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Abstract : This qualitative study investigated antecedents of knowledge sharing in the public sector. Basing on the theory of 
planned behaviour and literature review, three antecedents guided the conceptualization of the study namely; employee 
attitudes, subjective or social norms and perceived behaviour control. Data from the 19 in-depth interviews were 
thematically analyzed. Findings revealed that employee attitudes towards knowledge sharing in the public sector were both 
positive and negative. While the theory of planned behaviour focuses on the attitudes of knowledge givers, it emerged that 
the knowledge seekers’ attitudes mattered as well. Subjective norms were prevalent in meetings, teams, job rotation as well 
as in the Communities of Practice (CoP). The finding that Communities of Practice were disconnected in terms of knowledge 
sharing emerged surprising because we had not envisaged it since previous studies have not investigated it. Perceived 
behaviour control was modified by scanty organizational resources as well as incentives and policies. The study proposes 
knowledge sharing model for both practitioners and researchers. 
 
Keywords: Knowledge sharing, attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behaviour control, Community of Practice 

1. Introduction 

Knowledge sharing is conceptualised as the process of accessing knowledge for application in solving work 
related problems (Christensen, 2007).  Knowledge sharing relates to the provision of task related skills, 
experiences, abilities and expertise to help workers solve problems, develop new ideas, or implement policies 
or procedures (Wang and Noe, 2010; OECD, 2015).  
 
Although the public sector is endowed with the knowledge resource (Cong and Pandya, 2003; Turyahikayo, 2018; 
Davenport and Prusak, 1998), evidence shows that such knowledge is not adequately shared to enhance decision 
making, solving of task related problems and improved service delivery (Caruso, 2017; Wamitu, 2016; Furlich, 
2016). While we acknowledge the fact that knowledge should be shared so as to be meaningful (Oghavvemi, 
Sharabati, Paramanathan and Rahin, 2017; Kalani and Kamrani, 2017) it is noted that previous studies have not 
investigated fully the antecedents of knowledge sharing behaviour in the public sector. There are limited studies 
regarding the antecedents of knowledge sharing behaviour within the sector. A few quantitative studies have 
focused on knowledge sharing practices in the public sector organisations (Amayah 2013; Parka, et al, 2014; 
Sensuse, Cahyaningsih and Wibowo, 2015; Aerts and Haezendonck, 2017). There are a few, if any, qualitative 
studies focusing on the antecedents of knowledge sharing behaviour in the public sector. Consequently, the 
absence of qualitative studies has, to some extent, hindered the emergence of new knowledge regarding the 
factors that drive knowledge sharing behaviour in the sector. Yet, without understanding the antecedents of 
knowledge sharing behaviour in the public sector, we cannot satisfactorily propose appropriate knowledge 
sharing strategies for the sector. The current qualitative study addresses this gap by examining antecedents of 
knowledge sharing behaviour in the public sector using the theory of planned behaviour. The research question 
addressed in this study is; What are the antecedents of knowledge sharing behaviour in the public sector? The 
purpose of this qualitative study is to attempt to seek answers to the research question. 

2. Theoretical framework and Literature Review 

Previous studies have indicated that knowledge sharing largely depends on individual behaviour (Kuo and Young, 
2008) driven by attitudes towards behaviour, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control (Punniyamoorthy 
and Asumptha, 2019) and intentions (Wang and Noe, 2010). These antecedents of knowledge sharing behaviour 
are conceptualized in Ajzen’s (1985) theory of planned behaviour.  
 
The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) was propounded by Ajzen, (1985) who assumed that the intention to 
behave in a certain manner results from; a) an individuals’ attitude towards the behaviour, b) their subjective 
norms, c) and perceived behavioural control over the outcome. Attitudes defined as the disposition to respond 
favourably or unfavourably to the self, others, and environment in relation to their intentions (Hwang, 2012; 
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Yean, Johari and Sukery, 2015) can be strong or weak depending on the degree of importance attached to it 
(Howe and Krosnick, 2017). Such a degree of importance is influenced by personal values, interests and beliefs 
(Safa and Solms, 2016). Subjective norms are postulated as the outcome of cognitive structures such as 
perceived consequences of the behaviour and normative structures, like perceived approval by others (Hwang, 
2012). Perceived Behaviour Control (PBC) is the individuals’ belief about their ability to exhibit certain behaviours 
(Kuo and Young, 2008; Yean, Johari and Sukery, 2015). While the TPB focuses on nature rather than nurture 
driven factors, its wide usage in related studies make it suitable for this study.  

2.1 Literature Review 

In this section, we thematically discuss previous studies relating to antecedents of knowledge sharing behaviour 
in the public sector. The discussion is hinged on the theory of planned behaviour examined in the previous 
section. 

2.1.1 Attitudes Towards Knowledge Sharing Behaviour in the Public Sector 

Previous researchers have defined ‘attitude’ as a disposition to respond favorably or unfavorably to the self, 
others, and environment in relation to their intentions (Hwang, 2012; Yean, Johari and Sukery, 2015). Such a 
disposition towards behaviour can be strong or weak depending on the degree of importance attached to it 
(Howe and Krosnick, 2017). Such a degree of importance is influenced by personal values, interests and beliefs 
(Safa and Solms, 2016). An individual’s attitude towards knowledge sharing will influence the behaviour to share. 
If one derives happiness in sharing his expertise, skills and know-how, he/she will share and it would appear, the 
reverse is true (Punniyamoorthy and Asumptha, 2019). Public sector employees who value their contribution to 
the organization or who feel that their contribution is valued by others are likely to develop strong attitudes to 
share their knowledge (Safa and Solms, 2016). 
 
Scholars have further revealed more factors that shape employees’ attitude towards knowledge sharing 
behaviour in the public sector. According to Wang and Noe (2010), if public sector employees have high capacity 
to absorb the knowledge that has been shared, people feel motivated to share more knowledge with them. Yet 
in some situations, public sector employees may have negative attitudes to share knowledge if they are worried 
of being misunderstood, or if they feel that their knowledge will not be used adequately (Zhang and Fai Ng, 
2012). Literature does not examine the circumstances under what the shared knowledge is likely to be taken 
out of context. It is also not clear when misunderstandings relating to the knowledge shared are likely to arise. 
Some scholars have indicated that even when there is enough absorptive capacity, seekers and givers of 
knowledge may have arrogant behaviours which hinder inter-personal collaborations for knowledge sharing 
(Hew and Hara, 2007). Hence, managers should facilitate employees to share knowledge (Yang, 2008).  

2.1.2 Subjective Norms and Knowledge Sharing Behaviour in the Public Sector 

The TPB conceptualizes subjective norms as perceptions of social pressures relating to performing behaviour 
(Ajzen, 1991). Subjective norms relate to an employee’s perception of colleagues’ views about the suggested 
behaviour (Yean, Johari and Sukery, 2015). These norms are reflected in the expectations of managers regarding 
an individual’s sharing behaviour, proceeded by intentions (Hwang, 2012). If a public sector employee believes 
that fellow workers approve or disapprove sharing certain type of knowledge, he/she is likely to decide whether 
to share or not. Yet, the extent to which social norms prevail in the public sector and how this prevalence relates 
to knowledge sharing behaviour is not clearly articulated in the previous studies. Although Yean, Johari and 
Sukery (2015) contend that such norms put pressure on an individual to perform a particular behaviour, the 
same norms may force an employee to consider abandoning the planned behaviour (Safa and Solms, 2016). In 
the public sector, it is assumed that social norms are entrenched in the hierarchical ladders of seniority. Yet, we 
cannot tell from the literature which source of social norms impose pressure on employees to share or not to 
share knowledge. Do social norms from below pressurise top managers to share knowledge? Is the reverse true? 
 
Previous research has further indicated that public sector employees have a role to manage subjective norms. 
Much as the norms held in groups impose pressure on an individual’s sharing behaviour, personal preferences 
play a role in deciding whether to share or not. The choice still lies in hands of the knowledge giver (Nguyen, 
Nham and Hoang, 2019). Public sector employees are likely to share knowledge with colleagues who will 
reciprocate (Wang and Noe, 2010), a situation of ‘I scratch your back, and you scratch mine too’. This is the case 
regardless of the prevailing subjective norms. Moreover, as employees interact more often so do the chains of 
subjective norms tend to weaken (Amayah, 2013). In this case, reciprocity is seen as the only way employees 
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who share knowledge will cause others to share. Yet, reciprocity may not be sufficient without the backup of a 
knowledge sharing culture. 

2.1.3 Perceived Behaviour Control and Knowledge Sharing in the Public Sector 

Perceived Behaviour Control (PBC) has been conceptualized as the individuals’ belief about their ability to exhibit 
certain behaviours (Kuo and Young, 2008; Yean, Johari and Sukery, 2015). If public sector employees believe that 
they have sufficient ability and resources, they will likely share their knowledge. If they feel resources for 
knowledge sharing are unavailable, the sharing behaviour will diminish (Chen, Chen and Kinshuk, 2009; 
Punniyamoorthy and Asumptha, 2019). Under the PBC, public sector employees make judgements regarding 
their ability to predict the planned behaviour. If workers believe their PBC over knowledge sharing is high 
compared to risks involved, the intention to share increases (Hajli and Lin, 2016).  
 
Previous studies have indicated that a number of factors transcend resources in the control of behaviour for 
knowledge sharing. Scholars such as Wang and Noe (2010) have indicated that supervisor’s control over 
employee behaviour was a significant predictor of an employee effort towards knowledge sharing. Yet, there is 
another body of literature painting a different picture. Scholars such as Liu and DeFrank (2013) demonstrated 
that self-interest, power and status affected knowledge sharing intentions even when the resources and 
incentives were in place. In other words, PBC on its own could not determine knowledge sharing intentions. 
From the foregoing, we can infer that previous studies have not adequately examined antecedents of knowledge 
sharing behaviour in the public sector. The current study attempts to address the existing knowledge gap. 

3. Research Methodology and Design 

In this exploratory study, three public sector institutions were requested in writing to participate in the study 
which request was granted. The three institutions were; Ministry of Public Service, Ministry of Education and 
Sports and Ministry of Justice and Constitutional Affairs in Uganda. The selected ministries were knowledge 
intensive with interconnected functions. The Ministry of Public Service had an overall mandate to guide 
performance management practices in the other two ministries. Yet, the laws enacted by parliament with 
guidance of the Ministry of Justice impacted on the ministries of Public Service and Education. While the three 
ministries were not the only knowledge intensive ones, with interconnected functions, their selection made the 
study feasible within the resource constraints. The individual worker was treated as the unit of analysis since 
subjective and personal insights were key for this study rather than group perspectives. Purposive sampling was 
used to identify and select 19 key informants (Creswell, 2014) in line with a similar design by Petty, Jarvis and 
Thomas (2018). The informants had rich information regarding the antecedents of knowledge sharing in the 
public sector. The key informants who were senior managers at the level of Heads of department were 
requested to give informed consent prior to the study. Semi-structured interviews were conducted in the 
informants’ offices in order to elicit their perceptions in a natural setting (Hew and Hara, 2007; Yin, 2011). 
Perceptions were captured using field notes technique because it is more superior to any other technique 
(Halcomb and Davidson, 2006) in generating qualitative data (Castleberry and Nolen, 2018). The interview 
process ended after saturation in which case no new additional useful data emerged to constitute a conceptual 
category (Francis, et al, 2010). In order to enhance conformability and credibility three more interviews in 
addition to the 19 were conducted. In addition, three key informants were interviewed twice so as to guarantee 
response consistencies as advised by Aldiabat and Navenec (2018). 
 
We applied thematic analysis technique in order to reduce data into workable themes and the emerging 
conclusions (Halcomb and Davidson, 2006). We took the advice from Halcomb and Davidson (2006) to the effect 
that researchers should code their own data since they are much more involved in the interview process. Mindful 
of the fact that text as data is often difficult to break into categories and themes (Castleberry and Nolen, 2018), 
we kept coding and re-coding as we identified codes, categories and themes in moving back and forth fashion 
(Erlingsson and Brysiewicz, 2017). We discarded codes reported by one informant purposely to avoid occasional 
incidence (Zhang and Fai Ng, 2012). We identified a number of inductive themes emerging a posteriori. Such 
themes included, employee attitudes; subjective norms and perceived behaviour control. The themes related 
closely to the constructs discussed in the theoretical framework and in the literature review. We interpreted 
and discussed the findings basing on the emerging themes as guided by Clarke (2009). An attempt was made to 
dig deep into the lived experiences of interviewees to understand the real meaning attached to the antecedents 
of knowledge sharing behaviour in the public sector. 
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4. Findings relating to Antecedents of Knowledge Sharing in the Public Sector 

The discussion below highlights key findings from the study relating to the antecedents of knowledge sharing 
behaviour in the public sector. The discussion is organised around three themes that emerged during the coding 
process. To recapitulate, the themes are; employee attitude to share knowledge, subjective norms and 
perceived behavioural control. 

4.1 Attitude towards Knowledge Sharing Behaviour in the Public Sector 

Informants were asked to indicate their attitude towards knowledge with colleagues; and whether colleagues 
shared knowledge with them. The study revealed a number of positive attitudes towards knowledge sharing 
behaviour. More than half the number of interviewees indicated that they willingly shared knowledge. “I share 
my knowledge with colleagues during formal and informal meetings”. When asked when they shared their 
knowledge, they further stated; “I share knowledge during departmental planning, and when undertaking task 
accomplishments”. Knowledge sharing behaviour was triggered by knowledge seekers. Some informants 
reported that quite often they sought knowledge from their peers and supervisors before, during and after task 
performance. There were also instances when workers had to seek clarifications on why certain activities had to 
be performed. While most informants reported good reception from colleagues they contacted for knowledge, 
there were some employees who harboured negative attitudes towards knowledge sharing. In support of this, 
four of the nineteen interviewees reported knowledge hoarding behaviour. “Some employees are not willing to 
share their knowledge. They think that hoarding knowledge makes them powerful and gives them a comparative 
advantage over their colleagues”. This could testify to the prevalence of negative attitude towards knowledge 
sharing behaviour. Two informants revealed some occasional rudeness and hostility from colleagues during 
seeking knowledge.  
 
It was also revealed that attitude to knowledge sharing was hindered by misperceptions. The misperception that 
knowledge sharing was a one man’s activity rather than being perceived as everybody’s responsibility seemed 
apparent. Some interviewees remarked, “we don’t have a Public Relations Officer (PRO) to disseminate 
knowledge’. There is need for Monitoring and Evaluation Officer (M&E) to help in knowledge sharing”. With this 
misperception, some employees did not believe it was their responsibility to share knowledge. One would 
therefore infer that the positive attitude to share knowledge is shaped by the right perception of both the giver 
and receiver of knowledge. 

4.2 Subjective Norms and Knowledge Sharing in the Public Sector 

In this section, we examine findings relating to how subjective norms shaped knowledge sharing behaviour in 
the public sector. The findings are organised around norms that shaped knowledge sharing.   
 
The public sector ministries studied nurtured norms which were not aimed at knowledge sharing, though they 
made the sharing inevitable. One of such norms was frequent formal meetings. All interviewees indicated that 
weekly and monthly meetings imposed on them an obligation to attend and exchange ideas. “we meet weekly 
to review the previous week’s performance. My colleagues meet monthly for strategic planning and 
consideration of field reports”. While frequent meetings were not deliberately intended to facilitate knowledge 
sharing, they formed part of the public sector norms in which knowledge sharing behaviour was reflected. 
Informants revealed that there was active participation in the meetings. Half of the interviewees revealed that 
they shared their views freely in these meetings. Yet, they could not ascertain why they shared and whether 
their shared knowledge was put to the right purpose. 
 
The other well pronounced subjective norm related to job rotation in which some workers in the studied 
ministries were often transferred to departments within the same ministry, or to other ministries. An informant 
indicated, “I joined the public sector as a junior officer in the ministry of public sector. I have been transferred 
recently to the ministry of Justice”. Rotated workers encountered new experiences; knowledge networks useful 
for knowledge sharing. While job rotation stimulated knowledge sharing behaviour it was undertaken for other 
reasons. Managers in the departments responsible for job rotations indicated that rotations targeted some 
employees who had been promoted to fill vacancies in other departments. Informants revealed other reasons 
such as transfer of a problematic employee to a remote department or ministry, or transfer of a worker to a 
ministry perceived as ‘lucrative’. Moreover, job rotation targeted employees below Heads of units that 
performed similar jobs. In this regard, some interviewees remarked, “I have worked in this department for ten 
years now. If am transferred to another department it may take me a year to learn”. Two other interviewees 
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indicated that they had worked at the department for over 20 years and had never been rotated. So, the 
likelihood that employee rotation imposed social pressures to share knowledge is debatable.  

4.3 Perceived Behaviour Control and Knowledge Sharing in the Public Sector 

Employees in the public sector studied had control over their knowledge. Even when they were sponsored for 
training, they still had power to decide whether or not to share their knowledge. For example, two informants 
indicated that, “we encourage people to make presentations after the training but most of them don’t want to 
share. We have arranged meetings for people to share their knowledge but they don’t turn up”.  This perceived 
behaviour stems from the fact that training guidelines as enshrined in the standing orders did not spell out clear 
and enforceable procedures relating to knowledge sharing. 
 
To some extent, however, formalization of systems and procedures weakened individual perceived behaviour 
control. Employees who participated in those tasks were required to share knowledge with team members. It 
was reported that employees who participated in special projects, assignments and field activities submitted 
reports to their supervisors in the department. The senior management teams discussed policy issues before 
forwarding such matters to the top. Such highly formalised environment imposed an obligation on the 
participating employees to share knowledge and so their behaviour control was to some extent limited. 
 
Much as employees had the ability for behaviour control over knowledge sharing, the resources and incentives 
for sharing were inadequate. A number of interviewees indicated that the working environment did not motivate 
them to share knowledge. One informant revealed, “there is no designated place for break tea or lunch. We sit 
in our offices from morning to evening with only one-hour lunch break. We need staff rooms for health break and 
informal discussions”. Moreover, the ICT infrastructure was not adequate as reported by a number of 
informants. An informant remarked, “We have always requested for an intranet as a ministry to share 
information. We need an organizational portal for knowledge sharing”. Without this environment, it meant that 
employees had to physically meet for knowledge sharing instead of using online platforms. 
 
The findings have revealed a number of insights relating to employee attitude towards knowledge sharing, 
subjective norms that impact on knowledge sharing behaviour, and the perceived behavioural control. The next 
section is about the discussion of the findings. We attempt to shed light on the practical implications of the 
findings.   

5. Discussion and Practical Implications  

While workers’ attitude to share knowledge in the public sector existed, we notice that the highly formalised 
environment shaped such attitudes. Knowledge sharing occurred during formal meetings, planning sessions and 
task related discussions. Yet, even in such a formalised environment, some workers harboured negative attitude 
to knowledge sharing.  Some public sector workers justified knowledge hoarding as a tool to gain and maintain 
competitive advantage. Previous studies have indicated that employees often feel they are giving away power 
if they share knowledge (Caruso, 2017) especially in the absence of knowledge sharing incentives (Wang and 
Noe, 2010). Previous studies especially by Heo and Toomey (2016) also revealed that persuading employees to 
share their knowledge was challenging because their inherent interests differed. In the same vein, Shanab and 
Shehabat (2018) studied the perceived behaviour control of public sector employees towards knowledge sharing 
behaviour and concluded that in the absence of relevant policies and incentives, employees resisted knowledge 
sharing based on their interest. While we do not subscribe to this practice of knowledge hoarding, bearing in 
mind that knowledge gains value when it is shared and applied, we are concerned about this negative attitude 
towards knowledge sharing. However, we are mindful of the fact that asking employees to simply share their 
knowledge without giving them some incentives is counter-productive. Even when such knowledge has been 
acquired using organizational resources, it is important that employees are given monetary and non-monetary 
incentives to share knowledge.  
 
The findings in respect of attitude to knowledge sharing reveal instances when knowledge sharing behaviour 
was triggered by knowledge seekers. Quite often employees contacted their peers and supervisors on how they 
were required to undertake certain activities. The theory of planned behaviour has unfortunately focused on 
attitude of knowledge givers and disregarded the attitude of knowledge seekers. Previous studies have also 
ignored knowledge seekers’ attitudes (Yang, 2008, Safa and Solms, 2016; Howe and Krosnick, 2017). To the best 
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of our knowledge, available studies on the subject focused on knowledge seeking in information systems 
research projects (Sutanto and Jiang, 2013), which is outside the scope of the current study.  
 
The Findings have indicated that employees’ behaviour to share knowledge was shaped by the perceived 
approval by colleagues. Such approval was received during weekly and monthly meetings. There were also some 
practices such as job rotation which impacted on subjective norms. Job rotation was conducted for reasons 
beyond knowledge sharing enhancement. Thus, employee rotation was reported as being of little significance 
in imposing social pressures on the public sector workers to share knowledge. This finding is consistent with 
previous studies which reflect authors’ mixed feelings about job rotation. While such rotation is common among 
the less performing employees, it can lead to rotated employees gaining more knowledge at their new 
organisation than actually sharing what they have (Kampkötter, Harbring and Sliwka, 2018). Moreover, when 
employees are assigned new tasks, their previous knowledge may not be relevant to the current job needs which 
affects sharing behaviour (Hakenes and Katolnik, 2017). Although the findings of the current and previous 
studies tend to agree that job rotation does not drive knowledge sharing behaviour, we believe that the rotated 
employee moves to the new work environment with both tacit and explicit knowledge. On the basis of our 
findings and previous research, we strongly believe that job rotation may not be a useful component of social 
norms to drive knowledge sharing intentions. Moreover, some highly specialized jobs such as Legal practice, 
auditing, Information and Communication Technology (ICT), records and archives management were not 
rotated. 
 
Although formal meetings were regular and participatory, such meetings imposed an obligation on employees 
to attend and exchange ideas as part of the organizational norms.  Much as these norms were not deliberately 
nurtured to enhance knowledge sharing, we believe they facilitated knowledge transfer during meetings. 
Moreover, knowledge sharing activities in government institutions include workshops and meetings (Sensuse, 
Cahyaningsih and Wibowo, 2015), and brainstorming sessions, using policy documents and reports (Aerts and 
Haezendonck, 2017; Shanab and Shehabat, 2018). However, we did not find evidence of visible informal 
meetings which have been found to enhance socialization and fusion of tacit knowledge. Formal meetings should 
be maintained in governments to facilitate group discussions, brainstorming and exchange of tacit and explicit 
knowledge. Informal gatherings should be promoted to enhance sharing of tacit knowledge.  
 
Findings revealed that formal work teams imposed social pressures to share knowledge. All interviewees 
revealed that they often worked in teams. Unfortunately, senior members in such teams dominated discussions. 
This finding is consistent with previous research by Rushmer, Hunter and Steven (2014) who investigated 
knowledge sharing in teams and concluded that workshop discussions did not work when dominated by 
particular individuals and groups. However, earlier researchers (Zhang and Fai Ng, 2012) studied knowledge 
sharing behaviour among construction teams in Hong Kong and concluded that work teams caused pressure on 
team members to share knowledge. They, however, noted that such knowledge sharing behaviour depended 
on antecedents such as provision of rules of the game, error tolerance and provision of team incentives all of 
which apply in the current study. 
 
The study reveals that some social pressures emanated from Communities of Practice (CoP). The common CoP 
were among lawyers, management specialists and professional teachers. Some minority CoP such as 
accountants, engineers, ICT specialists also existed. Previous research has indicated that knowledge sharing 
behaviour was enhanced in CoP amidst strong support systems from management (Jeon, Kim and Koh, 2011). 
Other scholars such as Schofield, et al (2018) revealed that some members of CoP sought to enhance their own 
knowledge as well as strengthen relationships among professional colleagues through the knowledge sharing 
behaviour.  The knowledge sharing behaviour manifested itself during and after the meetings, by use of phone 
numbers and e-mail. These studies focused on knowledge sharing among CoP. The surprising finding however is 
that minority CoP in the current study felt that they did not benefit from the knowledge of dominant large CoP 
such as lawyers and teachers. Inter-CoP collaboration was missing across the three cases. We did not venture 
deep into this missing link as it was outside the scope of the study. But we believe that future scholars may pick 
interest in this aspect. 
 
The study has demonstrated that employees’ ability and control over knowledge sharing was affected by 
inadequate organisational resources and incentives. Organizational resources are usually provided through 
support from management. Previous studies by Wang and Noe (2010) indicated that management support 
enhanced employee knowledge sharing, the absence of which affected the sharing behaviour. Other studies 
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have identified factors such as steep structure and leadership that pose threats to knowledge sharing, 
compensation and culture (Amayah, 2013; Henttonen, Kianto and Ritala, 2016). A common denominator in all 
these studies is the key role of management in removing negative perceived behavioural controls to enhance 
knowledge sharing in the public sector. Our findings in this case agree with previous research that perceived 
behavioural control can diminish if management creates a flexible environment for knowledge sharing 
behaviour.  
 
In light of the findings and the preceding discussion, we propose a knowledge sharing model for the public 
sector. The model attempts to highlight key constructs and dimensions critical to knowledge sharing behaviour 
in the public sector. 
 
Kge sharing antecedents          Organisational factors       Kge sharing behaviour 
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Figure 1: Knowledge Sharing Model  

The discussion has been guided by the three antecedents of knowledge sharing behaviour reflected in box A. 
These are; employee attitudes to share; subjective norms and perceived approval by others to share knowledge; 
and lastly, perceived behavioural control. While these antecedents shape the knowledge sharing behaviour in 
the public sector, they are not self-sufficient. The need for incentives, appropriate systems, management 
support and sharing culture is critical as indicated in box B. Incentives refer to the combination of various 
inducements offered to the public sector workers as motivation for them to share knowledge. Such inducements 
can be monetary or non-monetary. Systems refer to structured practices that position workers to share 
knowledge with ease. Such systems include formal and informal meetings, teamwork, and staff baraza. 
Management support relates to any action taken by top management to facilitate knowledge sharing. Such 
actions include establishment of knowledge sharing policies and creation of knowledge sharing platforms such 
as social media. In order for knowledge sharing to be effective, antecedents of knowledge sharing and 
organisational factors should act in concert so as to facilitate solving of task related problems, generating new 
ideas, designing and executing good policies, as well as making high quality decisions. 

6. Conclusion 

This study was undertaken to examine the antecedents of knowledge sharing behaviour in the public sector. The 
study has revealed three key antecedents namely; employee attitude to share knowledge, subjective norms, 
and perceived behavioural control.  The study further reveals two surprising findings namely; the recognition of 
the attitudes of knowledge seekers which have been ignored by previous researchers and collaborations among 
communities of practice. In the former, the study showed that the knowledge giver’s belief that employees 
seeking knowledge will put it to good use motivated knowledge sharing. Additionally, the knowledge giver’s 
attitude to share was also shaped by how they were approached and respected by the knowledge seekers. In 
the latter, minority CoP felt sidelined by the large and influential communities of practice thereby limiting 
knowledge sharing among inter- communities of practice. In light of the revealed antecedents and other key 
findings, we strongly believe that the research question was answered.  
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6.1 Recommendations and Areas for Future Research 

The study revealed that most employees have negative attitude towards knowledge sharing behaviour. 
Moreover, it was alleged that some knowledge givers in the public sector were rude to colleagues who sought 
knowledge from them. While we recommend that employees are given monetary and non-monetary incentives 
to share knowledge, future researchers should investigate further the kind of incentives likely to enhance 
knowledge sharing attitudes in the public sector. 
 
Much as the study focused on attitudes towards knowledge sharing behaviour of knowledge givers in the sector, 
it was discovered that the attitude of knowledge seekers played a role in knowledge sharing. Future studies 
should investigate how the knowledge seeker behaviour affects the givers attitude to share knowledge. 
 
While we thought that job rotation was useful in enabling knowledge sharing in the public sector, findings and 
previous studies proved the contrary. It is recommended that the public sector conducts regular job rotations 
purposely to enhance knowledge sharing. 
 
Highly formalised structures stifled knowledge sharing behaviour. The study recommends establishment of an 
environment to support informal interactions.  Such environment would create employee hubs, online platforms 
such as social media and knowledge bases, as well as knowledge directories, expert locators and repositories. 
While Communities of Practice (CoP) in teams played a key role in knowledge sharing behaviour, the study did 
not venture deep into inter-CoP collaboration. Future scholars may pick interest in it this aspect to ascertain 
how collaborations between communities of practice in a single organizational setting affected knowledge 
sharing behaviour. 
 
The importance of management support stood out as one of the organisational factors shaping knowledge 
sharing behaviour. The current study did not venture into the nature of support required as this was outside the 
scope of the study. We recommend that future researchers should investigate the nature of management 
support required to enhance knowledge sharing behaviour. 
 
The proposed knowledge sharing model can be tested in studies from different contexts to ascertain its efficacy 
in settings beyond the public sector. 

6.2 Limitations of the study 

Limitations of this study are two-fold and relate to sample size and design. The public sector in Uganda is bigger 
than three ministries we studied. The 19 interviewees conducted might be perceived as small. However, we 
carefully and purposively selected informants on the basis of their wealth experience. Moreover, the purpose 
of this exploratory study was to help generate deeper insights relating to antecedents of knowledge sharing 
behaviour in the public sector within a natural setting (Yin, 2011). We relied on the qualitative design well 
knowing that the purpose of this study was not to generalize the findings (Creswell, 2014) but to reveal a 
contextualized detail of the phenomenon. 
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