commitment 
and knowledge sharing practices 

H16: knowledge sharing practices mediate the relationship between perceived cost of knowledge sharing 
and organizational performance 

 

5. METHODOLOGY 

Data collection procedure 

Prior to data collection, consent from top management of pharmaceutical companies regarding the 
participation of their knowledge workers in the research study was obtained. A self-administered survey 
approach was used that resulted in the high response rate of 90%. Questionnaires were distributed to the 
knowledge workers on site after making the objectives of the study and ethical considerations clear. 
Pharmaceutics took questionnaires seriously realizing the importance of the research. The respondents were 
asked to reply within 2 weeks. Most of the pharmaceutics returned filled questionnaires on the spot, however 
others took a time of 1 to 2 weeks in filling and returning the questionnaires. A rigorous follow up was 
undertaken to get the rest of the questionnaires from the pharmaceutics. Personal contacts were used as a tool 
for reminders. Data collection was completed over a time period of 8 months. 

 

Table 1: Reliability and Validity Analysis 

Constructs Items  Mean S.D Loading 
Items 

Cronbach 
alpha’s 

Average 
Variance 
Extracted 

Affiliation a1 
a2 
a3 
a4 

3.0744 1.24627 .873 
.876 
.914 
.878 

.908 .894 

Fairness f1 
f2 
f3 

3.0700 1.31105 .924 
.916 
.905 

.903 .928 
 

Innovativeness i1 
i2 
i3 
i4 
i5 
i6 

3.1258 1.24962 .876 
.894 
.905 
.869 
.910 
.877 

.947 .901 

Information 
Technology 

its1 
its2 
its3 
its4 

3.1250 1.26241 .913 
.931 
.918 
.882 

.931 .896 

Explicit Knowledge 
sharing practices 

EKSP1 
EKSP2 
EKSP3 
EKSP4 
EKSP5 

3.1345 1.33509 .945 
.937 
.934 
.916 
.894 

.958 .939 

Tacit Knowledge 
sharing practices 

TKSP1 
TKSP2 
TKSP3 
TKSP4 
TKSP5 

3.0815 1.32629 .887 
.939 
.944 
.921 
.904 
 

.954 .901 
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Perceived cost of 
knowledge sharing 

KScost1 
KScost2 
KScost3 
KScost4 
KScost5 
KScost6 

2.9975 1.25872 .865 
.897 
.949 
.855 
.954 
.948 

.959 .918 

Operational 
excellence 

OE1 
OE2 
OE3 

3.1442 1.29134 .906 
.913 
.925 

.902 .905 

Customer leadership cl1 
cl2 
cl3 

3.1250 1.29989 .913 
.913 
.924 

.903 .917 

Financial 
Achievement 

fa1 
fa2 
fa3 
fa4 

3.1013 1.11666 .886 
.887 
.890 
.906 

.914 .868 

Affective 
commitment 

AfC1 
AfC2 
AfC3 
AfC4 
AfC5 

2.9900 1.21408 .915 
.894 
.893 
.878 
.868 

.934 .877 

Continuous 
commitment 

CC1 
CC2 
CC3 
CC4 

2.9600 1.24011 .880 
.929 
.904 
.908 

.926 .899 

Normative 
commitment 

NC1 
NC2 
NC3 
NC4 
NC5 

3.0450 1.27540 .887 
.922 
.908 
.909 
.942 

.951 .882 

Individual attitude tl1 
tl2 
tl3 
tl4 
tl5 

3.0905 1.34887 .948 
.939 
.933 
.957 
.927 

.967 .940 

Individual self-
efficacy 

ise1 
ise2 
ise3 

3.0650 1.32818 .902 
.924 
.931 

.908 .927 

Interpersonal trust IT1 
IT2 
IT3 
IT4 

3.1025 1.38312 .901 
.961 
.974 
.971 

.965 .946 

Management 
Support 

ms1 
ms2 
ms3 
ms4 

3.0894 1.32712 .914 
.907 
.912 
.920 

.933 .888 

Leadership lead1 
lead2 
lead3 
lead4 

3.1196 1.22149 .855 
.860 
.825 
.822 

.861 .865 

Incentives incen1 
incen2 
incen3 
incen4 

3.0719 1.33818 .942 
.927 
.891 
.934 

.942 .909 
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Table 2: Inter-correlations among constructs 

 

Note: Diagonal Value: Square root of the AVE, Non-diagonal value: Correlation 

 

In order to investigate the model fitness, this study uses the structural equation modeling and values of 
absolute fit measures, Incremental fit measures and Parsimonious fit measures. The outcomes of these 
measures are shown in Table 3. The results show the absolute fit measures as X2/df = 3.160, GFI = .846, 
RMSEA = 0.053. Parsimonious fit measures are PGFI = 0.718, PNFI = 0.812. Incremental fit measures are 
NFI = .921, AGFI = .818, CFI= .945. Hence, Table 3 shows that standardized cut-off values of all the three 
indices satisfactorily meet the recommended thresholds. 

 

Table 3 Results of confirmatory factor analysis for fitness of model 
Fit Indices Scores Standardized Cut-off Value 
Absolute Fit Measures   
χ2/df 3.160  ≤ 2a; ≤ 5b 

GFI 0.846 ≥ 0.90a; ≥ 0.80b 

RMSEA 0.053 < 0.08a; < 0.10b 

Incremental Fit Measures   
NFI .921 ≥ 0.90a 

AGFI .818 ≥ 0.90a; ≥ 0.80b 

CFI .945 ≥ 0.90a 

Parsimonious Fit Measures   
PGFI 0.718 The more higher value is the better 

value of PGFI 
PNFI 0.833 The more higher value is the better 

value of PNFI 
Notes: Criterion of acceptability of the indices Acceptability Criterion: a acceptable; b marginal 
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Table 4: Path relationship among variables 

Path relationship Estimate  S.E.  C.R.  P Result  
a4 <--- orgfac .702 .041 21.127 0.001 Significant 
f1 <--- orgfac .788 .031 31.460 0.001 Significant 
f3 <--- orgfac .806   0.001 Significant 
i3 <--- orgfac .788 .039 24.530 0.001 Significant 
i5 <--- orgfac .787 .040 24.486 0.001 Significant 
i6 <--- orgfac .767 .036 25.967 0.001 Significant 
incen1 <--- orgfac .558 .043 16.029 0.001 Significant 
incen3 <--- orgfac .574 .043 16.565 0.001 Significant 
incen4 <--- orgfac .611 .043 17.825 0.001 Significant 
lead3 <--- orgfac .529 .043 15.080 0.001 Significant 
lead4 <--- orgfac .570 .044 16.438 0.001 Significant 
ise2 <--- ifac .827 .028 37.215 0.001 Significant 
ise3 <--- ifac .813 .027 36.215 0.001 Significant 
ia1 <--- ifac .911 .033 33.017 0.001 Significant 
ia3 <--- ifac .897 .027 39.312 0.001 Significant 
ia4 <--- ifac .922 .033 33.701 0.001 Significant 
ia5 <--- ifac .900 .033 32.304 0.001 Significant 
IT1 <--- ifac .836 .035 28.794 0.001 Significant 
IT2 <--- ifac .786 .036 26.192 0.001 Significant 
IT3 <--- ifac .795 .036 26.631 0.001 Significant 
IT4 <--- ifac .769 .036 25.361 0.001 Significant 
AfC1 <--- comitm .717   0.001 Significant 
AfC2 <--- comitm .726 .034 29.602 0.001 Significant 
CC1 <--- comitm .801 .054 20.709 0.001 Significant 
CC2 <--- comitm .840 .054 21.757 0.001 Significant 
CC3 <--- comitm .829 .054 21.461 0.001 Significant 
NC1 <--- comitm .801 .053 21.049 0.001 Significant 
NC2 <--- comitm .831 .053 21.870 0.001 Significant 
EKSP1 <--- ksps .877 .022 49.442 0.001 Significant 
EKSP2 <--- ksps .881 .021 48.442 0.001 Significant 
EKSP3 <--- ksps .854 .021 45.619 0.001 Significant 
EKSP4 <--- ksps .898 .024 42.086 0.001 Significant 
EKSP5 <--- ksps .879 .024 41.304 0.001 Significant 
TKSP1 <--- ksps .800 .031 29.017 0.001 Significant 
TKSP2 <--- ksps .798 .031 28.875 0.001 Significant 
TKSP3 <--- ksps .787 .032 28.184 0.001 Significant 
TKSP4 <--- ksps .775 .032 27.481 0.001 Significant 
OE1 <--- orgp .927 .038 26.202 0.001 Significant 
OE3 <--- orgp .860 .037 25.201 0.001 Significant 
fa1 <--- orgp .950 .047 21.879 0.001 Significant 
fa2 <--- orgp .993 .044 24.184 0.001 Significant 
fa3 <--- orgp .975 .045 23.257 0.001 Significant 
fa4 <--- orgp .704 .046 16.367 0.001 Significant 
cl1 <--- orgp .946 .039 26.027 0.001 Significant 
cl2 <--- orgp .907 .041 23.831 0.001 Significant 
cl3 <--- orgp .890 .041 23.212 0.001 Significant 
its2 <--- intech .905 .032 31.856 0.001 Significant 
its3 <--- intech .858 .031 30.866 0.001 Significant 
KScost1 <--- pcks .921 .059 18.398 0.001 Significant 
KScost3 <--- pcks .926 .058 17.398 0.001 Significant 
KScost5 <--- pcks .925 .059 17.012 0.001 Significant 
KScost6 <--- pcks .931 .066 15.209 0.001 Significant 
a2 <--- orgfac .736 .041 22.452 0.001 Significant 
a3 <--- orgfac .730 .040 22.194 0.001 Significant 



Multicultural Education 
 

 Vol. 08, No. 03, 2022  128 

The standardized path coefficients of the structural model highlight the relationship among underlying 
constructs. Hypothesis 3 reveals the positive association among leadership, perceived cost of knowledge 
sharing and organizational performance. The impact of leadership on perceived cost of knowledge sharing is 
positive (β=0.51). Hypothesis 2 also indicates the positive relationship among leadership, knowledge sharing 
practices and organizational performance. The impact of knowledge sharing practices is positive (β=0.46).  
The path analysis shows that leadership positively impacts organizational performance where perceived cost 
of knowledge sharing and knowledge sharing practices mediate the relationship. When individuals at 
workplace may have positive leadership, they may be highly motivated towards sharing their knowledge with 
other members of the organization which may increase overall organizational performance. Effective 
leadership eradicates the negative perceived cost of knowledge sharing and provides its employees such 
environment where they feel free to share knowledge that outweighs the benefits of knowledge sharing. 

 

Mediation Analysis 

In this study, Baron and Kenny (1986) typology for mediation analysis in Amos 22.0 have been used. 
Firstly, direct impact of leadership on organizational performance is investigated. Then indirect impacts of 
leadership on organizational performance by mediating variables (perceived cost of knowledge sharing and 
knowledge sharing practices) are investigated.  

 

Table 4 shows the direct effect of leadership on organizational performance that is statistically significant 
at (p < 0.001). 

 

 

Table 5: Direct Effect antecedents of knowledge sharing on organizational performance 
 

Path relationship Estimate S.E. C.R. P Result 
orgp <--- orgfac .824 .083  0.001 Significant 
orgp <--- ifac .940 .038 23.571 0.001 Significant 
orgp <--- infotech .501 .035 12.729 0.001 Significant 

 

Table 6 highlights the mediating constructs i.e., perceived cost of KS and knowledge sharing practices i.e., 
explicit and tacit knowledge sharing practices. The results indicate that while testing the mediators i.e., 
perceived cost of KS and the effect of both EKSP and TKSP on performance is significant (p < 0.01), thus, 
representing that the mediating variables, partially mediated the association between leadership and 
organizational performance. 
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Table 6: Standardized Path Coefficients 
 

Path relationship Estimate  S.E.  C.R.  P Result  
orgp <--- Infotech .439 .035 12.729 *** Significant 
TKSP <--- KScost .578 .021 27.886 0.001 Significant 
EKSP <--- KScost .298 .021 14.417 0.001 Significant 
OP <--- TKSP .213 .060 20.068 0.001 Significant 
OP <--- EKSP -.098 .079 -1.236 0.217 Not Significant 

  

6. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The findings in this study are consistent with the hypothesized mediating role knowledge sharing among 
knowledge workers is a building block for social capital and social exchange, which infers the belief in good 
intentions, capability, dependability, and perceived openness of another person. Individuals are more willing to 
engage in cooperative behaviors, such as knowledge sharing behavior, when a relationship is characterized by a 
high level of trust (Razzaq et al., 2017).  

The contribution of the study lies in examining the relative impact of both the individual benefits and 
organizational benefits along with the perceived cost of knowledge sharing. This will help the organizations to 
prioritize their action plan to enhance knowledge sharing behavior. The findings imply that knowledge sharing 
behavior is more influenced by social factors than economic factors. Individuals are involved in knowledge 
sharing behavior with the expectations that it will improve their relations with others in the organizations and it 
will contribute positively to organizational performance. These findings may be culture specific (Hofstede, 
1991).  

This study, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, makes an original contribution to the existing literature 
on knowledge sharing behavior. The concepts in this research may not necessarily be novel, but they highlight 
the significance of social relationships in understanding knowledge sharing behavior in an organization. The 
findings of this study suggest that employees who value social relationships and social resources tend to view 
knowledge as a collectively owned commodity. As such, their knowledge sharing behavior reflects the model of 
reciprocal social exchanges (Casimiri et al., 2012). Despite a wide range of studies on knowledge management, 
there are concerns that knowledge sharing behavior has not received the research attention it deserves, given its 
relevance to current organizational practice (Cabrera and Cabrera, 2002). This research has bridged the gap 
between the literature on knowledge sharing, organizational climate, organizational commitment, perceived cost 
of knowledge sharing, information technology and organizational performance. Furthermore, this study makes 
an important contribution to the literature on knowledge sharing as it operationalizes the perceived cost of 
sharing knowledge and shows that affective commitment to the organization can reduce the negative effect of 
perceived costs of knowledge sharing. The findings from this study demonstrate that emotions influence 
knowledge sharing behavior. In particular, affect-based trust in colleagues appears to be a catalyst for 
knowledge sharing. As such, it is imperative to articulate how knowledge sharing between colleagues influences 
their knowledge sharing behavior and performance. On a practical front, the knowledge economy is a reality. 
Strategic value derived from knowledge management can be created only through collaborative efforts (Zhang 
et al., 2022).  

The strongest theoretical implication that may be drawn from this study is that transformational leadership 
positively influences organizational performance through the three serially mediating mechanisms of perceived 
cost of knowledge sharing, organizational commitment and knowledge sharing practices. 

 

7. KEY LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

There are a number of limitations to this study. First, although a survey-based data collection is considered 
a useful tool in exploratory studies, since it is one of the most common research methods used in organizational 
behavior (Spector, 1994), the cross-sectional nature of the design does not allow causality to be inferred. A 
subsequent study using a longitudinal design would enable causal inferences. Second, the findings are based on 
self-reports using a single questionnaire to measure all constructs. Therefore, conclusions may be influenced by 
common method variance producing inflated correlations. Opportunities for future research include extending 
the scope of this research. Cost factors are multi-dimensional. In order to understand the influences of counter-
forces on knowledge sharing behavior, future researchers should operationalize the perceived cost of knowledge 
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sharing construct to include other potential group barriers; for instance, politics and organizational barriers, for 
instance, management commitment and lack of trust. 
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