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Abstract 
Despite leaders’ investment in knowledge management practices, 76% of U.S. 
employees are hesitant to share tacit knowledge with co-workers. Researchers 
have suggested that willingness to share hinders the tacit knowledge transfer 
process. Employees become unwilling to share tacit knowledge with others 
due to cooperation and competition. The aim of this research is to under-
stand the role of peer-to-peer cooperation on willingness to share tacit know-
ledge (WSTK). A total of 250 U.S. employees were sampled to measure 
knowledge-based trust (KBT) on WSTK. Pearson correlation and linear re-
gression were used to investigate KBT and WSTK. Results indicated that KBT 
significantly predicted WSTK. Employee age and same-gender interactions 
did not influence the KBT-WSTK relationship. It was concluded that leaders 
and managers who promote KBT relationships are likely to encourage WSTK 
and create advantages over competitors. 
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1. Introduction 

Leaders invest heavily in knowledge management (KM) practices that encourage 
tacit knowledge sharing among employees. The KM community widely accepts 
that willingness to share tacit knowledge creates organizational knowledge 
(Edwards et al., 2017). However, Pan et al. (2018) reported that, despite leader-
ship investment in KM practices, 76% of U.S. employees are hesitant to share ta-
cit knowledge with co-workers. 
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The mind is the repository of tacit knowledge and employees may be unwil-
ling to share their knowledge with others (Kwahk & Park, 2016; Okazaki & 
Campo, 2017). This is known in literature as knowledge hiding. Knowledge hid-
ing is more than the lack of sharing; it is intentionally withholding of tacit 
knowledge (Bogilovic et al., 2017; Connelly & Zweig, 2015). Holste and Fields 
(2010) suggested that willingness to share hinders tacit knowledge transfer 
process. Because 76% of U.S. employees are hesitant to share tacit knowledge, it 
is important to investigate KM practices to encourage employees’ willingness to 
share knowledge with co-workers. 

Tacit knowledge is implanted in employee actions, habits, and cases of per-
sonal activity (Nonaka, 1994) and cannot be articulated and fixed in documents 
(Balogun & Gabriel, 2015). Tacit knowledge is generally transferred through social 
interactions known as knowledge sharing (Agarwal & Islam, 2014; Kennedy et al., 
2012; Shao et al., 2016). Knowledge sharing can occur in leader-subordinate (Liu 
& Phillips, 2011; Razmerita & Nielsen, 2016) and in horizontal peer-to-peer ex-
changes (e.g., Connelly et al., 2016). However, understanding of the willingness 
to share tacit knowledge is still limited in the business arena (Gupta et al., 2020). 
This study investigates how peer-to-peer cooperation techniques may advance 
the literature on the willingness to share tacit knowledge. 

Cooperation and competition can take place concurrently and on two separate 
continua (Bengtsson et al., 2010). Leaders consider cooperation and competition 
as equally valuable for improving peer-to-peer interactions (Bengtsson & Ra-
za-Ullah, 2016; Vasin, 2020). The overall role of cooperation and competition 
are not fully understood (Dorn et al., 2016). However, investigating the role of 
cooperation and competition may begin to explain U.S. employee hesitation to 
share tacit knowledge with co-workers. 

This study focuses on peer-to-peer cooperation to influence willingness to 
share tacit knowledge. Cooperation requires peers to work together, meet ex-
pectations, and attain organizational goals. Peer expectations regarding anoth-
er’s conduct develop a trust relationship (Lewicki et al., 1998). Because trust is 
built on positive expectations and willingness to be vulnerable (McEvily & Tor-
toriello, 2011; Li et al., 2015), it is appropriate to measure peer-to-peer coopera-
tion. 

McAllister’s (1995) research on cognition-based and affect-based trust has 
dominated organizational studies, leading to the position that affect-based trust 
influences knowledge exchange more than does cognition-based trust (Levin & 
Cross, 2004; Zhou et al., 2010). Furthermore, affect-based trust influences wil-
lingness to share tacit knowledge (Holste & Fields, 2010). However, there is li-
mited literature on how other forms of trust may influence willingness to share 
tacit knowledge. 

Lewicki and Bunker’s (1996) concept of professional relationship trust (PRT) 
may be an alternative measurement of peer-to-peer cooperation. PRT stages 
consist of calculus-based, identity-based, and knowledge-based trust derived 
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from romantic relationship development, according to Boon and Holmes (1991). 
Calculus-based trust (CBT) is based on written policies, procedures, punish-
ments, and rewards for maintaining trust. KM community considers this explicit 
knowledge where information is written in documents, guidelines, and policies 
(Holste & Fields, 2010). So, calculus-based trust is not appropriate for measuring 
peer-to-peer cooperation. Employees rarely reach the identity-based trust (IBT) 
stage due to employee turnover and the age of the business (Lewicki & Bunker, 
1996). Thus, IBT is more suitable for studies on possible mediating or moderat-
ing affects on employee turnover and company age as a control variable. How-
ever, knowledge-based trust (KBT) has several conditions that may expand un-
derstanding of peer-to-peer cooperation techniques to advance the literature on 
willingness to share tacit knowledge. 

First, KBT suggests that, through repeated peer-to-peer interactions, em-
ployees gather enough information to predict peer behavior. Research supports 
this premise that trust builds predictability between employees (Dietz & den 
Hartog, 2006). Employees at the KBT stage can predict both trustworthy and 
untrustworthy behaviors. Similarly, pervious research has confirmed that trust 
reflects a person’s intentionality (McEvily & Zaheer, 2005; McEvily et al., 2003); 
and considers trust-as-choice (Li et al., 2015). Thus, employees who exhibit KBT 
attributes are likely to display tacit knowledge-sharing behavior. 

This study used the uncertainty reductions theory (Berger & Bradac, 1982; 
Berger & Calabrese, 1975). The uncertainty reductions theory suggests that the 
more one knows a person, the more one can predict that person’s behavior. This 
is consistent with the conditions of KBT. The aim is to advance understanding of 
factors that influence willingness to share tacit knowledge (Gupta et al., 2020), 
applying social identity theory (SIT). SIT has been widely used to examine 
peer-to-peer trust relationships (Carnahan et al., 2017; Rupp & Mallory, 2015). 
Therefore, employees who exhibit KBT attributes will have a positive relation-
ship with willingness to share tacit knowledge. Leaders and managers will bene-
fit by acquiring insight into knowledge sharing practices to maintain sustainabil-
ity and advantage over competitors (Gagné et al., 2019). 

2. Literature Review 

Nonaka et al. (1994) defined knowledge management as a process of creating, 
dispersing, utilizing, and administering knowledge. This implies a multidiscipli-
nary approach to achieve business objectives by incorporating knowledge 
(Okazaki & Campo, 2017). However, the current investigation focused on me-
thods of dispersing tacit knowledge within the management process through 
knowledge sharing. Knowledge sharing is significant for organizations to main-
tain a competitive advantage (Park & Gabbard, 2018). However, academics have 
argued that specialized knowledge is a valuable and scarce resource (Hitchen et 
al., 2017; Kumi & Sabherwal, 2018). This research adapts the definition of tacit 
knowledge as personal, difficult to formalize, and difficult to communicate and 
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manage (Shen & Wang, 2017). 

2.1. Willingness to Share Tacit Knowledge 

Polanyi (1966: p. 4) described tacit knowledge as “we know more than we can 
tell.” Tacit knowledge is uniquely formed by individual beliefs, attitudes, emo-
tions, and intuition. Certain aspects of tacit knowledge reside in the subcons-
cious and are inaccessible for articulation. However, employees can use 
face-to-face interactions to share tacit knowledge (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; 
Spender & Grant, 1996; Sweeney, 1996; Teece, 2000; Teece et al., 1997). Con-
versely, employees may encounter feelings of risk and uncertainty when faced 
with sharing and using tacit knowledge. This research applied uncertain reduc-
tions theory to approach known issues associated with tacit knowledge sharing 
behaviors. 

Employees require certain levels of personal relationship (Epstein, 2000; 
Nonaka et al., 1994) and willingness to participate is a precursor to knowledge 
sharing. Marquardt (1996) identified employee interactions as channels that 
transmit and promote tacit knowledge sharing. Thus, social interactions develop 
employee-to-employee interactions and the tacit knowledge exchange process. 

Organization work groups, mentor-mentee programs, and face-to-face social 
interactions naturally favor knowledge sharing behaviors. In these social interac-
tions, members can “share information, ideas, discuss common issues and de-
velop personal relationships” (Kim, 2015: p. 47). Organizations that promote 
cultures of sharing and trust facilitate transformation of tacit knowledge into ex-
plicit forms (Daland, 2016; Kim, 2015). 

Formal and informal social interactions benefit tacit knowledge sharing. Tacit 
knowledge is not easily accessible using manuals, books, and policies. Tacit 
knowledge is personalized as expertise provides analytical rigorous advice (Smith, 
2001). This explains why some employees may view sharing as a risk to their ca-
reer or position. For example, an employee could feel that sharing knowledge may 
cost them a competitive advantage or promotion opportunity (Leonard & Sensi-
per, 1998; Stenmark, 2000). Tacit knowledge sharing is informal and subjective in 
nature. It is not surprising that types of trust consistently yield significant con-
tributions to the KM community and tacit knowledge sharing field. 

Leaders who create knowledge-sharing environments motivate employees to 
share tacit knowledge (AlShamsi & Ajmal, 2018). Employees who are motivated 
by knowledge sharing voluntarily support organizational goals and objectives 
(Hameed et al., 2019). Trust intensifies employee interactions and perceptions of 
fairness (Konovsky, 2000). Perceptions of fairness develop into employee trust 
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Environments that promote peer-to-peer trust 
should cultivate willingness to share tacit knowledge. This supports research 
findings by Nonaka et al. (1994) and Epstein (2000) that personal ties or rela-
tionships foster tacit knowledge exchanges among employees. 

Social exchange theory (SET) posits that, as employees perceive benefit over 
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cost, they are likely to exhibit desirable behaviors to co-workers. Gupta et al. 
(2020) confirmed this analysis and reported that employee perceptions of the 
cost of sharing tacit knowledge (CostTKS) negatively influenced willingness to 
share tacit knowledge (WSTK). Other studies have examined tacit knowledge 
sharing (TKS), focusing on peer relationships grounded in social interactions 
(Ganguly et al., 2019; Wu et al., 2016), emotional bonding (Zhang et al., 2015), 
and cooperation among employees with shared goals (Evans et al., 2018). There 
has been limited focus on quality social interactions that facilitate tacit know-
ledge holders to overcome psychological barriers (Gupta et al., 2020). Thus, 
studying KBT should contribute to knowledge on uncertainty reductions theory 
and improve understanding of employee-to-employee social interactions. 

Holste and Fields (2010) reported that respect created a psychological condition 
that fostered an affect-based trust environment that was believed to encourage 
WSTK. Furthermore, SET suggests that employees are willing to share tacit know-
ledge with peers when they respect each other (Balogun & Gabriel, 2015). Howev-
er, rather than relying on SIT and SET, this research incorporated social interac-
tion theory (SIT). SIT suggests that cost and benefit analysis motivates interper-
sonal interactions (Blau, 1964). Similarly, employee-to-employee respect encou-
rages positive social interactions crucial for acquiring tacit knowledge (Wu et al., 
2016). SIT has been widely used to examine peer-to-peer trust relationships. Thus, 
KBT will add to knowledge about SIT by measuring the employee-to-employee 
trust relationship on WSTK (Carnahan et al., 2017; Rupp & Mallory, 2015). 

There is a need for better understanding of factors that stimulate know-
ledge-sharing behaviors and empirically based recommendations to apply to 
knowledge sharing (Obrenovic et al., 2020). Prior research has shown how in-
terpersonal connections strengthen knowledge-sharing behaviors (Milkman & 
Berger, 2014). It is beneficial to focus on KBT interactions to contribute to un-
derstanding of interactions that minimize the cost of exchanging knowledge 
between employees. 

Organizational studies have focused primarily on affect-based trust as an 
earnest relationship that influences WSTK (Holste & Fields, 2010). Affect-based 
trust and cognition-based trust strengthen employee determinations to share tacit 
knowledge to help others to succeed (Friedman et al., 2018). Affect-based trust and 
cognition-based trust rely on respect and engender a positive feeling of self-worth 
in a group, leading to WSTK. KBT extends on previous views of social interac-
tions based on affect-based and cognition-based trust as significant factors that 
enhance WSTK (An & Ahmad, 2010; Gupta et al., 2020; Javernick-Will, 2011). 
Thus, KBT may introduce additional trust relationships to improve WSTK. 

2.2. Professional Relationship Trust 

McAllister’s (1995) cognition-based and affect-based trust dominate the organi-
zational trust field. Cognition-based trust accounts for overall organizational 
development and maintenance of employee relationships. Affect-based trust ac-
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counts for the emotional bond between employees that is generated over time 
(Gulati & Sytch, 2008; Thomson et al., 2009). Most literature suggests that inter-
personal trust and relationships are interchangeable. However, Lewicki and 
Bunker (1996) proposed that professional relationships are similar to friend or 
acquaintance affiliation and develop PRT stages derived from romantic rela-
tionship (Boon & Holmes, 1991). 

Lewicki and Bunker (1995) concluded that romantic forms of trust are essen-
tial in professional relationships and introduced a model for trust development 
stages: CBT, KBT, and IBT. CBT is based on written policies, procedures, pu-
nishments, and rewards to maintain trust. Written information contains explicit 
forms of knowledge. The focus of this investigation is tacit knowledge transfer. 
Thus, CBT is not idea in pursuit of trust that creates an environment for TKS. 

IBT exists only after KBT. Lewicki and Bunker (1996) suggested that em-
ployees rarely reach this stage due to turnover, time on the job, or age of the 
company. IBT stages may reveal insight about trust as a mediator or modera-
tor of affect-based trust on employee turnover. However, KBT is consistent 
with the view of social psychologists, where the primary focus is to observe in-
terpersonal interactions among employees. This is similar to research on horizon-
tal peer-to-peer interactions and tacit knowledge transfer (Connelly et al., 2012). 
However, Gupta et al. (2020) suggested that current approaches to the study of 
peer-to-peer interaction continue to limit understanding of TKS. 

Some literature suggests that KBT could sometimes be referred to as relational 
trust (Rousseau, 2001). However, for continuity, the current research incorpo-
rated KBT definitions and measurements established by Lewicki and Bunker 
(1996) to ensure continuity and a clear approach to investigate the role of KBT 
ability in knowledge-sharing behaviors among employees. 

2.3. Knowledge-Based Trust 

KBT relationships to increase willingness to share information (Pugnetti & El-
mer, 2020). Mayer et al. (1995) defined KBT as a function of a person’s percep-
tion of another’s ability, integrity, and benevolence. KBT is viewed as a function 
of an employee’s perception of another’s trustworthiness. However, this is dif-
ferent than KBT as defined by Lewicki and Bunker (1996), that trust is devel-
oped though repeated employee-to-employee interactions. 

Lewicki and Bunker (1996) suggested that employees at the KBT stage can be-
gin to predict each other’s behavior by gathering information. Employees pos-
sess the ability to predict coworker behavior and heighten the trust relationship. 
Employees who exhibit this type of KBT can predict both trustworthy and un-
trustworthy behavior based on repeated interactions. Thus, KBT provides a dif-
ferent approach by measuring face-to-face communication based on repeated 
interactions and predicting behaviors. 

KBT requires regular communication to facilitate information exchange, pre-
ferences, and approaches to solving organization problems. Courtship permits 
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each person to determine how well they may work with another person. Studies 
have confirmed that knowledge-based ownership strengthens the knowledge in-
teraction and exchange process (Li et al., 2015; Sun et al., 2019). However, there 
is limited research on Lewicki and Bunker’s KBT peer-to-peer cooperation ap-
proach. Based on the review of literature, the following hypothesis was posited. 

H1: Knowledge-based trust is positively associated with willingness to share 
tacit knowledge. 

3. Methodology 

This section describes the overall validity and reliability of the independent va-
riable KBT and the dependent variable WSTK. The section designates the ap-
proach to generate, collect, and analyze data for this investigation. In this 
cross-sectional, quantitative study, data were collected and analyzed to study the 
relationship between Lewicki and Bunker’s (1996) KBT stage and Holste and 
Field’s (2010) WSTK. A 7-item scale derived from Lewicki and Bunker (1996) 
and a modified scale by Saparito (2000) were used to measure KBT and an 
8-item scale derived from Holste and Field was used to measure WSTK. The 
survey asked respondents to indicate level of agreement to each item (strongly 
disagree, disagree, slightly disagree, neither agree nor disagree, slightly agree, 
agree, strongly agree). 

The research followed general procedures of regression analysis. Pretests were 
not administered because each construct was defined and derived from multiple 
sources. Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure scale reliability of the Likert-type 
scales. Correlation was used to investigate relationships between the indepen-
dent and dependent variables. Linear regression was used to compare KBT and 
WSTK. The results tested the model fit to determine whether KBT significantly 
predicted WSTK. 

3.1. Independent Variable 

Knowledge-based trust. KBT is defined in this investigation as the stage at which 
each partner understands and predicts the other’s thoughts and behavior. KBT is 
not based on control mechanisms but on repeated interactions over time 
(Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). Partners gain understanding of each other’s thoughts 
and behaviors. KBT was measured on a 7 items (e.g., “From past experiences, I 
can determine if my co-worker’s ideas are reliable and from past experiences, I 
can predict my co-worker’s reaction to certain job situations.” 

3.2. Dependent Variable 

Willingness to share tacit knowledge. WSTK depends on how well each cowork-
er trusts the source of information (Adler, 2002; De Long & Fahey, 2000; Locke, 
1999; Lucas, 2005; McAllister, 1995; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Scott, 2000; Tsai 
& Ghoshal, 1998). Willingness to share knowledge is defined as a partner’s rea-
diness to share learned information verbally. The experience of each participant 
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and interpersonal trust determine resistance or acceptance of knowledge flow 
into everyday usage by coworkers. WSTK is based on the measurement scale de-
rived from Holste and Fields’s (2010), containing 8 items (e.g. “I share rules of 
thumb and I am willing to share new ideas with my co-worker”). 

3.3. Control Variables 

Age. Multiple studies (e.g., Strauss & Howe, 1993; Tulgan, 1995) have suggested 
that younger workers may be less trusting than older workers. Thus, age may in-
fluence willingness to share and use tacit knowledge. 

Gender. Carroll (2002) reported that gender had effects on trust when accept-
ing tacit knowledge. The results suggested that women may be more willing than 
men to share and use tacit knowledge received from relationships. The current 
study survey asked for age and gender to evaluate these controls. 

4. Results 

The sample for this study consisted of full-time employees from private and 
commercial organizations in the United States. Employees were contacted via an 
Internet-based survey application; 250 agreed to participate. Of those 250 res-
pondents, 215 provided demographic information. The sample consisted of 
42.22% males and 57.78% females (Table 1). 

Summary statistics were calculated for KBT and WSTK. Each variable was 
within skewness and kurtosis ranges. When skewness is between −2 and +2 in ab-
solute value, the variable is considered to be symmetrical about its mean. When 
the kurtosis is between −3 and +3, the variable’s distribution is normal and the 
tendency is to be free of outliers. Summary statistics are shown in Table 2. 

IBM SPSS Statistics 25 was used to calculate Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 
to,using guidelines suggested by George and Mallery (2016), where >0.9 is excel-
lent, >0.8 is good, >0.7 is acceptable, >0.6 is questionable, >0.5 is poor, and ≤0.5 
is unacceptable (Table 3). 

Based on acceptable Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for each scale (>0.8 for 
KBT and >0.9 for WSTK), scale items were computed into KBT and WTSK to  

 
Table 1. Sample size demographics. 

Category Percentage 

Gender  

Male 42.22% 

Female 57.78 

Age  

18 - 29 14.00% 

30 - 44 33.00% 

45 - 60 44.00% 

>60 9.00% 
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Table 2. Summary statistics for interval and ratio variables. 

Variable M SD n SEM Min Max Skewness Kurtosis 

KBT 25.55 7.27 250 0.37 5.00 35.00 −0.59 −0.40 

WSTK 26.70 7.51 250 0.38 6.00 42.00 −0.31 −0.29 

 
Table 3. Knowledge-based trust and willingness to share measurement scale. 

Scale Number of Items Cronbach’s Alpha 

KBT 7 .89 

WSTK 8 .95 

 
Table 4. Knowledge-based trust predicting willingness to share tacit knowledge. 

Variable B SE Β t p 

(Intercept) 4.47 1.94 0.00 2.37 <0.007 

KBT 0.84 0.05 0.73 15.84 <0.000 

 
Table 5. Age and gender control variable results. 

Variable B SE p 

Gender 0.49 −0.023 0.733 

Age 0.32 0.650 0.339 

 
test for correlation. KBT items were computed to the variable KBT and willing-
ness to share items were computer to the variable WSTK. 

KBT p-value was verified using linear regression on willingness to share. Li-
near regression was conducted on KBT and WSTK. First, the results indicated a 
significant positive relationship between KBT and WSTK, with a Pearson corre-
lation.734, indicating that KBT had a significant relationship with WSTK, p < 
0.05 (Table 4). 

Strauss and Howe’s (1993) and Tulgan’s (1995) research suggested that 
younger workers may be less trusting than older workers. Carroll’s (2002) re-
search suggested that same-gender interactions between females were more 
trusting with tacit knowledge information than were same-gender interactions 
between males. However, results from the current study provided evidence that 
age and gender were not significant factors p > 0.05 (Table 5). 

5. Discussion 
5.1. Theoretical Implications 

This study focused on peer-to-peer cooperation measured by KBT and WSTK. 
This section presents a discussion of theoretical and practical implications of 
KBT and WSTK. This study extends the uncertainty reductions theory (Berger & 
Bradac, 1982; Berger & Calabrese, 1975), which suggests that the more one 
knows a person, the more one can predict that person’s behavior to examine the 
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trustor-trustee relationship (McKnight et al., 2002). 
The results indicated that KBT significantly predicted WSTK. However, KBT 

contradicts Shah and Mahmood’s (2016) findings that trust is not significant 
within a tacit knowledge-sharing relationship. Conversely, KBT supported En-
dres and Rhoad’s (2016) finding that repeat interactions promote tacit know-
ledge transfer. 

The findings suggest that employees who exhibit KBT attributes have WSTK. 
This supports the premise that leaders and managers who promote desirable 
knowledge-sharing environments motivate tacit knowledge-sharing behaviors 
(AlShamsi & Ajmal, 2018) and willingness to contribute knowledge to others 
(Hameed et al., 2019). Employee age (Strauss & Howe, 1993; Tulgan, 1995) and 
same-gender interactions (Carroll, 2002) were not significant for employees who 
exhibited KBT attributes and WSTK. Thus, KBT advances understanding of KM 
trust relationships and employees’ WSTK. 

5.2. Practical Implications 

KBT and WSTK. Leaders who encourage repeated employee-to-employee inte-
ractions will likely reduce employee hesitation to share tacit knowledge. KBT re-
lationships allow employees to predict relationship behaviors. For example, Em-
ployee A continuously completes projects 3 days prior to Employee B deadlines. 
Based on KBT, Employee B begins to predict that Employee A will continue to 
complete tasks prior to deadlines. This promotes predictability and influences 
WSTK. 

KBT supports that tacit knowledge is transmitted through social interactions 
(Agarwal & Islam, 2014; Kennedy et al., 2012; Shao et al., 2016) and that em-
ployees voluntarily contribute toward organization success (Hameed et al., 2019). 
Thus, leaders and managers should invest in repeated employee-to-employee in-
teractions to promote environments of trust that encourage WSTK. 

5.3. Limitations, Delimitations, and Significance 

This research involved limitations in using cross-sectional study methods. This 
approach cannot measure change in the relationship between employees over 
time. Participants in this study might have yielded different results after con-
tinuous interaction in the relationship. To measure change in the effects of 
trust levels on willingness to share, it would be beneficial to have additional 
cross-sectional studies of U.S. employees. 

Research teams may find it difficult to determine whether participants are in 
the same stage of trust. For example, future results might reveal the presence of 
new employees in the job market, or previous participants might no longer be in 
the work force or might have retired. Changes in the sample and longevity of the 
trust relationship could cause an increase or decrease in trust results. Partners 
could end or start new trust partnerships based on the cited criteria, which could 
increase uncertainty about employee intentions or actions. 
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There are possible sample biases in this study. The investigation could not 
measure the entire population. Data were collected from a subset of full-time 
employees; there may have been differences between the sample and the popula-
tion. Permission letters were sent to the study population through SurveyMon-
key™. Participants may have rushed or may not have fully answered each ques-
tion to the best of their knowledge. However, to mitigate this error, the mea-
surement scale contained only 18 one-sentence items to address all variables and 
demographics in the study. The items were derived from previous validated and 
accepted studies to decrease survey item bias. 

The KM community has significant evidence that tacit knowledge creates 
profitability, employee learning, and sustainability. Knowledge exchange occurs 
at the interpersonal level and deserves more attention in the scientific commu-
nity, especially among economists, psychologists, and sociologists (Vasin, 2020). 
This research provided a systematic approach to investigate willingness to share, 
which could hinder tacit knowledge transfer. It was determined that KBT was 
associated with WSTK with co-workers. 

5.4. Future Research 

Leadership styles may mediate or moderate the relationship between PRT and 
tacit knowledge transfer. Studies of leadership styles may improve understand-
ing of PRT and tacit knowledge transfer barriers. Learning about the relation-
ship between leadership style and PRT could inform leaders, managers, and su-
pervisors regarding styles that improve or degrade this trust relationship. 

Gender and age were examined, and the results showed no significant effect 
on PRT stages. Future research should include other demographic categories to 
examine their possible influence on PRT and willingness to share. This would 
inform leaders, managers, and supervisors about the influence of group dynam-
ics and organization diversity on trust relationships. 

This study addressed employee willingness to share, which is a process that 
could hinder tacit knowledge transfer (Holste & Fields, 2010). However, the re-
searchers suggest that willingness to use tacit knowledge also hinders the ex-
change process. Thus, we recommend further research on KBT and the willing-
ness to use tacit knowledge. This will fill the gap in the literature on types of 
trust that improve willingness to share and use tacit knowledge. 

CBT and IBT were not considered in this research. More research should be 
done to measure the effect of CBT on explicit knowledge. IBT is rare due to em-
ployee turnover and age of the company. Further investigation is required to 
measure trust based on time with the company and age of the company. 

6. Conclusion 

Regardless of leadership KM practices, 76% of U.S. employees expressed hesit-
ance to share tacit knowledge with co-workers (Pan et al., 2018). Thus, this in-
vestigation was conducted, using Lewicki and Bunker’s (1996) KBT measure-
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ment scale and Holste and Field’s (2010) WSTK. KBT significantly predicted 
WSTK between co-workers on the job. Age (Strauss & Howe, 1993; Tulgan, 
1995) and gender (Carroll, 2002) were not significant factors in the WSTK rela-
tionship. Because leaders strive to create and manage knowledge for competitive 
advantages in their industry (Gagné et al., 2019), promoting that KBT is likely to 
encourage employees’ WSTK. 
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